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The Habitat Protection Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Camellia Ballroom of the Beau Rivage, Biloxi, Mississippi, Wednesday morning, October 31, 2007, and was called to order at 9:45 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Columbus Brown.
CHAIRMAN COLUMBUS BROWN:  Good morning.  The Habitat Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council is called to order.  All members of the committee are present and the agenda can be found at Tab G-1.  

ADOPTION OF AGENDA
Are there any questions or additions to the agenda?  Hearing none, is there a motion to accept?
MS. JULIE MORRIS:  I so move.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  It’s moved by Julie Morris and seconded by Mr. Teehan.  Is there any opposition?  The motion carries.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES
The minutes from the last meeting can be found at Tab G-2.  Are there any changes to the minutes?  Hearing none, is there a motion to accept the minutes?

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  So moved.

MS. MORRIS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  The motion is made by Ms. Foote and seconded by Ms. Morris.  Are there any questions?  Are there any objections?  Hearing none, the minutes are approved.  The next item on the agenda is the Habitat Protection Advisory Panel Summary at Tab G-3 and Mr. Rester.

TEXAS HABITAT PROTECTION AP RECOMMENDATIONS
MR. JEFF RESTER:  The Texas Habitat AP met on October 3rd and there were eight of nine AP members in attendance, with eighteen others in the audience and there were six items on the agenda.  The first item was Ms. Cindy Loeffler from Texas Parks and Wildlife Department discussing Texas Senate Bill 3 and House Bill 3, which set out a comprehensive, statewide approach for establishing environmental flow regimes in Texas rivers and bays.  
This bill established several groups to establish these environmental flows, mainly controlled by the Texas Council on Environmental Quality.  TCEQ conducts a rulemaking process to adopt appropriate environmental flow standards, which are advised by some of these other committees. 

The next item was Environmental Concerns Related to Vessel Salvage Operations in Texas or scamping.  Mr. Lance Robinson, from Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, stated that for the past several years, the Maritime Administration has been trying to dispose of the vessels in their reserve fleets.  
The reserve fleets are located in San Francisco, Galveston and Newport News, Virginia.  New Orleans and Brownsville are home to salvage operations that are interested in salvaging these reserve fleet vessels for their scrap metal.  
Some of these vessels have been part of the reserve fleet for over forty years and anchored in these areas for over forty years and have accumulated a thick covering of biofouling organisms.  Studies have shown these organisms can be up to around six to eight inches thick.

Mr. Robinson stated that there are concerns that any vessels moved from one area of the country to another might provide pathways for nonindigenous species to reach the Gulf of Mexico.  In late 2006, MARAD started the transfer of two vessels from the San Francisco fleet to Brownsville.  San Francisco, as some of you may know, is one of the epicenters of nonindigenous species here in America.  There are several hundred, if not over a thousand, different species there.

Originally, the hulls of the two vessels were to be cleaned before they left San Francisco, but California regulatory authorities did not allow that, since scraping of the hulls might introduce pollutants and heavy metals into the surrounding environment.  
MARAD then planned to clean the ships in Panama, but Panama denied their request.  They also were trying to stop in Mexico, but Mexico also denied their request to clean the vessels there.  On January 2nd of this year, Texas Parks and Wildlife Department was contacted by MARAD, requesting permission to bring the two vessels into Texas waters for cleaning and salvage.  
Upon a review of a study on other MARAD reserve fleet vessels that traveled from San Francisco to Brownsville, it showed that many nonindigenous species survived the trip.  Permission to enter Texas waters was denied.  In February, MARAD was notified by National Marine Fisheries Service that they were required by the Magnuson–Stevens Act to conduct an EFH consultation with NMFS before cleaning.  
In late February, the vessels were cleaned outside of a hundred fathoms, which is the furthest extent of EFH designations, and were then salvaged in Brownsville.  Because of their concern over the introduction of exotic species into the Gulf of Mexico, the AP passed a motion that the council should send a letter to MARAD stating that MARAD should scamp vessels destined to be scrapped before the vessels enter the Gulf of Mexico.  Do we want to take this up now or at the end of the report?

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there a motion?
MS. MORRIS:  I would move that motion.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Do we have a second?

MR. HENDRIX:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Motion by Ms. Morris and seconded by Mr. Hendrix.  Any questions?  Any objection?  The motion carries.
MR. RESTER:  The next item on the agenda was the Texas Great Barrier Reef Project.  Mr. Tom Hilton, a consultant for this project, stated that the Great Barrier Reef Project was a public/private program dedicated to a goal of planning, constructing, and monitoring an artificial reefing corridor along the entire length of the Texas coast in state waters from 7.5 to 8.5 miles offshore.  
He stated that the effort would be science driven and would expand upon successful uses of artificial reefs in Texas, Alabama, and other states to restore and enhance fishery resources.  
Mr. Hilton stated that the reef project would adhere to the same rigorous standards set forth by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department Artificial Reef Program and would augment their efforts.  The Barrier Reef Project would be guided by research scientists from Texas A&M University.  
Mr. Hilton stated that before any material would be put on the approved reef sites, a biological, geographical and archeological assessment would be conducted on potential reef material deployment areas.  
Geophysical and geological surveys would be conducted to determine the location of geological hazards and to determine the location of appropriate substrate to support reefs and determine the distribution of various habitat types within the approved reef sites.  
They would be producing and deploying a variety of reef units, based on scientific advice, designed to maximize their effectiveness for the variety of species, bottom conditions, and depths found in the proposed sites.  
The reef units would then include manufactured concrete modules, such as reef balls and tetrahedrons, and use of clean rock, concrete pieces, and shell designed specifically for a particular life stage.  
He stated that the monitoring process would determine and improve the effectiveness of certain designs to remain on location, in addition to enhancing fish and invertebrate biomass.  The AP passed a motion with three abstentions supporting the concept of the Texas Great Barrier Reef Project.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there a motion or a question?

MS. FOOTE:  I have a question.  Robin, what’s the status right now of the Texas Great Barrier Reef project?

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  I’m probably not the best person to answer that question.  I think we would really need to check on the status of their permit, but as I understand it, they have unconditionally withdrawn their permit at this point in time.  They could be revising it to resubmit or they may not be.  I don’t know.

MR. HENDRIX:  Jeff, help me out here, but at the meeting, one of the parts of his presentation was that they said they were going to reduce the size of the initial phase, to an area off of Freeport, Texas, a more manageable area, rather than trying to permit the entire reef.

MR. RESTER:  Right, that’s what they have plans to do right now.  Currently, there’s not an application out there.  They did withdraw their permit application.  They are in the process of revising that from statewide to just a small section of reef corridor off of Freeport.  Right now, there aren’t any specifics out for us to look at.  It’s still a little up in the air.  Things have changed dramatically on this project in this past year.

MS. FOOTE:  Then, Mr. Chairman, I think it would be premature for us to support something that there’s no permit request in for right now.  I don’t plan on making any motions.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  That makes sense to me.  Should we move on to the next item?

MR. RESTER:  Next, Mr. Jamie Schubert, from Texas Parks and Wildlife Department, talked about the wetland mitigation project for the Golden Pass Liquefied Natural Gas Facility.  This LNG facility and the construction of it would impact forty-six acres of tidal marsh and 107 acres of disturbed marsh.  
Therefore, the company would be required to mitigate these impacts by guaranteeing to build a minimum of 240 acres of wetlands from the beneficial use of 6.3 million cubic yards of dredged material from the vessel berthing area.  
The mitigation project was in the vicinity of Keith Lake, which is in the southeast corner of Texas over there, very close to the Louisiana line, an area that has a wetland loss rate of 0.69 percent per year.  Mr. Schubert stated that the losses were from hydrologic changes, pipeline construction, and subsidence.  
The Pintail Flats area of the J.D. Murphree Wildlife Management Area has suffered large amounts of marsh conversion to open water.  Next, Mr. Jim Sutherlin, also from Parks and Wildlife, discussed how this project was a success and actually helped restore nearly 300 acres of wetlands.  
Mr. Sutherlin stated that pipelines were used to transport the dredged material from the LNG facility into the Pintail Flats area and it was allowed to, under a technique that I haven’t really been familiar with in the past, but the dredge material was allowed to flow uncontained throughout the shallow-water area.  
They did have some heavy equipment in there to help move some of the coarser sediments around, but the pipelines were moved several times, to allow several inches of sediment to nourish the subsiding wetlands.  The project was completed in early 2007 and Mr. Sutherlin hoped that marsh grass would soon start colonizing the area.  They should know how much of a success this is next year, after the spring grass starts to grow.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there any discussion?  Okay, continue.

MR. RESTER:  The next issue was Mr. Ed Hegen, from Texas Parks and Wildlife, discussed the Redfish Bay State Scientific Area and the seagrass protection measures that have been implemented there.  He stated that the Redfish Bay State Scientific Area was a component of both the Aransas and Corpus Christi ecosystems and was bounded by the communities of Rockport, Aransas Pass, Port Aransas and Ingleside.  
The area has about fifty square miles of prime fishing habitat, including approximately 14,000 acres of submerged seagrass beds, dominated by turtle grass and shoal grass.  In June of 2000, Redfish Bay was designated a scientific area for the purposes of protecting and studying the native seagrasses.  
In three shallow and popular fishing areas, voluntary no prop zones were marked with posts and signs visible to boaters in the area from 2000 through 2005.  However, these zones were largely ineffective in reducing seagrass damage.  
Therefore, in 2006, the Texas Parks and Wildlife Commission took a more conservative approach and made it illegal to destroy any of the five species of seagrasses found throughout this area.   Mr. Hegen stated that the action did not include any closed areas, but boaters were now held responsible if they damaged seagrasses with their propellers.  
Mr. Hegen stated that boats were still allowed in the area, as along as the boats were trolling, poling, or drifting through the seagrass areas with their motors up.  The AP passed a motion that the AP supported the state’s regulations to monitor and protect seagrass beds in the state scientific area.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there any discussion?  Is there a need for a motion?  I don’t think so.
MR. RESTER:  The next item was something the council has commented on in the past and that’s the Cedar Bayou/Vinson Slough Habitat Restoration Project.  Mr. Rusty Swafford from NMFS discussed the status of this project.  

He stated the purpose of the project was to restore the hydraulic connection between the Gulf of Mexico and Mesquite Bay, improve the wetlands and tidal marshes that are dependent on tidal exchange of water between the Gulf of Mexico and Vinson Slough, and provide a route for fish passage and migration of fish, crab, shrimp, and other fish and wildlife.  
Mr. Swafford stated that the proposed project was located approximately ten miles northeast of Rockport.  The original project would have converted almost 900 acres of essential fish habitat to uplands, by filling waters of the near-shore Gulf of Mexico to elevations between one to six feet above sea level, in order to build a delta to keep the mouth of the bayou open.  
Mr. Swafford stated that the project has been scaled back, due to the concerns over the impacts from the project and the cost associated with dredging to the proposed depths.  Mr. Swafford stated that currently regulatory agencies have required additional data to provide a more detailed environmental assessment on the benefits and impacts of the project.  This request was being made to assure all project features have been completely evaluated prior to finalizing the project design.    

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any discussion?  Okay, Other Business.
MR. RESTER:  Mr. Burt Moritz, an AP member, discussed how the San Bernard River mouth was migrating to the southwest and was closing up.  He stated that it was currently less than knee deep and not very wide.  
He stated that most of the flow of the river was being captured by the Gulf Intracoastal Waterway and the water was going into Cedar Lake.  He was concerned about the impacts to Cedar Lake and the loss of fishery access through the mouth of the river.  Mr. Rusty Swafford stated that the Texas Department of Transportation has proposed to dredge the mouth of the river and move it back to the northeast, where it would flow straight into the Gulf of Mexico, instead of flowing parallel to the shoreline before it enters the Gulf.  That concludes the summary for that meeting.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Are there any further questions of Mr. Rester?  Next is Louisiana.

LOUISIANA/MISSISSIPPI HABITAT PROTECTION AP RECOMMENDATIONS
MR. RESTER:  The next item is the Louisiana/Mississippi Habitat Protection Advisory Panel and they met last Thursday, October 25th.  There were nine of ten members in attendance, with twelve people in the audience and six items on the agenda.
The first presentation was from Mr. Al Naomi of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers.  He stated that the Corps was still compiling their report to Congress examining a comprehensive hurricane protection analysis and design for Louisiana and examined a full range of flood control, coastal restoration, and hurricane protection measures from a storm surge equivalent to a Category 5 hurricane.

The LACPR Plan would identify, describe, and propose a full range of flood control, coastal restoration, and hurricane protection measures.  The plan would provide risk-based models of storm damage and risk to human life and property, so that decision makers could more accurately assess the relative merits of potential protective measures.

Mr. Naomi stated the objectives of the plan were to reduce risks to public safety from storm inundation, reduce damages from storm inundation, promote a sustainable ecosystem, restore and sustain diverse fish and wildlife habitats, and sustain the unique heritage of coastal Louisiana.

The plan examines a range of storm levels with a range of protection measures.  These allow decision makers to make informed decisions on what measures are needed and are viable.  The final report will be delivered to Congress in December of 2007, with a final programmatic EIS with a suite of recommendations being completed during the summer of 2008.

While the AP was discussing some of these possible restoration features of the LACPR Plan, the AP passed a motion that the council send a letter to the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources stating that the fishery impact of the proposed Violet Freshwater Diversion in the Mississippi Sound should be analyzed while designing and constructing the diversion.  To the extent practical, the diversion should be constructed to minimize marine fishery impacts, while still achieving the goals of the project.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there any discussion?

MS. FOOTE:  I would like to move that the council consider sending that letter of support for considering fisheries impacts.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there a second?

MS. MORRIS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  It’s moved by Ms. Foote and seconded by Ms. Morris.  Are there any questions?  Are there any objections?  The motion carries.

MR. RESTER:  The next item was the LACPR Plan has a habitat evaluation team and the HET, as it's called, was assisting with analyzing these alternatives for the LACPR Plan.  The goals of the HET were to formulate coastal restoration alternatives, identify metrics and quantify environmental impacts and benefits of the different alternatives that were going to be analyzed in this plan.

Their objectives were to examine coastal restoration strategies that contribute to sustainable hurricane protection, include individual measures of varying sizes to restore and maintain landscape features and essential wetland maintenance processes, identify combinations of individual measures which provide ecosystem benefits, assess the potential of alternative plans to achieve or exceed no net loss of coastal wetlands, and examine the tradeoffs associated with various restoration alternatives.

The multitude of structural and non-structural hurricane protection alternatives will be released for public comment next year, in the final programmatic EIS.  Along with various levy configurations, which is one of the major features, another issue or another aspect are large freshwater diversions being proposed.

These diversions would include multiple large, over 10,000 cubic feet per second diversions, into various estuary systems along the Louisiana coast.

The next item was widening of the Gulfport Harbor Ship Channel.  Ms. Linda Brown and Mr. John Crane of the Corps stated that a 1976 feasibility study recommended that the Gulfport Harbor Ship Channel be authorized as thirty-six feet deep and 300 feet wide in Mississippi Sound and thirty-eight feet deep and 400 feet wide at Ship Island Pass.

The ship channel was not dredged to those dimensions and the current ship channel is 220 feet wide in Mississippi Sound and 300 feet wide at Ship Island Pass.  The current project would widen the ship channel to its authorized dimensions.  The dredging of approximately 204 acres of water bottom would generate approximately 3.8 million cubic yards of dredge material.

All of the dredge material off the Mississippi Sound would be disposed of in a new placement area immediately east of the northern tip of the Chandeleur Islands.  While the material probably would not help nourish the islands naturally, it could be used as a borrow area for any future restoration projects.

The dredge material, mostly sand, from Ship Island Pass will be placed on the west side of the ship channel to help nourish Cat Island, which is just west of it.  A final supplemental EIS should be published by the end of the year.

Next, Mr. Marty Bourgeois, of the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, discussed the current marine debris removal program in Louisiana.  After the 2005 hurricane season, $20 million was appropriated to the NOAA Office of the Coast Survey to perform sidescan sonar work in Alabama, Mississippi, and Louisiana, to identify marine debris on fishing grounds.

FEMA originally agreed to pay for debris removal in Mississippi and Alabama, but not in Louisiana.  With funding from Louisiana’s share of the Emergency Disaster Relief Program, Louisiana dedicated approximately $3.2 million to a contractor for debris removal, along with approximately $4 million to the Louisiana Department of Natural Resources Underwater Obstruction Removal Program.

The initial contractor removal efforts took place in Lake Borgne.  Louisiana is now in the process of examining areas in eastern Lake Ponchatrain and in western Louisiana.  FEMA has now agreed to pay for debris removal in Louisiana, but there is no signed agreement stating this.  Therefore, the AP passed a motion that the council requests FEMA to adopt the cleanup, including sidescan sonar surveys, of Louisiana’s navigable waters as a mission statement.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Is there any discussion? 

MS. FOOTE:  There is a news release out by FEMA that they’re coming back to look at more of our problem then they had before.  They had been there before, but concentrated only on shipping channels.  The LRA has been pushing hard to get them back.  Last week, there was a news release that they are coming back to do some of this.  I think this will be a helpful motion to pass, because we don’t know what level their commitment is yet.

I would like to change their motion slightly to say “navigable waters with emphasis on traditional fishing grounds”, as the council’s interest is more along those lines than just all navigable waters.

MR. RESTER:  The motion is that the council request FEMA to adopt the cleanup, including sidescan sonar surveys, of Louisiana’s natural waters, with emphasis on traditional fishing grounds as a mission statement.  I think that’s what the AP was intending, is they would like to see something a little more concrete than a promise or a guarantee.
CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Do we have a second?  The motion is by Ms. Foote and seconded by Ms. Morris.  Are there any questions?  Is there any objection?  The motion carries.

MR. RESTER:  The next item was the Bienville Offshore Energy Terminal LNG Facility.  Mr. Joe Berno, of TORP Terminal LP, discussed his company’s plans to operate a liquefied natural gas facility sixty-three miles south of Alabama in 450 feet of water.

While this facility is always stated as being sixty-three miles south of Alabama, it’s about sixty-five miles east of the mouth of the river and so it’s going to affect fisheries in Louisiana and Mississippi also and that was the reason for it being on the agenda.

The terminal would use approximately 127 million gallons of water per day to regasify the LNG.  Mr. Berno discussed some of the differences between the TORP facility and previous LNG facilities.  They’re going to be doing things a little bit differently.

They’re not going to be releasing any type of biocide into the Gulf of Mexico.  They’re going to be containing that and bringing it inshore for disposal.  The through time, as far as the water, is going to be a little bit shorter.  Therefore, they felt that some of these differences should help reduce the impact to marine organisms.

The AP passed a motion that the AP supports the council’s position, expressing concern over open loop LNG facilities without sufficient site-specific data showing minimal impact to marine fisheries.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Discussion?

MS. MORRIS:  Since they’re just expressing support for our position, it doesn’t seem like we need to have a motion regarding this matter.  We’re grateful to have their support.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Correct.

MR. RESTER:  The final item was habitat impacts from levy construction around the New Orleans area.  Ms. Laura Lee Wilkinson of the Corps stated that the Corps was preparing twenty-two individual environmental reports in accordance with NEPA arrangements to raise the level of hurricane protection for the New Orleans metropolitan area to a hundred year level of protection.

Some of the levy projects surrounding Lake Ponchatrain could impact benthic and fish habitat, either temporarily or permanently, by dredging of temporary access channels for levy building.  These areas will be backfilled after levy completion.  Another possible protection measure in Lake Borgne would impact approximately 163 acres, through the creation of breakwater structures across the entire western end of the Lake.

The Corps has revised most of the protection measures to reduce impacts to fish habitat.  It seems like now most of these impacts from this levy construction are going to be to freshwater wetlands and not so much for marine fish habitat and that concludes the summary of that meeting.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Any more questions on the Louisiana meeting?  The next item is the Update on LNG Facilities in the Gulf of Mexico and Mr. Rester.

UPDATE ON LNG FACILITIES IN THE GULF OF MEXICO

MR. RESTER:  I just wanted to give you all a brief update as far as what’s going on currently with offshore LNG facilities here in the Gulf of Mexico.  The council has expressed concern over some of the potential impacts from these facilities in the past.
Actually, you can’t really see it that well, but if you remember the Gulf Gateway Facility right here off of Louisiana, it is the only facility that’s currently operating in the Gulf of Mexico and it’s an open loop facility.  It’s been operating since March of 2005, but it’s only seen roughly about, I think, fifteen shipments since that time.  It hasn’t been operating at the capacity that it was originally discussed at.

The Main Pass Facility here off of Louisiana originally proposed an open loop facility, but they then decided to go closed loop and the one I talked about just a second ago was the Bienville Offshore Energy Terminal.  Their application is pending.  They had a draft environmental impact statement released this summer and then also the new one is the Port Dolphin Facility off of Tampa, but it’s going to be a closed loop facility.

Since the last time we’ve met, Gulf Landing was a facility that was proposed off of Louisiana.  They received their license application in February of 2005.  In March of this year, Shell announced that they were dropping plans to build this facility.  They cited substantial capacity already available for importing LNG into the U.S. market, particularly along the Gulf coast.
Again, the Bienville Facility is sixty-three miles south of Alabama, in 425 feet of water.  The Draft EIS was released in July of this year and the council did comment on that.  The comment period closed on August 20th and the very next day, a stop clock letter was issued by the Maritime Administration to gather more data for inclusion in the final EIS.

Looking at the potential impacts to fisheries, they seem very minor and very negligible and there’s a reason for that that’s stated in the EIS.  It’s basically saying the species they looked at don’t commonly occur at the facility and I found that interesting, to state that they were trying to look at potential fishery impacts, but they weren’t looking at the species that commonly occurred there.

They actually stated in the EIS those species of concern are not intended to represent the potential impacts to all species at the proposed facility.  The facility is located just a few miles south of an area that’s the Mississippi/Alabama pinnacle trend area.  A lot of grouper are out there and a lot of snapper, also.

The Port Dolphin Facility is -- They filed for their license application in March of this year.  It’s located off of Tampa, about twenty-eight miles offshore in a hundred feet of water.  This facility, like I said, is going to be a closed loop facility, although there is some concern from the Florida Department of Environmental Protection, and also from National Marine Fisheries Service, about the potential fishery impacts and not much data available, because of the vessels using the water for cooling purposes, but the facility itself will not be using water for regasification purposes.

There was a notice of intent to prepare an EIS that was released in June.  In August, a stop clock letter issued was to Port Dolphin to gather more information for inclusion in the EIS and very briefly, that concludes that summary of what’s going on for liquefied natural gas facilities.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Questions?

MS. FOOTE:  Thank you for the summary.  Could we get a written copy of that?

MR. RESTER:  Sure, I can provide that.

MR. CORKY PERRET:  Jeff, on the facility that’s been operating since 2005, the one off of southwest Louisiana, I guess, who is monitoring that?  Is there a monitoring program in place and can we get a copy of whatever results they’ve found to date?

MR. RESTER:  They have been monitoring.  They have completed one year of monitoring, although that’s only ten months, due to -- They started in March of 2005.  Obviously during, I believe, September of that year, and I think October also, they didn’t sample, due to the impacts from the hurricanes.

I have a copy of that back at the office and I’ve looked over it.  National Marine Fisheries Service has looked over it and they don’t, I guess, model things the same way as potential fishery impacts like they have done since then.  They have numbers in there, but they don’t actually say what those numbers mean.

The one thing to note is that during the August time period, larval snapper abundances were higher than were predicted in their environmental assessment.  Now, what that potentially means to the snapper population, I really couldn’t tell you, but I can provide the information.  It’s a lot of numbers, filling up about 600 to 700 pages.
MR. PERRET:  Larval snapper numbers were higher in the area and does that mean they’re killing more by it going through that open system?  Do we have any guesstimate or estimate of impact to the animals by that system?

MR. RESTER:  It is an open loop system.  In the environmental assessment, it did state that anything that is drawn into the system will be killed, because of the way the system operates with the temperature change and also the biocide.  As far as what those impacts would be on a population, it really doesn’t say.

MR. PERRET:  There were estimates of what would happen, but I guess there’s no way to find out what’s actually happening?

MR. RESTER:  I’m assuming that once they get a little bit more data in, at least a complete year’s worth, they will start looking at some of these -- Running the models like they have before and not just having numbers out there, but running the models and finding out what the potential impacts could be.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Mr. Rester, I think it would be helpful if at the next committee meeting if you could provide some more definitive results on the impacts that have occurred at these facilities that are in operation and help us to understand better how to react to other proposals that are coming in place.  Are there any other questions?
MR. JOE HENDRIX:  Jeff, who is actually doing the monitoring, executing the monitoring program, for this facility off of Louisiana?

MR. RESTER:  It’s being paid for by the company, but it’s being conducted by Barry Vitter and Associates.

MR. HENDRIX:  It’s a private contractor instead of a university?

MR. RESTER:  I know it’s a private contractor.  They might be subcontracting with a university also to get the research vessel out there and do that, but I’m not sure of the specifics.  I would have to double-check on that.

MR. HENDRIX:  I wasn’t real clear on the answer that Corky -- Are they required to report or give an estimate of the estimated kill?

MR. RESTER:  This facility was the second facility to come online and things changed drastically, dramatically, after this facility received their license application.  

I’m not sure what was written specifically in their license application as far as what they had to report.  I know they have to do monitoring, but taking the next step and finding out what those numbers mean as far as impacts to population, I’m not sure if they’re required to do that or not, but I can check on that.

CHAIRMAN BROWN:  Are there any other questions?  Thank you, Mr. Rester, for a very timely report.  Are there any more issues to be brought to the Habitat Committee?  Hearing none, this committee is adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 10:25 o’clock a.m., October 31, 2007.)

- - -
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