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The Ad Hoc Allocation Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Largo Ballroom of the Hilton Key Largo Hotel, Key Largo, Florida, Tuesday morning, August 12, 2008, and was called to order at 10:45 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Julie Morris.

CHAIRMAN JULIE MORRIS:  If council members will take their seats, we’ll get started on the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee agenda.  Members present are myself, Morris; Bobbi Walker, Vice Chair; Bob Gill; Bill Teehan; Robin Riechers; Susan Villere; and Kay Williams.  We’re all present.

ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES
This is Tab F.  Tab F, Number 1 is the agenda.  The first item on the agenda is the Adoption of the Agenda.  Any changes that need to be made to the agenda?  Is there any opposition to adoption of the agenda?  Hearing none, the agenda is adopted.

Next is the Approval of Minutes, Tab F, Number 2.  Any comments or corrections to the minutes?  Any objection to the adoption of the minutes?  Hearing none, the minutes are adopted.

Item Number III, Mike Jepson is here.  He’s both on our SSC and a member of our SEP and we asked at our last meeting to have a presentation regarding fishing communities, since that’s one of the things that we’re required to consider in any kinds of allocation or reallocation considerations.  We’re going to turn it over to Mike at this point and I think he has a presentation for us that’s already on the screen.

FISHING COMMUNITIES AND ALLOCATION
DR. MIKE JEPSON:  I wish I could come to you and tell you that we’ve done the optimal social analysis of reallocation, but unfortunately, that’s not possible right now.  What we did do, we had a meeting in Tampa in May of some SEP members, SSC members, and some NMFS personnel and outside academics to kind of look at this whole issue and try to come up with something to see what we could say about the social analysis of allocation or reallocation.

Basically, what we tried to do is discuss what’s the current status of some of the data availability and the personnel and what they’re doing and also talk about other ways to decide optimal allocation in light of not having some of the data or the analysis that are actually currently there.
What we found is that currently most of the focus of social impact assessment is on identification and rapid appraisal of fishing communities.  Many of you know that the impact assessment has created several documents that do identify many of the fishing communities in the Gulf of Mexico and they’ve done this rapid appraisal and so we have some baseline data on fishing communities in Florida.

Unfortunately, having baseline data on fishing communities, there’s some other steps that need to be taken if you want to really focus on allocation and those steps haven’t been really taken at this point in time.

Right now, NMFS personnel are conducting more in-depth profiles of some fishing communities within the Gulf, but basically, what we’re looking at right now is we have the information on some fishing communities, but we really don’t have a model for looking at this whole process of allocation and reallocation.

What we talked about was that the council should develop a very transparent process for determining allocation.  One possible -- What we think should be done is do a complete social and economic analysis, certainly in instances where there’s going to be a substantial change in allocation.

If that’s not possible, then you may have to look at some other alternative ways to do that and so I think that’s one of the keys that we would like the council to do, is look at making a very transparent process of how you go about making those steps and deciding what the allocation or reallocation is going to be.

One of those that we talked about that was in the briefing paper was mediation.  Mediation is one alternative, where you bring stakeholders together and go through a process of trying to determine what would be the optimal allocation with all of those people available.

Unfortunately, that’s about all we can say right now.  If you were to do a more complete social and economic analysis, it might have to be farmed out, I don’t know.  Part of the problem today is that there are insufficient personnel within NMFS and the councils to really conduct a full fledged social and economic analysis.  Social analysis and I won’t say economic analysis, because you do have a good model right now for determining economic analysis.

However, what I would like to talk about, and this is kind of related to all this, is an issue that -- I’ve been concerned about this, because this whole idea of allocation and reallocation is something that I realize that from the social perspective we were lagging behind.  We just don’t have the personnel and we don’t have the research done to help determine that and I also realize that this is going to be an issue when you determine your ACLs and accountability measures.

We really need to kind of get up to speed and get some better ideas of how we can help you determine optimal allocation or at least help you determine what the impacts are going to be of an allocation or reallocation.

With that in mind, on your agenda I’ve kind of combined both Numbers III and IV into a presentation about allocation and fishing communities, because I want to talk about some research that’s going on right now through the Foundation.  We recently received an S-K grant to develop social indicators for fishing communities and I want to talk a little bit about that, to give you an idea of where I think we could go in helping you understand the impacts.

This isn’t going to be helping you determine optimal allocation, but it will help you possibly, we think, determine what might be the implications of a reallocation or determining some allocations.

Some of you may remember when the Gulf Council did the Essential Fish Habitat EIS.  I was asked to do the community profiles for that EIS and in developing those community profiles, I realized that you’ve got these nice baseline profiles, but you don’t have anything that tells you about -- To kind of help you determine what some of the impacts of the measures would be and so I created the vulnerability index for fishing communities and this may look familiar to some of you.

If you remember, it had a component in there, what was called the shift share component, which looked at employment compared to the nation.  It had a poverty component and an average wage salary component and this was developed rather quickly and this is kind of where this whole idea came, for me, for developing social indicators for fishing communities.  This was kind of done rather quickly for that EIS.
If you remember, we had collapsed scores for not vulnerable, somewhat vulnerable.  Then we had a scale score for each community.  This was Bayou La Batre in the document.  It had a scale score of negative three, which meant it was very vulnerable.

When we talk about very vulnerable, what we’re talking about is how well the community could probably sustain some impacts from regulations, in terms of changes in employment and other things like that.  That was -- I’m sorry the things aren’t really aligned in here, but I just wanted to bring this up.  Some of you may remember this index.

Recently, this was published in the NAPA Journal and this was the map that I put out.  If you look at this slide, this map -- Basically, the dark circles were the communities that were very vulnerable and the squares were not vulnerable and the triangles were somewhat vulnerable.  This was a mapping of those scale indexes for each community along the Gulf of Mexico.  This was done back in 2002 or 2003.

It was kind of interesting when you look at this map, because this was prior to Katrina and, of course, we all know that Katrina hit where the most vulnerable communities were.  What you might expect from this is those communities might have some difficulty recovering from such a traumatic environmental event like that.

I just wanted to show you this to kind of remind you that this is kind of where my ideas came from about working on this idea of social indicators, because I think that we could develop a better suite of indicators that will encompass a lot of different aspects of well being for communities that will help kind of determine what some of the impacts would be.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Mike, just remind me whether this vulnerability analysis was both recreational, charterboat, and commercial fishing communities or whether you were just looking at commercial fishing communities.

DR. JEPSON:  This was for communities in general and it wasn’t looking at recreational or commercial.  It was basically identifying communities that would be susceptible to some type of change within their employment or other avenues like that.  It wasn’t a measure -- These weren’t divided into recreational and commercial.

MR. BOB GILL:  Mike, would that plot be similar today, do you think?  Have you looked at it in terms of the current context after storms, et cetera, or do you think it’s the same?

DR. JEPSON:  I haven’t and, again, this is rather dated.  Like I said, this was done in 2002, but, again, this is just the beginning.  This is kind of where we started and this was something that I think that we want to build on and I have some other indicators that we’re discussing.  They’re preliminary and I’ll show them in a minute.

MS. BOBBI WALKER:  I didn’t know we were going to take questions before he got through and I do have several.  If you’ll go back to a slide where you had measured the vulnerability of Bayou La Batre and you had negative three -- You’ve got a negative one and the second one is not a negative.  I see where you got that from.  Now, when you said in-depth profiles were being done now on some communities, what are you looking at in these communities?  Can you define for us what you’re doing in-depth-wise?

DR. JEPSON:  I’m not doing these.  These are being conducted by NMFS personnel, but basically, what they’re trying to do is look at how the community is connected to the larger economy and some of those networks and how they operate in some of those instances.

Again, I think it’s needed in some ways, so we have a better understanding of how the various sectors operate within the community and things like that, but unfortunately, it takes a lot of time and it’s kind of taken us away from focusing on these other aspects of fishery management regulation and the impact it’s going to have on communities.

I think that’s something that needs to be done, but I think we need to kind of move forward on some other avenues of helping us look at social impacts, but the in-depth work is basically kind of getting a better feel for -- We have rapid appraisals of fishing communities and you’ve probably seen some of those documents, Bobbi.  The impact assessment is done and we’ve got the tables that show the different infrastructure.

We have brief descriptions of the economy, but that doesn’t give you a real feeling for what’s happening within that community between the various sectors and the various industries and the larger economy or it doesn’t give you a very good idea of how dependent they are on one or the other.  That’s what we’re trying to kind of get a better feel for.

MS. WALKER:  You alluded to the lack of personnel to be able to do complete social and economic impacts, but isn’t it really the data?  Do we have data to actually insert into a model to give us social and economic impacts?  By that, I don’t mean just commercial.  I mean recreational, too.

DR. JEPSON:  That’s my point.  The focus has been on fishing communities and we really haven’t discussed about how you would get the data into a model and I think what I’m talking about here, and as you’ll see in some of the other information that I’m going to provide you, is that I’m trying to look at other ways to get measures that will help build towards developing a better model of understanding social impacts of regulations.

This won’t fit into the economists’ models.  You have to understand that what you’re looking at are two different units of analysis.  When the economists do their economic model, it’s a more broad, regional model.  Part of the problem with what’s happened since National Standard 8 is the focus from the social perspective has been on the fishing community and those are two different units of analysis.

It’s kind of hard for us to kind of combine them, but since this is the direction that we’ve taken, I’m trying to suggest that maybe we can take this a little further and as you’ll see in just a minute, some of the other indicators that we’re looking at.

Like I said, we won’t be able to help you determine what the optimal social allocation would be.  It just may help you determine, if you do reallocation or set an allocation at this level, what changes that might have for the community and how it might be impacted.  I think that may be a better analysis.  I think in some ways right now we’re kind of stuck with a qualitative description of the community without really understanding what some of the impacts might be.

MR. TEEHAN:  Mike, you may have already answered my question, but on that map, it’s quite a distribution of fishing communities throughout the Gulf, but there’s some spaces.  How were the communities chosen?  What were the criteria that were used to designate it as a fishing community?  I presume Pensacola, Bayou La Batre, Mobile, and those are in there, but some of the little fishing villages, like Eastpoint and Carrabelle and things like that in Florida, are they included in this?

DR. JEPSON:  Bill, I can’t remember.  Apalachicola is one of the communities.  There was a list of fishing communities that had been developed by the Gulf Council that I had used originally and then as we went through that document, the SSC looked at it and there was comments made.  The council may have even looked at a preliminary version of it and I may have added a few communities based upon their discussions.

It was pretty extensive, but, again, this was a first step in that and the impact assessment work went far beyond that, as far as developing those profiles of communities, and added probably more.  There’s more of a -- Those documents are more inclusive than what I had, but this was kind of the very beginning of National Standard 8 work and where we were going.

Like I said, this was just for the EIS.  I think from here on, I think the analysis would be a little bit more detailed, but it will include some small communities.  One of the problems is we still haven’t defined “dependence” yet and I think everyone is afraid to define that term, because of what it might mean.

I think we can use it.  We can use dependence and get some scales and ratios and things that will give us a feeling for where a community might be with a fishery and I’ll talk a little bit about that in a minute.
What I would like to talk about now is some research that the Foundation is currently working on, as I said, and it’s research on developing social indicators for fishing communities in the Gulf and South Atlantic.  Basically, what we’re trying to do is develop a suite of indicators, much like the vulnerability index, that you might be able to use to measure various different types of impacts or changes on fishing communities, like an indicator for dependence, for vulnerability.

Vulnerability might include several different types of indicators, depending upon what you’re looking at, and resilience.  Resilience sometimes people think might be one end of the vulnerability index and we think they might be two different things, because resilience is how a community comes back from change, and so it might be slightly different and gentrification is a measure of some of the outside influences that are changing the fishing communities that we think needs to be taken into consideration.  This is just basically a small grouping of what we’re trying to envision, as far as what some of these changes might encompass and how would you measure it.

The idea of social indicators is not new.  It’s been around since the 1930s and it has been built on in the 1970s.  It grew considerably in the 1970s, but it hasn’t really been applied to fishing communities much, but we think that it might be one way that we can kind of help you understand what some of the impacts are.

Here, I just wanted to -- What I’m showing you today, we just drew up just for demonstration purposes.  We haven’t really developed these.  We’re in the process of developing them, under this research.

For instance, if you look at gentrification, what you might want to look at is the total population and then you look at the percent born in Florida and the change over time.  You see Horseshoe Beach has a 44 percent change in population and so it’s grown by 44 percent.  The number of percent born in Florida is a negative 11 percent and so that might be part of that gentrification indicator that indicates that there’s some change with regard to who is living in that community and where they’re coming from.

Certainly change in median household income or you might look at housing, the median mortgage, the median rent.  You can see under Horseshoe Beach the percent change in median mortgage was 137 percent and the median rent was 142 percent and the number that lived in the same house five years ago declined.  It was a negative 3 percent.
Those are some kinds of indicators of change within that community that might be related to this process of gentrification.  If you don’t know what gentrification is, it’s this whole process whereby a higher income group moves into a community and starts buying property.  They usually pay more than it’s worth and then property values rise and what happens is locals are forced to move out, because they no longer can afford to live in that community.  

That’s a real general definition of gentrification, but it’s something that we see happening in fishing communities all over, not only in Florida, but all over the Gulf coast and the South Atlantic and even nationwide.  That’s happening all over and so we think it’s an important measure to consider when looking at some of the impacts on these communities.

This next table is something that Steve Jacobs and I have been kind of toying with, because we want to look at this whole issue of dependence.  What we’ve kind of come up with -- Again, this is fictitious data.  This is something that we just kind of put together for demonstration purposes.

We’ve taken these fisheries sustainability stock indexes that NMFS uses.  I think it’s a one to four scale that they measure stock sustainability on and we tried to apply that at the community level, to get an idea of dependence on certain types of fisheries.
If you look at this table, Shrimpville is basically dependent upon shrimp.  They have northern brown shrimp landings of about 1.9 million pounds and shrimp have an FSSI score of four, which means it’s a pretty sustainable annual crop.  It comes back every year and so it’s ranked pretty high.

If you go down to red snapper, red snapper on that table has an FSSI score of one, because -- The FSSI score encompasses overfishing.  If it’s overfished, the score goes down.  It’s a very general way of looking at sustainability of that stock, but we’ve tried to apply this at the community by looking at their landings of various different types of species.

When you apply that -- If you look at Shrimpville’s average FSSI score, it’s got 3.4, which means it’s pretty sustainable, because it’s primarily shrimp.  However, we want to look at it in a different fashion and what we’ve applied is what’s called a location quotient. 

You look at the landings of shrimp, northern brown shrimp, for Shrimpville and then look at it in terms of how is that relating to Gulf-wide and then you apply that quotient toward the end over here and you get a different type of a quotient score of 1.39, which means that in terms of the average landings of shrimp, brown shrimp, in the Gulf, this community is more reliant on brown shrimp than most communities, because its L-FSSI quotient is 1.39, which means it’s over one.
Anything below one means that it’s below what the average in the Gulf would be and so the other species that you see there, their quotient scores are lower than one.  Basically, what it does, it tells you that this community is more reliant than the average fishing community in the Gulf on brown shrimp and it’s less reliant on red snapper, because its quotient score is 0.14.

Basically, it gives you an idea of where this community stands in terms of its reliance upon certain species.  It gives you sort of a dependence score on various types of species within the Gulf.

Then this one is another fictitious place called Fintown and it has -- Its reliance is on red snapper, greater amberjack, lobster.  Again, you can see the -- If you go to the far right, its L-FSSI quotient, it’s far more reliant on red snapper and greater amberjack than most communities in the Gulf of Mexico.

It kind of gives you an idea of how that community would stand in terms of impact of regulations on those species and its reliance on those species and so we think it might be something that we might be able to utilize in terms of developing this whole issue of dependence and determining what the impacts would be on certain fishing communities.

That’s basically kind of -- These are some of the measures that we’re looking at and I just wanted to kind of give you an update of where we’re going with this and give you an idea of what we -- We hope at the conclusion of this research that we’ll have a suite of indicators that we can bring to you and say this is what you might want to use when you’re looking at social impacts.

I will point out that one of the key issues that we always run into is the issue of what is the recreational community and what is the commercial community and that’s going to be a difficult one.  Much like the economists, we might have to use proxies.  

We have the rapid assessments that have been done for the Gulf, for each of these communities, and if you look in the back of those documents, they have tables that basically look at the various different types of infrastructure and we’ve been looking at that and may try to -- We can’t tell you that this is going to be a recreational fishing community and this is a commercial fishing community, but we can possibly tell you that this community is more reliant on recreational fishing and this one is more reliant on commercial and that may be about as precise as we can get in terms of doing that.

That’s one of the problems with determining allocation between these two sectors or other sectors, is that we’re going to have a hard time separating out those sectors.  As far as looking at the impacts of some of the regulations, I think we might get a little further in helping you understand what those might be by utilizing something like these indicators.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Questions and comments?

MR. GILL:  Mike, when is the scheduled completion date for this research?

DR. JEPSON:  It started June 1 and so it would be May 31, next May.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Other comments?

MR. LARRY SIMPSON:  Mike, I like this dependence thing.  I see some applicability to management.  Here, you’ve got a snapshot of an assessment at a point in time.  Is there any way you can tweak this to give you trends over time, so that you can indicate -- A lot of communities are doing this and some communities are doing this.

As we expand red snapper, the Florida folks are becoming more and more dependent on it and shrimp, by the nature of the economy, has changed from one community to another.  Can you work this into giving us trends, so we know where we’re going from a point?

DR. JEPSON:  I think we can do trends.  One of the problems is that the FSSI index hasn’t been used that long.  I don’t know if we could apply it to the past, but if we had a good measure, if we could develop some measure like that that we could apply to the past and look at that trend, sure.

MR. TEEHAN:  Mike, this is very interesting stuff.  A question.  We’re looking at coastal communities as far as what you’re doing here.  A lot of the regulations that we promulgate affect people who live not on the coast, that trailer their boats, recreational people.

Is there a way to calculate the effects or the indices on an inland town, like Orlando, if we cut back on grouper harvest, recreational?

DR. JEPSON:  That would be hard.  That would really be difficult to do, because we can’t identify all those people who live in Orlando and who have those fishing licenses.  Again, we understand that difficulty in trying to -- Especially with the recreational fishery, it’s trying to determine what those impacts are, but we’re working on some other avenues of trying to bring that more to the fore and try to understand that.

The comparisons are difficult for that reason and I also want to point out one of the issues -- When we first look at this index and you look at Shrimptown and things look pretty rosy, because it’s pretty sustainable, but it’s missing a whole suite of other social changes that are happening for shrimp communities, because of rising fuel prices and lowering of shrimp prices.

We know that there are other impacts out there.  That’s why we think we need these other suite of indices to help kind of understand what’s going on in these communities.
MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  I kind of want to follow up on that Orlando kind of scenario, Mike, and let me just make sure I’m understanding what you said correctly.  You basically indicated there would be difficulty in looking at that at kind of the community-based level in Orlando, given kind of the social impacts of that, but I’m assuming you didn’t mean to say that if the data were available you could in fact look at the economic impacts associated with that.

DR. JEPSON:  Sure.  I’m just saying from this perspective of fishing communities.  We don’t consider Orlando a fishing community and so we can’t really apply this to that, in that sense.

MS. SUSAN VILLERE:  I agree with Bill that this is just fascinating and I know if you can’t remember -- I’m very interested.  Do you know what any of those southeastern Louisiana communities were that you all looked at?

DR. JEPSON:  It was all of them.  It was Cameron, Venice, all of them, Grand Isle.  They’re all there and when you look at that map, I have to point out that --
MS. VILLERE:  It was very concentrated vulnerability right in that area.

DR. JEPSON:  When I looked at that, I thought it was pretty fascinating too and I think in some ways -- That’s why I don’t really like that index, is because basically to me what it measures is sort of that -- When you look at Florida, Florida has very few vulnerable communities and it’s sort of measuring that service economy that fuels Florida’s coast and I think that you’re missing something there.

That was -- Like I said, that index was put together kind of on the -- I don’t want to say on the fly, because it kind of diminishes my work, but given the timeframe, I thought it was okay, but when you look at those communities, then those communities are much more reliant on oil and gas and fishing and then the Florida communities are fishing and recreational tourism and that kind of -- Those economies are much different.

I kind of wondered -- In the past, Florida seems to kind of recover from hurricanes a little bit better than some states and I don’t know why that is.  Maybe they don’t, but that’s just my point of view and I just wonder if it might be some of those economies or maybe they just are more resilient, I don’t know.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Mike, it wouldn’t be that difficult for our staff to dig back into the essential fish habitat document and come up with that list of communities that you applied this vulnerability index to.  If people are interested, we could ask the staff to copy that and email it around.  

It wouldn’t be too difficult to do, but, again, that’s out of date.  It’s all pre-Katrina and it’s pre the fuel prices and everything like that, but at least it would be interesting to look at which communities you found to be vulnerable in that analysis and then think about how many of them have really suffered setbacks that the index would have predicted if there was a big change that they were vulnerable to not recovering and having a lot of trouble there.

MR. CORKY PERRET:  Mike, this is very interesting.  One of the factors though since the more recent storms is insurance.  I’m working with a four-state group and one of the big things -- It’s the four energy-producing states: Texas, Mississippi, Louisiana, and Alabama.

One of the big issues with rebuilding and the whole thing is the insurance problem and Florida is certainly not immune from that, if what I read is correct about insurance rates going up and so on and so forth.

Kind of in line with what Larry commented on or asked about, changes.  Because of the damages that people have sustained along this coast, the vulnerability thing now, since Katrina and Rita and some of the others, I think we’ve -- From an insurance standpoint, it’s certainly all vulnerable, but the changes because some of the locals that in the past were involved with fishing activities and lost so much they just can’t afford to get back in and yet people coming from the cities and buying up some of the property to recreationally fish or ecotourism or things of that sort.

There is definitely going to be some changes because of the economic situation.  Some of the originals that were in the fishing community just can’t afford to be there anymore.

DR. JEPSON:  Corky, I think that’s right and one of the things that we’re looking at is some of these indicators are based upon census data, which is certainly going to be outdated, but we can get some -- I think we can get some updated census data, but we’re also trying to look at other measures that are out there, types of data from real estate markets and other things.  The insurance might be a factor that we might want to look at, but we’re trying to try to encompass what are all those things happening within a community.

One other thing I will point out, kind of related to what Bobbi was asking earlier, is that part of this research is we have interns and we chose Texas because of the cooperators on the process, but we’re sending interns out to talk to people in these communities, to help verify when we start looking at our quantitative indicators, does it reflect what we hear from individuals within these communities, if it reflects -- 

If we say that this community is experiencing this type of gentrification and we expect this type of change, is that what’s being reflected by the comments from the individuals that were talked to within each community.  We’re trying to verify it, kind of groundtruthing what we’re coming up with.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Mike, you say “we” and I think you’re talking about a study that you’re doing at the Foundation.  You’re not talking about our SEP and what they’re working on.

DR. JEPSON:  No, but this research will be presented to the SEP, to get their blessing on it and their assessment of whether it’s worthwhile.  We’re doing this basically because we want to help improve the social impact assessment of fisheries management and so we hope that it will provide that.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Just to tie this back in directly to our work on allocation, National Standard 8 and the rules that follow that say that we shall take into account the importance of fishery resources to fishing communities by utilizing economic and social data, in order to provide for the sustained participation of fishing communities and to minimize adverse economic impacts on fishing communities.  It’s a take-this-into-account sort of measure, where fishing communities and these considerations come into play.  Any additional questions or comments?

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR RICK LEARD:  Probably Dr. Branstetter or Dr. Crabtree know more than me, but Dr. Palma Ingles with the Regional Office has been doing some work, I believe post-Katrina and it’s been ongoing for some time.  I don’t know much about that work, but I think it kind of dovetails in with some of this, but maybe they could elaborate on it more than me.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any comment?

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  No, I know she is doing some work and we’ve also had some contractors involved on various things related to the hurricanes, but I haven’t been updated on it recently.

DR. JEPSON:  I will tell you the Foundation also received a MARFIN grant to do an in-depth ethnographic study of two South Carolina fishing communities.  Again, this is to help build -- The problem with doing ethnographic research -- I’m an anthropologist and I like doing ethnographic research and I think it’s important, but it takes a long time and it really doesn’t fit very well within the management regime, but I think it’s important work to do.

What David Griffith is doing out at East Carolina for the Foundation is trying to help develop a model where you can go into a fishing community and pull out the kind of qualitative and in-depth information out of a fishing community rather quickly, to kind of help build upon some of these rapid appraisals.  That work, again, will be -- You’ll see that within about a year.  Hopefully we can help Palma and Brett Stofel at the Science Center kind of work on building up that social impact assessment through that research.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Thank you, Mike.  Thank you to the SEP for moving forward on this work as well.  Are we ready to move on in the agenda?  The next item is the Review of Fishery Management Plan Objectives, which I think is Tab F-4.

Just to, again, connect this back to our allocation work, the law and rules specify that allocation shall be designed to promote conservation and then when they break apart what that means, one of the things is that in order to promote conservation, it should be connected to the achievement of optimum yield, but it also could be furthering a legitimate fishery management plan objective.

We took a very superficial look at objectives at our last committee meeting and decided that we wanted to look at a more complete list of fishery management plan objectives at this meeting, because we thought that some of them were maybe out of date and needed to be updated.  That’s the point of this next part of the agenda.  If you could look at F-4, it seems like these are Reef Fish Fishery Management Plan, Steve?
REVIEW OF FISHERY MANAGEMENT PLAN OBJECTIVES
MR. STEVEN ATRAN:  I was just looking at the Reef Fish FMP and I went through the original FMP and every one of the objectives and pulled out anyplace where there was an objective explicitly stated and I listed these.
One thing I didn’t get a chance to do is we were also asked to divide these into those objectives that were overriding with respect to the FMP and those that might be specific to just a particular objective, but in looking over the list, after you get past Amendment 1, I think almost all of the remaining objectives are pretty much specific to the action in that amendment.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  My understanding of the work we wanted to do in this part of the agenda was to look at each of these and sort of make a determination of whether it needed to be revised.  I don’t know how we would do that, but at least that’s the question, is this something that needs to be revised?

MR. ATRAN:  After you get into the objectives themselves, I’m not sure, but I was reading the overall goal, which is right at the top and it came out of the original FMP and the wording in here is based on wording that was in the original Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management Act.  It wasn’t called Magnuson-Stevens at that time and this wording is a little bit outdated.

What we have in the original FMP says to manage the reef fish fishery to attain the greatest overall benefit to the nation, with particular reference to food production and recreational opportunities.  

In the current version of the Magnuson-Stevens Act, under the definition of “optimum”, that’s where this phrase occurs, but it adds the words “and taking into account the protection of marine ecosystems” and then the rest of that goal says to manage on the basis of maximum sustainable yield, as modified by relevant ecological, economic, or social factors.  The word “modified” has been replaced by “reduced” in the current version of the Magnuson-Stevens Act and so there’s at least a little bit of change in the wording there.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  There’s an insertion after recreational opportunities of what?

MR. ATRAN:  The phrase “and taking into account the protection of marine ecosystems”.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Then “modified” has been switched to “reduced”?

MR. ATRAN:  That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Just as kind of a shakedown for how we’ll go through this, does everybody agree that -- Are we going to be recommending changes to objectives for the reef fish management plan?  Is that the outcome of this discussion or are we just trying to develop a list of potential changes to think about or what are we doing here?

MR. RIECHERS:  I may be wrong, Madam Chair, but I think what we were doing here was there was a desire to put all of them all in one place.  I think before we had tried to grab the management objectives and there may have been some that were missed.  This was a desire to put them all in one place, so that we could see either the consistency or inconsistency associated with those objectives.

Then I think what we’re working towards is kind of still that overall objective of what we’re going to be trying to do with further discussions regarding this allocation.  That’s what I kind of took out of what we were doing from this exercise, from the last meeting.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Let me try to paraphrase.  It’s just to review the objectives and not really suggest changes to them and see how they intersect with the promotion of conservation through allocation and is that -- We’re just reviewing and making notes and refreshing our memory about objectives, but we’re not thinking about changing objectives or updating or anything like that?

MR. RIECHERS:  In my opinion, it would be a natural progression if we decided kind of a list of objectives regarding allocation that as we then dealt with those FMPs at a later date that we would probably try to work our way where those are consistent, where possible, certainly, but I didn’t think that was our goal with this effort.

MR. TEEHAN:  I agree with Robin.  I think what we were setting out to do here, as much as I hate this phrase, is trying to figure out what tools we have in the toolbox and then proceed further.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Magic tricks in the magic box?  Moving on then, the first objective is to rebuild the declining reef fish stocks wherever they occur.  Any comment on that?  That’s pretty straightforward.

The second is to establish a fishery reporting system for monitoring the reef fish fishery.  Next is to conserve and increase reef fish habitats in appropriate areas and to provide protection for juveniles, while protecting existing and new habitats.  Can anybody give us any insight as to what that was about?

DR. BOB SHIPP:  The State of Alabama and fortuitously off the coast of Texas, that has happened.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Next is to minimize conflicts between user groups of the resource and conflicts for space.  Then we move into the Amendment 1, the first amendment to the reef fish plan and its objectives.  Stabilize long term population levels of all reef fish species.  

Here’s something that seems like it should be updated, establish certain survival rate of biomass into the stock of spawning age to achieve at least 20 percent spawning stock biomass per recruit.  We no longer use those kinds of -- That goal is no longer the goal we use and am I -- Is that right?

MR. RIECHERS:  You’re exactly correct and right below, I think it’s speaking to the change, but I don’t even know that it’s up to date.  It talks about Amendment 3 and Amendment 5.  I think that’s what you have there, Assane, that you’re kind of reflecting those changes there, I believe.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  This one has gone through some evolution and switched to biomass.  Does this need further updating, Steve, to be consistent with --

MR. ATRAN:  It probably could.  As you said, we’re no longer automatically going to spawning potential ratio.  Our objective now is to achieve a spawning stock biomass capable of supporting maximum sustainable yield, at the minimum, and optimum yield, ultimately.  We’ve gone from an SPR objective to a biomass-based objective.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  The next is reduce user conflicts and near-shore fishing mortality.  The near-shore fishing mortality was a bit opaque to me.  What was that about, does anyone know?

MR. ATRAN:  This was -- It’s related to, I believe, Objective 3 under the original FMP.  The original FMP set up two stressed area zones to prohibit some of the more efficient types of gears from being used and to help protect juvenile fish and reduce some fishing mortality in some highly stressed areas.  Amendment 1 expanded the stressed area and established a longline boundary and I believe that’s what this objective refers to.

MR. TEEHAN:  I guess I’m a little confused with the word “near-shore” being used in federal fisheries management.  We always define “near-shore”, at least in the State of Florida, as state waters and even closer in than state waters, maybe three miles from shore.  Is there a definition, Steve, anywhere in any of these documents of what near-shore is?

MR. ATRAN:  I don’t believe that specific word is defined, but in relation to what I believe are the actions that were implemented, near-shore would -- Obviously the stressed area is waters shallower than between five and thirty fathoms, depending on where you are.  Relative to offshore, that’s the near-shore.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Next is respecify the reporting requirements necessary to establish the database for monitoring the reef fish fishery and evaluating management actions and then revise the definitions of the fishery management unit and the fishery to reflect the current species composition of the reef fish fishery, revise the definition of optimum yield, encourage research on the effects of artificial reefs.

MR. PERRET:  I think all five states are involved with artificial reef work and in some  cases, research of artificial reefs, but, Roy, is NMFS involved in any artificial reef work at all, research?

DR. CRABTREE:  I would guess that there is research going on that’s somehow related to artificial reefs, but I don’t have a list of specific projects and things.  A lot of the work we do is based on fish that come off of artificial reefs and so --

MR. PERRET:  The actual placement, cost, so on, I think the states are doing.  I’m just wondering if the federal Service is doing anything of that type, insofar as materials out and doing research on that specific material.

DR. CRABTREE:  That kind of specific work, I’m not aware of.

DR. SHIPP:  We’re funded through NMFS for reef fish habitat enhancement and have been for about four years now.  It’s not NMFS themselves, but they’re funding it through us and through the state.

MR. PERRET:  Is that MARFIN?

DR. SHIPP:  It’s partially MARFIN and it’s partially through DNR and then partially direct from NOAA.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  The next is maximize net economic benefits from the reef fish fishery and then we move into the Amendment 8 objectives, to increase the stability of the red snapper fishery in terms of fishing patterns and markets.  Does anybody remember what they meant by fishing patterns?

MR. ATRAN:  This amendment was our first attempt to implement a red snapper IFQ system.  Ultimately, Congress repealed that system, but in fishing patterns, I think that’s referring to the derby fishery and what we could do to try to alleviate that.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  It goes on to avoid derby type fishing seasons, promote flexibility for the fishermen in their fishing operations, provide for cost effective and enforceable management of the fishery, and optimize net benefits from the fishery.

Then next we had provide protection for Nassau grouper throughout its range and we get back to fishing patterns again in Amendment 15 and, again, talking about derbies, flexibility, cost effective and enforceable management, net benefits.

Then A15-6, reduce the harvesting capacity of the red snapper fleet in an equitable manner, utilizing demonstrated historical dependence on the red snapper resource as a criterion.  Now we’re getting into things that I was actually here for.

Amendment 18A objectives have to do with prohibiting recreational-caught reef fish, eliminating crew size related discrepancies, increasing the survival rate of incidentally-caught sea turtles and smalltooth sawfish and updating the TAC framework procedure.

Then 21 has to do with marine reserves to protect a portion of the gag spawning aggregations and a portion of the male gag population.  27 is to reduce red snapper overfishing in the short term and evaluate long-term measures to reduce overfishing and allow the stock to recover.

29 is to rationalize effort and reduce overcapacity in the commercial grouper and tilefish fisheries and 30A is to end overfishing in the short term and rebuild amberjack and gray triggerfish to OY.  Then we’re currently dealing with 30B.  Any comments on those objectives?

MR. TEEHAN:  Back to Amendment 15 and I just had a question.  A15-6, it says demonstrated historical dependence on red snapper resources and is that analogous to landings?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Steve, do you have a comment on that?

MR. ATRAN:  I didn’t quite get the question.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  The question was in Amendment 15, A15-6, it talks about utilizing a demonstrated historical dependence on the red snapper as a criterion for the equitable reduction in the harvesting capacity.

MR. ATRAN:  As I recall, Amendment 15, I believe, was the implementation of the license limitation system for red snapper, after we were unable to get the original IFQ system implemented.  That license system was also an attempt to reduce some overcapacity by limiting the Class 1 licenses to the substantial participants in the fishery.  I believe that’s what this is referring to, coming up with an equitable way to identify those substantial participants and to provide regulations that would allow them to continue to be substantial participants.

MR. TEEHAN:  My question was the term “demonstrated historical dependence on red snapper resource” and is that the same thing as saying historical landings?

MR. ATRAN:  I believe it is.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  If there’s nothing else having to do with objectives at this point, our next agenda item is Agenda Item VI, Net Benefits and Allocation, and this is Assane that’s going to present this.
NET BENEFITS AND ALLOCATION
DR. ASSANE DIAGNE:  I think we did discuss part of this in the past, but we’ll try, perhaps, a different approach, a little bit, to clear up, perhaps, some of the misunderstanding.  I started by putting a few quotes from various reports in which people have done let’s say cost/benefit analysis in looking at an optimal allocation.
The bottom line is that the relevant values would be the net benefits to society, from the respective competing users.  In particular, what you need when you try to look at an optimal allocation, but from this perspective -- I’m not saying that this is the only way to go, of course, but if we are looking at this, net benefits, this is the way that it is done, using marginal net benefits.

The last quote over there comes from a very old report that was written in 1990.  I guess even back then somebody felt that there was a need to specify this.  That was a NMFS report written by Edwards and he’s saying that to  compare the expenditures of commercial fishermen and anglers is improper and now -- During the review of the objectives, I didn’t realize how many times the phrase “net benefits” came into our objectives.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  This is thick and I want everybody to go along step-by-step and so any questions about that first slide?  The point there had to do with marginal net benefits as a way to compare between recreational and commercial sectors.  Everybody along on that first step down the -- Okay.  Go ahead, Assane.

DR. DIAGNE:  To further that point a little bit, basically optimal allocation is used by using a principle in economics, the equimarginal principle.  That’s a funny looking word, but it means just basically whether two marginal net benefits are equal.  If you have them in a graph, as we will have, that will be the intersection where they cross.

As we do for everything, net benefits would be the benefits, the total benefits, or gross benefit, if I can use that term, minus the expenditure and it follows from here that the more you spend, the less net benefit you generate, just from this perspective.

MS. BOBBI WALKER:  How do you determine benefits in the recreational fishery?  They’re not selling their fish and so how do you determine that?

DR. DIAGNE:  Just bear with me a little bit, Ms. Walker, and we’ll get to that in a second.

MR. RIECHERS:  Assane, you stated it that way last time and I think that’s part of Bobbi’s problem.  When you stated it that way, that it said the greater expenditures equals the lower net benefits, you’re only taking the minus part of the equation.  I think what she is getting at, which you’re going to get to, is that you really can’t make that synopsis and say the greater expenditures equals the lower net benefits.  That’s relative to the benefits in the equation.
DR. DIAGNE:  Yes.  Actually, to say it in full, for a given level of benefit, the more money you spend, the less net benefit you generate, basically.  What I’m trying to say is the more you spend in an activity, that is worth a certain benefit or satisfaction to you, the less net benefits you have generated, basically.  Maybe Robin can say that in another term that makes it more --

MR. RIECHERS:  Have you got it, Bobbi?  I think when he parsed it earlier that -- He did it last time too and, Assane, we’re not picking on you, but it’s the way you stated that underneath there.  When you say it’s the greater expenditures as related to a level of benefits that you’re receiving, which makes perfect -- If you’re receiving X level of benefits and you’re taking away the expenditures, any increase in expenditures gives you less net benefits, but it’s for a given level of benefits that you’re receiving.

MS. WALKER:  How do you measure the benefits of a recreational trip?  I can understand how you would do that with a commercial fishery.

MR. RIECHERS:  There are techniques and he’s going to get to those.

DR. DIAGNE:  We will get there in a second.  Basically, the point below, greater benefits implying lower net benefits, has to be accompanied by that, exactly like Robin said.  For a given level of benefit, the more you spend to achieve that benefit, it follows then that the less net benefit you generate.

If you look here, you have benefit minus expenditure and so basically, the greater that number is for a given level of benefit, the smaller the difference will be.

MS. WALKER:  The value of those expenditures are meaningful and important to like a tackle company or -- It’s like you’re forgetting the net benefits to tackle dealers or boat dealers.

DR. DIAGNE:  No, that is a separate issue, but within this framework that we are discussing, the greater your expenditure, the smaller what you will achieve, basically.  Let’s continue and hopefully some of it will inform the next questions.

The last bullet over there indicates where we get net benefits from.  Basically, you derive these from consumers and producer surpluses and these are really based on demand and supply and we have a couple of graphs and hopefully they will help us understand this a little better.

Let us start with a simple demand curve for anything.  This doesn’t apply to fishing only, but it is for everything and as everybody knows, the demand schedule measures our willingness and ability to pay for a certain commodity, a good or a service.  It’s downward sloping, because obviously -- The more expensive it is, the less of it we can buy.

If we look at the blue rectangle that goes from O, Q, E, and P, that would be -- Assuming that the price were set at P and you drew a horizontal line, that rectangle shows you how much you spent to acquire this good or service.  You bought Q units of it, from O to Q, and you paid P for it and so that area represents your expenditure, how much you paid to buy let’s say drinks or chips or some other things.

What the yellow triangle measures, it shows your consumer surplus.  It shows the difference between how much you paid versus how much you were willing and able to pay for this, kind of like if you want to a store and you wanted to buy something and you find out at the last minute that you were given a rebate.  That is just a way of putting it in perspective.

You then pay less than you were willing to pay to acquire that commodity and so you got a surplus.  That’s just a way of putting it that way and incidentally, business and advertising, I guess, and other things spend a lot of time, money, and energy trying to find out our willingness to pay so that they can extract that consumer surplus from us.  That’s what it is that they do.  If they could, basically they would extract the consumer surplus and all of it would be then more revenues for them.  That is the idea of consumer surplus.  Can we move on to the next one?  Okay.
We can do the same thing on the supply side, let’s say looking at a producer.  A producer also has a cost to produce that good or service, but would love to have us pay for more it also.  The difference between what it cost to produce versus how much we paid to acquire it would be a surplus to the producer.  

Here again, I guess it’s more a square than a rectangle on this one, but O, Q, P, E would be the total amount that we paid or the total revenue that the producer received for that good or service.  That greenish triangle from P, S, and E would be the producer surplus.  

Here again also, in our daily activities as consumers, we try to extract part of these producer surpluses to pay less for a commodity and the way that we do that is by, for example, joining buying clubs and trying to buy in bulk and negotiating lower prices, et cetera, and so forth.  That is the idea of producer surplus.

Let us try to put these two together, the demand side that we talked about earlier, the downward sloping one, and the supply side.  The red line over there would show you them, the producer surplus in green, plus the consumer surplus is in yellow.

As you move from the left, let’s say from Point O towards Point Q, you see that the distance between the two, obviously, becomes smaller.  If I took two very close points, from let’s say this red one to the next one, and took the difference, that would give you the change in surpluses --

This, from here to here, that measures the consumer surplus.  From here to here, that would be the producer surplus.  The total then gives you the total surplus or the total net benefits, if you would.

If I moved from this point to the next point here, if I just make a marginal change, if you would, and took the difference between the two curves -- Let’s just assume that this is a marginal change.  It is not, but for the sake of illustration.

If I took the difference between this and this, that gives me the marginal net benefits from moving from this level here, let’s call it A, to this other level here, let’s call it B.  Obviously you can do that an infinite number of times between this point here and this point.

You can see here that as you move to the right, that difference becomes narrower and narrower, until it hopefully hits zero, if you have let’s say equilibrium quantity here and price.  The marginal net benefits schedule has to be downward sloping, going from some value up there and going down and down and going towards zero.

That’s what we have here.  Let us forget the one for the commercial sector for a second and just use the recreational net marginal benefit, which would be then a downward sloping schedule, from the maximum consumer plus producer surplus, and going down, going down, going down.

At this point, I’m going to stop here and try to answer Ms. Walker’s question of how do you find out, how do you measure the benefits?  Obviously in the commercial sector, it is fairly straightforward.  If you could measure the supply and the demand curves, you can have those two things, the producer surplus and the consumer surplus.

For the consumer surplus, I would have to say that in most of the studies we assume that it’s equal to zero, for the simple reason that the fishery resources -- We have a lot of substitute as a consumer.  I don’t have to buy grouper from the Gulf of Mexico.  I can buy salmon from Chile and other things and so there are a lot of substitutes, more or less close, and that is left to argument, and so then the consumer surplus is not part of the equation really.

We need only to measure the producer surplus and you can get a supply curve or you can do it via a profit maximization under constraint and a good example of that is the work that Dr. Agar presented I believe two or three council meetings ago.  That’s the approach he took.  He used the profit maximization with a virtual price in it.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  That’s talking about the commercial producer surplus?

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes.  Now, in the recreational sector, if we had perfect information and everything like that and if these were bought and sold in a market, then it would make it very easy.  Unfortunately, it is not, but there is a wide body of literature and it is a specialty for a lot of people and you have techniques that are called non-market valuation techniques.  These are used to value environmental goods and services and commodities and so forth.

If you want to find out the price of something that is not traded in markets, you do one of two things.  You ask the people that use it, and that would give one branch of this body of work, and that would be the then the stated preference methods, basically.  You ask people to state their preferences.  Some of those methods, the most commonly used, is called contingent valuation method, in which you would have a survey and ask people, how much are you willing to pay for the preservation of the pandas, for an example, or how much are you willing to pay for X, Y, or Z.
You do that or you design choice experiments, in which you build different bundles and vary them a little bit, let’s say, for example, with different bag limits, et cetera and so forth, and ask people to put a dollar value on those.

By looking at those, then you can make inferences on their willingness to pay and there is one study that we used in some of the amendments and it was done by Gentner, I believe, at the time, and we used that in some of the amendments.

MS. WALKER:  I know that one question that’s asked of recreational anglers is how much are you willing to pay for one additional fish in a big limit, but, Assane, in reality, real world, I can’t imagine that a recreational angler can express, in dollar forms, what one additional fish, the value that it would be to them.

DR. DIAGNE:  You may have doubts as to the validity of the estimates that are coming from this body of work, but they are accepted techniques, at least in the field of economics and in others, to try to put a value on certain commodities or bundles of commodities.  That was the second part.

The other way to do this is instead of asking people to state their preference is to try to find a proxy and that would be the other arm of this.  That would be what is known as revealed preference methods.  The major methods used under those approaches would be the travel cost method, in which you use let’s say travel costs or, by extension, general expenditures, to try to infer the demand for trips let’s say to a certain site or for recreational trips and so forth.
Another way of doing this would be to use what is known as a hedonic approach.  A hedonic approach, we also had an example of that.  That is what Dr. Carter presented to us, I think, also about three council meetings ago.

That is what car manufacturers would do to try to find out how much you would pay if they sold you a car that let’s say had GPS added to it or other features or in real estate, that’s what they do to value a house.  You know that when you buy a house you are buying the safety of the neighborhood, the quality of the schools, the number of bedrooms, what type of police enforcement is around, et cetera.

You try to break down a service or a commodity into its major attributes and you put value in those attributes and for charter fishing, for example, you can put the expected catch rate, obviously determined by our bag limits, size limits, et cetera, and those kind of things.

In a nutshell, these are the tools available in valuing recreational trips.  You ask people to state their preferences, let’s say contingent valuation or choice experiments, or you try to find some proxy and those are known as revealed preference and the most common would be them using a travel cost method, for example.

MS. WALKER:  You say benefits minus cost and that gives us net benefits and yet one of the methods that you just told us would take travel, which is an expense.  How is that related to benefit minus cost?

DR. DIAGNE:  In the travel cost method, you use travel expenditures as a proxy to be able to determine the demand for trips.  Once you have this downward sloping demand, that’s it.  That’s all you need to do to get it and then you can get that triangle.  Then you can get that yellow triangle that goes from E, P, and R in this.

If you have this blue line and you know the number of trips, Q, then you can have a horizontal line and determine this yellow triangle, because that’s what you are after.

Now, in the recreational sector, you will need to measure separate things.  You need to measure consumer surplus for the private angler.  That’s one component.  You will need to measure consumer surplus for those who use charter services.  That would be the second component and finally, you need to measure producer surpluses for those that provide for-hire services.  Then you will add all of those and then you will get the net benefits, and I should say the same thing for headboats too, of course, coming out from the recreational sector.

In the commercial sector, like I said, you only need to get the producer surplus, because we usually assume that the demand is flat and so consumer surplus is not an issue.

Assuming that we got all of the data and all of the information we needed, then we can get a marginal net benefit schedule for the recreational sector and take the one for the commercial sector and flip it so that the horizontal axis here in total represents the TAC, assuming that the council has allocated optimally, perfectly.  Then this would be our recreational allocation and this will be our commercial allocation.

If for some reason there is an increase in the net marginal benefit in the recreational sector, then the whole schedule will shift up and that will be translated in the optimal allocation, moving to the right, meaning that more fish for the recreational sector and less for the commercial one and the same thing in the commercial sector.  That would move this to the left and it will be translated in an increase in the commercial quota.  I’m sure that maybe I made it more confusing, but perhaps Robin could --

DR. SHIPP:  Assane, I’m fundamentally confused here.  What you describe as the costs are really derivatives of the industry, whether we’re talking about commercial or recreational.  It seems to me that if you’re going to do a total economic assessment that the benefits to the derivatives have to be factored in, as Bobbi mentioned before, the tackle industry and the boating industry.
I don’t understand this at all, if this is going to be our comprehensive economic analysis, that all of those derivatives are -- Not only are they eliminated, but they’re a penalty and it doesn’t seem rational to me.

DR. DIAGNE:  I didn’t suggest that this is the comprehensive approach.  Obviously the effects to some of those derivatives may be more or less considered.  To which extent, that is some of the things that you will have to determine.

Another thing is during the reauthorization of the Magnuson Act, as part of the conversation or clarification that was requested, I believe it was by Senator Lott from Mississippi, I believe, was how wide should this go.  Part of the answer from Senator Stevens was that this should be limited to direct participants in the fishery.

How the council wants to factor that in their future allocation proceedings, I don’t know, but that’s just a fact.  This is not the comprehensive approach to allocation.  This provides another tool to look at.  If you want to allocate a resource based on cost/benefit, this is how it is done.  That’s all I’m trying to say.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Other questions or commentary?  Just process-wise, we’re getting close to breaking for lunch.  We will return to committee business after lunch, but it may be hard to remember the details of Assane’s presentation after lunch and so let’s make sure we understand it as much as we can at this point.

MS. WALKER:  I want to ask somebody a question and see how they would value an extra fish.  Susie, since you’re sitting beside me, I’m going to pick on you.  XYZ fish is currently at a four fish bag limit and the council now has to reduce the bag limit to one fish.  If you were asked a question on a survey, which is what Assane is talking about, what is the value of one fish to you?  How much more would you be willing to pay if you’ve gone from four to one fish?  Now how much for each of those fish over one would you be willing to pay?  That’s my point exactly.

MS. VILLERE:  How you answer that?  There are people that are going to go fishing whether they catch fish or not, because not everybody catches fish.  There are people that are going to say that I’m not leaving the dock for one fish.

MS. WALKER:  Exactly.  There are people that bag limits and seasons are going to be important to them and I just don’t see how you’re going to effectively come up with estimates for the recreational sector using this.

DR. DIAGNE:  I wouldn’t put any value on the fish.  I guess it would cost me a whole lot, but if this were easy, I think a lot of academics would not spend the amount of time that they spend designing the survey instruments and designing the choice experiments and putting in the background.

The surveys, they take a lot of doing, so to speak, to put them together.  You design bundles and so forth and I believe that we have, in the audience, Mr. Gentner.  He has done these types of studies and we have used part of his work in previous amendments and he is very knowledgeable in conjoint analysis and other non-market valuation techniques.

If you want further assessment or discussion in the surveys and so forth, I can discuss it with you and he may also want to provide you more things.  Incidentally, this is not done only for recreational fishing.  In one of the examples, I said how much do you value saving the pandas in China?

You have studies for non-market valuations to put dollar figures on those things for which we do not have market transactions.  That is the only way out there for us to do it.  You can have your doubts about the methods, but the techniques used are accepted in the literature and there’s a very wide body of work published and so I see that a red snapper may be worth different things to different people.

MS. KAY WILLIAMS:  I think Susan sort of really answered that.  Some people goes fishing just because they want to go fishing and they love the boat ride out there.  There’s no guarantee how many fish they’re going to catch and so you just have to look at what somebody is willing to spend and what they’re getting out of it.

DR. DIAGNE:  I focused more on usage values, assuming that we are harvesting fish, but obviously you can do this just for the experience or you can even do this for other types of values, such as option values or bequest values, let’s say.  

We could ask you how much is it worth to you to know that your children or your grandchildren will have access to the Statue of Liberty, to go see it.  Then we can value that and put a dollar amount.  Presumably we could take that money, from taxes and so forth, for preservation.  That’s just an example that I made up, but you can use these techniques for a variety of things.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Assane, you don’t just ask one person.  You ask very carefully and you ask lots of people and you make sure you’ve got the right kinds of people in the sample that you’re asking and then you come up with an estimate, based on that.

MR. PERRET:  Timing is also important.  Ms. Walker, I’ve got a question for you.  I suspect you would pay a lot more money to go fishing Friday than you would have last Sunday, after this meeting is over.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Other discussion?

MS. WALKER:  One question to Shep, because apparently I’m not the only council member that’s concerned with how we’re measuring net benefits, as far as allocation is concerned.  Is the council constrained by choosing a method that the SEP or somebody recommends or does the council have the ability to use more commonsense and choose different methods?

MR. SHEPHERD GRIMES:  I would say yes, the council has discretion, if you have an adequate record in support of whatever decision you make.  Then yes, you do, but, again, I would encourage you to listen to your SEP and those panels.  That’s why you have those people.

DR. DIAGNE:  Once again, I’m not suggesting that to allocate resources in the Gulf of Mexico this is the only way that it could be done.  In a previous meeting, I believe we discussed other approaches, such as market-based allocation, in which one sector could buy from the other, et cetera.

We also discussed with you some negotiation approaches, which I believe Dr. Jepson re-mentioned today when he referred to mediation.  If you want to measure net benefits, there is no other way that you can measure net benefits than this.  You may decide that we do not want to use net benefits and that is, I guess, at the discretion of the council.

In closing, I would say that, once again, looking at the FMP objectives here, several of them use explicitly the words “net benefits”.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Thank you, Assane, and thank you everybody for lively attention to that presentation.  We will take our lunch break now and we will reconvene at two o’clock.  Please do not be late and we’ll see you then.

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 12:20 o’clock p.m., August 12, 2008.)

- - -

August 12, 2008

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

- - -

The Ad Hoc Allocation Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council reconvened in the Largo Ballroom of the Hilton Key Largo Hotel, Key Largo, Florida, Tuesday afternoon, August 12, 2008, and was called to order at 2:00 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Julie Morris.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  We’ll get started with the continuation of the Ad Hoc Allocation Committee meeting.  The next thing on the agenda is Tab F-6, which is Landings, TAC, and Allocation Changes by Sector.  Steve, do you want to talk us through this?

LANDINGS, TAC, AND ALLOCATION CHANGES BY SECTOR
MR. ATRAN:  Yes, I will.  We were asked to give as much information as we could on some fisheries where we have allocations and not just what the specified allocation is, but also what the poundage is between the commercial and the recreational, what the actual catch was on a year-by-year basis and what the actual percentage split was, recreational and commercial.

I went through and we actually don’t have that many species where we’re trying to enforce an allocation, but I included some where we’ve had recent actions or current actions, where we are or may put allocations in.

The first one is red snapper and the SEDAR documentation had landings going back to 1977.  Now, I’m not sure where the recreational landings prior to 1981 came from, because MRFSS data -- It begins with 1979, but the 1979 and 1980 data isn’t reliable and so we generally consider MRFSS to begin with 1981, but we did have that landings data that was in the SEDAR document and so I put it in the table I put together.

Initially, we had no allocation.  1991 was the first year we went to enforce the allocation of a 51 percent commercial and 49 percent recreational, based upon the criteria in Amendment 1 of using the average catches for the years 1979 to 1987, I believe.

Then that’s been the allocation since then.  If you look over under “Pounds Allocated”, it’s changed a few times as we’ve changed the overall TAC and so I indicated that we began with a four-million-pound TAC and 2.04 million pounds commercial, 1.96 million pounds recreational.  Every so often, we did raise the TAC and so you can see what the difference in poundages allocated was.

The next set of columns shows what the actual catch was on both the commercial and the recreational side and so you can see how well we were able to keep the sectors within their respective allocations and then over on the right, the effective split, what the actual landings ended up with as far as percent recreational and percent commercial.

That’s basically the same format for all of these tables.  I did it for red snapper.  For red grouper, I had landings from 1986 to 2007, but I was missing the recreational landings for 2006, but I have commercial and recreational for the rest of those years.

There was no allocation until Secretarial Amendment 1 went into effect and that had a split of 81 percent commercial and 19 percent recreational, which for purposes of this table, that’s been the split through the remainder of this table and you can see what the commercial quota and the recreational allocation was of TAC there.  Again, what the commercial and recreational catches were, what the actual catches were, and percentagewise how that split worked out, on a year-by-year basis.

For gag, we’ve never had an allocation for gag, but since we’re looking at creating one, an interim allocation in Reef Fish Amendment 30B, I did include the landings data.  Again, we had it through 1986 through 2007.  There’s nothing for pounds allocated, but we do have the actual catches for the commercial and recreational sector and then the effective split on a year-by-year basis.

This does show, incidentally, that on any one year the effective split bounces around quite a bit, but if you average out say any five years, it tends to be a lot more stable.

The next one was greater amberjack.  Now, greater amberjack -- For 1990, I wrote down what the Amendment 1 allocation would be if we were enforcing an allocation, but we have not tried to enforce an allocation on greater amberjack.  When the rebuilding plan for greater amberjack was implemented, at the time it was felt that the existing regulations that had been put into effect I believe around 1997 and 1998, which reduced the recreational bag limit and established a three-month closed season on the commercial side, were considered to be adequate to allow rebuilding.

It was felt that no new measures were needed and it wasn’t necessary to explicitly state a TAC, but rather just an overall target catch for the rebuilding plan.  You can see on the far right I have a column that I said “Implicit TAC”.  We were shooting for 2.9 million pounds total greater amberjack landings each of those last three years.  You can see, if you look over on the actual catches, that we exceeded that, at least in 2003 and 2004.  Then you can see what the effective split was from the actual catches.

That fairly sharp drop in commercial and recreational landings in 1998, I think that may be due to the new regulations that went into effect.  The three-month closed season on the commercial side went into effect in 1998.  The bag limit reduction went into effect in 1997, but it may be that the landings didn’t reflect it until a year later.

Gray triggerfish, we don’t have an allocation.  I wasn’t sure if we were considering an allocation or not, but since we’ve recently taken action through Amendment 30A, I went ahead and included all of the landings.  

If we were doing an allocation, according to Amendment 1, it would be 7 percent commercial and 93 percent recreational and then, again, you can see what the year-by-year actual landings were for each sector and what the effective percent split was.  Again, that has changed quite a bit and bounced around over the years.

Finally, for king mackerel, the king mackerel FMP established an allocation basically the same way as the reef fish one did.  It used all available landings data up to the point where the FMP was implemented to get a historical allocation, which ended up being 32 percent commercial and 68 percent recreational.

When I was putting this table together, a lot of people I would have liked to contact to ask where I could get the actual poundages that were allocated were busy with the SEDAR mackerel review workshop and so I wasn’t able to get in touch with folks that I really needed to finish this table, but I was able to get the actual landings and the effective split.  That was all of the species that we have an actual allocation for or are preparing to establish an allocation.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Questions or comments?

MS. WILLIAMS:  I just have a comment to Roy and you weren’t here then, but on a lot of these, I see where the split is extremely low and I said maybe it’s because they weren’t doing logbooks.  I just don’t understand why -- Such as on commercial under king mackerel.  It shows they started off with 71 percent, 41 percent, 59 percent.

Then you look and you look at a 32/68 split and the same thing when you get over to triggerfish even, a 7/93 split.  That’s Amendment 1 and you look down and I said let’s wait until we get to the logbooks and I mean I don’t know how they came up with the divisions when they came up with them, because over time, especially if you look at historical, or even after, when the logbooks come in, when you could get a larger hand on what had been landed in the past, it just doesn’t seem like a lot of these look like they gave any, I guess, validity to past landings.

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t think the logbooks would enter into this, because I think this is all from trip tickets.  This is one of those occasions where we probably need Wayne.  I suspect when they did the initial allocations that they used the 1979 and 1980 MRFSS landings estimates.

Those have since aren’t supported and we’ve stopped using them.  They could be very different from what’s on here.  The other thing is these landings have probably been adjusted over time and revised.  

For example, when we implemented the new charterboat survey methodology in 2000, we revised all the landings back in time and I’m assuming, Steve, that the red snapper table and all of these tables -- For assessed stocks, the landings have been adjusted to compensate for changing charter methodology and that kind of thing?

MR. ATRAN:  The landings in this table reflect any changes that have been incorporated.

DR. CRABTREE:  What you’re going to see then is the allocation, that percent split that was in the FMP way back when, is based on different values for the landings than the values we’re using now and so that could explain some of these differences, but I can’t be sure without looking back at what years were actually used in Amendment 1.

I can tell you that for the species I’ve looked at that the landings values in Amendment 1 are different than the landings values we’re using now and sometimes a fair amount different.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any other comments or questions about the tables that Steve was describing to us?  If not, we’re going to move to the next agenda item and the document to be looking at is F-7.

DRAFT ALLOCATION PRINCIPLES AND QUESTIONS

This is our third look at the idea of draft allocation principles and the way Assane and I developed this document, there’s a little preamble at the beginning and then you asked us at the last meeting to take what was a couple pages of kind of verbatim quotes from the law and the rule and compress it even more, into an even shorter list of principles.  Then attached to that is the long memo that Shepherd created for probably our April meeting that summarizes the actual language of the law and the regulations that those principles are based on.

After Shepherd’s memo, which goes through page 8, on page 9, we have some additional questions that we should begin to answer that will help us move to the next step of figuring out how we’re going to do allocations.

The council chairman has suggested that we could have committee meeting time until about three o’clock, but I think maybe we could go to 3:15 or something like that and so we’ll see how much progress we can make on this in that time.  First, any comments on the further distilled principles that are at the beginning of this document at F-7?

MR. RIECHERS: Just one comment, actually.  I think it’s the second page, the third major bullet down, you just have -- I think it’s just a slip and you pulled it in when you did other things.  As I’m recalling what we’re doing here, we’re not just dealing with the red snapper fishery and you list red snapper in that bullet.  I think you may want to just make that a little more generic.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Shall take into account the importance of fishery resources?

MR. RIECHERS:  No, any fishery management plan, plan amendment, or regulation submitted by the Gulf Council for the red snapper fishery and probably just for a fishery.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  No, actually this is actual Magnuson language that deals only with the red snapper fishery.

MR. RIECHERS:  This is an umbrella document here that deals with all of our allocation issues and so even though that may be a Magnuson statement, we would want to broaden that our here in this context, I believe.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  That’s a question for the committee.  Do you want these things that are specifically in Magnuson regarding the red snapper to apply to all our allocation issues?  We don’t have to, but if you like them, we can pull out the red snapper and have them apply to everything.

MR. RIECHERS:  Again, because I don’t know that any of us really know where we’re headed with this and so I think we’re kind of struggling with that when we’re having this allocation discussion, but I assume we’re headed towards some sort of generic amendment that will give us a framework for these discussions.

If there is an issue and you want to keep this in for red snapper because it deals specifically with red snapper, I would say that we may want to denote that this is only dealing with red snapper based on comments from Magnuson-Stevens, but certainly unless these points are further included up here, and some of them probably are, depending on what you’re reading into these different statements, then it may not be needed to repeat it, but otherwise you may want to.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any further discussion on that point?

MS. WALKER:  On page 1, where you’ve got allocation should be -- It starts with “Fairness should be considered for indirect changes in allocation” and do you mean allocation shifts because of regulations there?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Shepherd, can you help us get back in touch with that part?  I think if you scroll through to another page --

MR. GRIMES:  I don’t know if I recall this correctly, but I think that was based on a statement that I made, that if you read the regulatory guidelines for National Standard 4, it talks about how that only applies to explicit, direct allocations.

I said that in my view addressing the fair and equitable issue should be something that’s considered every time you are implementing a regulation that results indirectly in a shift in allocation, just because to me it seemed to be a prudent record-building exercise.  At least that’s my recollection of the discussion I provided to this committee a couple of meetings ago.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I’m looking for the language from Shep’s memo and it was saying that there’s direct allocation, where you intend to allocate, and then there’s other management actions that you take that have an indirect effect on allocation and that you have to consider fairness and equity in the direct allocations and that you should consider fairness and equity in the indirect one.  That’s my sense of it, but I’m looking for the language in the memo.

MS. WALKER:  Then the question that I asked was these indirect changes -- What you just stated told me that this means allocation shifts because of regulations and so --

MR. GILL:  I think the section that you’re referring to is the bottom of page 4, subparagraph 1, definition and allocation or assignment and it’s down about the third sentence: Any management measure or lack of management has incidental allocative effects, et cetera, et cetera.  I think that’s where you drafted that from.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Further discussion?
MR. GILL:  Going back to Robin’s point, I initially agreed with him, but I think given where we are, and we are fairly early in the process, I think trying to meld that in generically and say this ought to be part of our concept and our principles is a little early, because red snapper had some unique aspects that were mandated.  We may want to do that, but I don’t think this is the time.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Anything else on the distilled list of principles at the beginning of the document?  

MS. WALKER:  Page 2, promote conservation, and you’ve got that it “promotes a rational, more easily managed use” and can you explain that to me?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Again, I’m going to go hunt in Shepherd’s memo for where that arose from.

MR. SIMPSON:  My interpretation of that is management in its broadest sense, which includes enforcement, data collection, other things besides just management measures.  Ease of enforcement would be better managed.  More sound and equitable and logical data collection would be better managed, more efficiently managed.

MR. GILL:  I think I found it.  It’s towards the bottom of page 5, subparagraph ii, promotion of conservation, the third sentence down again: An allocation scheme may promote conservation, by encouraging a rational, more easily managed use of that resource, et cetera.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Thanks again, Bob.  Is there further comment on --

MR. TEEHAN:  The same set of sub-bullets that Bobbi was referring to at the top of page 2, what is an excessive share?  Is that like a substantial participant?

DR. DIAGNE:  I think I’ll ask Mr. Grimes if he would --

MR. GRIMES:  Thank you, Dr. Diagne.  Ultimately, what constitutes an excessive share is just a determination you would make on a case-by-case basis, but the way we’ve viewed it in the past -- Take red snapper, for instance.  An excessive share in the IFQ program was determined to be 8 percent and I think when you approach the issue that your baseline is an antitrust concern, I suppose, that you don’t want monopolies and you want to keep a certain number of businesses in or at least a certain number of businesses involved in the fishery.

Then you get to decide from there how much smaller than that you would like to make the cap.  It’s not just antitrust.  There are other reasons.  If it’s a small mom-and-pop type fishery and you want to keep it that way, then you might determine that an excessive share is much lower than would be needed to prevent antitrust concerns.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  If it’s okay, I would like to move into the questions towards the end of this document and I’m not expecting that these will be easily answered or we’ll agree on them, but it seems like we need to begin talking about them.

MR. GILL:  First of all, a comment.  I thought that they were very helpful and they incorported a number of things of which I had not considered, but in terms of the sequencing, it seemed to me that determining III(C), Tools and Methods, was needed to be done before III(A) and III(B), Procedures to Request and Initiate (Re)Allocation and Review Frequency, because depending on what tools we use, that will have an influence on what the right answers to (A) and (B) might be, at least in my opinion.  I proffer a sequencing difference, if the committee agrees.
CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  You would like to start with Tools and Methods and talk about those first?

MR. GILL:  No, that wasn’t my suggestion.  The way I read the layout here was that we were proceeding down the list and starting with III(A) and then talking about that, but it seems to me the answer to III(A) depends, to some extent and maybe even a great extent, depending on what we do, to the answers in III(C).  I thought that (C) ought to be (A) and then (A) and (B) go to (B) and (C).  That’s my suggestion.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  You just want to reorganize the list of questions, but my specific query to you is in talking about them right now, should we talk about the tools and methods first or the frequency and procedures first?

MR. GILL:  I guess I would ask what the rest of the committee would do and whether they agree or disagree with me.

MS. WILLIAMS:  I would agree that Tools and Methods should come first, because even if a council member requested it or a group representative requested it, it would have to be based on something and so I would think it would have to be based on the tools and methods that we were going to consider.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Let’s move then to Section (C) on page 9 and have some discussion of each of these tools and methods.  I think the point to end up with is do we think that these are tools that should be in our toolbox or are there some that we can set aside at this point, that we don’t want to invest a lot of time and energy into developing into better tools?

First we have catch-based tools and mortality and there’s three different permutations to that.  The first is historical landings data and there are questions that we’ve already talked about that would sort of qualify historical landings data, which years and how do we account for the effect that management constraints have had on historical landings, what’s the quality of the data for particular years?

I would guess that that is one of the tools that we would want to use for allocation and is that generally agreed by the committee?

MS. WALKER:  Are you asking us now if we agree that catch-based and mortality should be the only tool used?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Not only, but one of the tools, one of the tools in the toolbox.  Does anybody on the committee think that shouldn’t be one of the tools and not the only tool?  I’m not hearing any opposition from the committee at this point.  Until we revise our thinking, that would be one of the tools that we would be willing to consider moving forward with.  Then the next is total fisheries mortality by sector, landings plus discard mortality, and there are some data issues there.

MR. GILL:  This one morphs, to some extent, the one we just talked about.  It would seem to me, and I would ask Roy whether there is a reasonable amount of data to make that a meaningful portion of our consideration.  My guess is, given the history, that we probably don’t have enough and hence that it ought to be discarded, but I would like to hear what Roy had to say.

DR. CRABTREE:  Explain to me which specific part you’re talking about.

MR. GILL:  The catch-based (b), total fisheries mortality by sector, landings plus discard mortality.
DR. CRABTREE:  You could look back at the -- If you have a stock assessment, number one, then you would have a stream of F estimates, generally by sector, going back in time, and oftentimes broken down by different gear types within the sectors.

I suppose you could go back and look at what was the historical division of fishing mortality and say, okay, that’s how we’re going to allocate and then you could say given the biomass in the water now and the selectivities in place now, that equates to this much fish going out and so it seems to me you could apply it when you have an assessment.  I’m not advocating it, mind you, but it seems to me that you, for an assessed species, would have the information that would allow you to do that.

MR. GILL:  Then would you address the question on the data issues portion of this?  What I hear you saying is that whatever issues there might be, they’re not significant enough to discard this at this point.  You wouldn’t do it for that reason.  You might do it for other reasons and as you say, you are not advocating it, but if there’s data issues, would you elucidate on those a little bit?

DR. CRABTREE:  You’re talking about the changing that the landings histories have been revised over time, that data issue, or all data issues in general?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I think he’s talking about -- Are you just talking about the discard mortality?  He’s talking about discard mortality, as landings plus discard mortality.  Do we have good enough data on the discard mortality part of that for this to be a basis for a tool for us to use?

DR. CRABTREE:  It depends on the specifics of the assessment, but in general, if the assessments are using a constant static assumption about discard mortality or something like that, it may not have that great an influence on how the Fs are proportioned, but if in one sector of the fishery you had a marked change in the numbers of discards, then that could result in a change in the fishing mortality rate.

I don’t think I could make any kind of blanket statement of it.  I think you would have to look at it on a case-by-case basis and it really just would come down to how much confidence do you have in the fishing mortality estimates, which we could maybe get some sort of percent standard error or something on those, potentially.  Is that getting at what you’re after, Bob?

MR. GILL:  I’m trying to see if there’s a rational basis for including or not including this, based on, one, the data issues and whether or not we have anything that supports an argument one way or the other.  I guess what I’m hearing you saying is that would not be cause for rejection at this point in time.

DR. CRABTREE:  I think what you’re going to find is virtually any method you use, you’re going to have similar kinds of data issues, because it’s going to use the types of data that we have, all of which have their imperfections and uncertainties.  That’s just part of the reality.  

Now, you may find some fisheries where one way is less advisable than in a different fishery, but I don’t see anything, on the face of it, that would cause me to say that using fishing mortality is not legitimate, but I haven’t really discussed this with my staff or given a lot of thought to it, but just on the face of it, I don’t see a reason why you couldn’t do it.

MR. SIMPSON:  Roy, I think you were kind of missing the point.  Bob, it seemed to me what you were asking is a relative pronouncement about the robustness of existing data.  No, you wouldn’t use it as a stand-alone, but you might use it in conjunction with something else, to give you a little better understanding.

All of management, even the best data you’ve got, historical landings, I wouldn’t use that as the sole basis for allocation.  You have to use all of it and you wouldn’t use it as a stand-alone.  Admittedly, the discard mortality is not great, but some exists and you might be able to use it.

MS. WALKER:  Roy or Bonnie -- Maybe Bonnie is a better one to ask this to.  I think in all of the stock assessments we have information that’s used or put in on estimates for discards.  Is that what you were wondering, Bob, if we had that information?
MR. GILL:  No, Bobbi, that isn’t the issue.  The issue is whether there’s substantial enough of valid, credible data on discard mortality, going back historically, that this is significantly different than the previous one and is worth including or not.  I wasn’t trying to exclude it or include it, but I’m trying to determine is somehow or other we’ve got to take this big long list and winnow it down.

We don’t want ten-million things to put in to how to decide allocation and so we don’t want to put all of these things in and we’re going to have to make some choices somewhere along the way that says we’ll use this one or we won’t use that one and there’s going to be problems in making those decisions, but one way to do that would be let’s cast out the ones that have problems associated with them and use something as a proxy for it or is better than it.

MR. RIECHERS:  Bob, one of the problems we may be having here is that we may be trying to make a one-size-fits-all combination of parameters here and in fact, in one case we may want to use landings history and in another, if you have better mortality information, you may want to use that.

I think at this point, in my opinion, I think we probably ought to be less concerned with what we’re throwing away and more concern about do we have all the possible things we would be wanting to possibly consider at this point?  That’s just my take on it, but with that, when Madam Chair is ready to move to the next one, I do have a comment down there.

MS. WALKER:  Maybe what we need to do is let’s leave everything in.  You know how we do on FMPs, we go out for scoping documents and we allow the public to give input on -- They could give us input on the data that they think should be used or that they feel comfortable with.  Will we get to that point, Madam Chairman, that we actually initiate a scoping for this document?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  We haven’t decided yet whether we’re doing a document or coming up with something that would be in the SOPPs.  We haven’t decided yet, but if we do go that route, of course we would have scoping.

DR. CRABTREE:  I think there are ways you could analyze this.  You could use the assessment and do some sensitivity runs with different estimates for discards and see if the time series of F estimates was highly sensitive to the discard estimates or was it robust to the discard estimates.

If it didn’t change the Fs very much, then you would probably be okay with it, even if you didn’t have much confidence in the discard estimates, but if the F estimates fluctuated a lot, particularly differently between the sectors, based on the discard estimates, then you might decide that it’s not reliable enough, but I think you could find ways to look at that and evaluate it.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  We’re going to move on to 1(c) and Robin has a comment on allocations set in a previous FMP.

MR. RIECHERS:  No, I was moving on down to Number 2.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any comments on allocations set in a previous FMP?  It seems like that ought to be part of what we consider, right?  If we’re going to make a change, we should think about where we have been and do some analysis on what the change would mean, right?  Now moving on to what Robin wants to talk about, valuation-based.

MR. RIECHERS:  I don’t know how I really want to do this or the best way to do this, Assane.  I may leave this up to you and Julie somewhat, but in the first one you basically are linking your socioeconomic analysis and, of course, we had discussions about social impacts this morning, fishing communities and net benefits to the nation and different participation in trends.

Then you go down and kind of as a subset to that, you basically speak to the scope of the analysis and it seems to me that maybe we don’t want to -- You have “limits to economic analysis” then and I would say that we really shouldn’t have the limits to economic analysis and we at least ought to strike (i) there, because basically those different analytical techniques up in socioeconomic analysis all provide us with different sets of information and there is no limit on the information that we can be looking at.

Quite frankly, probably the bullet ought to read, if you’re going to actually put “scope of economic analysis”, we would want to put the scope of several of those kinds of -- It probably ought to be “scope of socioeconomic analysis” and then speak to some of the different analytical techniques that were spoke to this morning, such as net benefits to the nation, possibly social impact assessment, and go specifically into some of the literature that Mike was referring to and pull some of those things out, the resiliency and so forth, and then maybe a third bullet with economic impacts, which is both direct expenditures and the multiplier impacts.

While we’ve had this discussion about that they don’t apply, we’ve also talked in previous meetings about the tension in Magnuson between those different sectors and that it is in fact discussed throughout Magnuson that you will consider impacts.

Again, it’s not the piece of information you’re using, but it’s one of the many pieces of information that you can look to to describe to you what impacts a particular allocation or reallocation is going to give to a particular community, a particular sector, a particular state, all of those kinds of things.

MS. WILLIAMS:  I would agree with leaving it in as it is.  That’s what it says in the law.  It talks about -- Yes, it does, Robin.  It says direct participants.  It’s written as direct participants and so I don’t know why you now want to go in and change something.

We’ve got different things here specifically what the law says.  Leave it like it is.  It is what it is and you’re wanting to go and change it.

MR. RIECHERS:  I respectfully disagree.  I’m not wanting to change it.  You can leave that if you want, if we add the other parts as well, because there are other parts of the law that also speak to impact.  Again, this is not where we’re going to have the discussion as to what takes a higher weighting or takes a lower weighting.  It’s what are all the pieces of information that we can put in front of this council to make either reallocation decisions or allocation decisions.

There is tension in the law and I will certainly give you that, Kay, but there’s tension in a lot of the different aspects of law as we move through time and that’s just because they add things on and they don’t word things clearly sometimes.  The reality of it is that we have to work with what we have in front of us and while you read this portion, there are other portions that speak directly to impact.

MS. WILLIAMS:  To that point, if they do, Robin, let’s go and pull them out of the law and see what the discussion was on any of them that you are not clear on, that you think that the people that wrote the law weren’t clear on, and see what they were talking about, but we know what this specific person and persons said, because it was clarified.  I have even went to legal counsel and asked them.  That is what the law says, Robin.

MS. WALKER:  My recollection is that it did talk about economic impacts, but I would like to ask Shep a question.  What is NOAA GC’s opinion about dialogues and the law that was raised in the letter that we recently received from CCA?

MR. GRIMES:  I would say that that letter correctly articulates the legal standard in relying upon legislative history, that if a statute is unambiguous on its face, then the courts are to interpret and give meaning to that unambiguously expressed intent.  

If it’s deemed to be ambiguous, then they can go to other outside sources, such as legislative history, to try and define what the interpretation of Congress was.  Then again, the devil is always in the details and what is ambiguous and what is not ambiguous varies from person to person.             

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Bobbi, what letter are you referring to?

MS. WALKER:  A letter that we got from CCA.  I don’t have it with me right now.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  On allocation or on IFQ?  Which letter was it?

DR. CRABTREE:  I think it was principally on Amendment 30B and it was a letter sent to Dr. McIlwain.

MS. WALKER:  I would ask Robin if he’s going to make a motion to include economic impact under this subsection.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  It’s already there, isn’t it?

MR. RIECHERS:  We were speaking to the limitation that you’re putting on it right now and in fact, in 50 CFR 600.345 of the previous document that Shep handed us, Number (2), Standard 8, to the extent practicable, minimize adverse economic impacts on such communities.

It doesn’t speak to as limited by.  The answer is yes, I’ll make it in the form of a motion.  I didn’t think we were going to do that here in this kind of very beginning of a document, but apparently we will.  Add (b)(ii), economic impacts (direct expenditures and multiplier impacts.

MS. WALKER:  Second.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  We have a motion and a second.  I was hoping we could keep this a bit more informal.  Is there any objection to adding to this section of the discussion document (ii)?  There is an objection?  Okay.  We have a motion and a second to add this to our list of questions and tools.  Is there any discussion?
MS. WILLIAMS:  I would like just to resolve this issue and instead of Robin and I sitting here and going back and forth and putting motions into something that we were coming before this committee to discuss, that he wants to make sure is included in there, where this council -- They can go and dig up certain things, Robin, on this and say, okay, well how much did my boat cost and how much did my trailer cost and how much am I going to spend in this restaurant and how much is this waitress making and are we going to use this hotel or we would have only used it if we went fishing?

You can go on and on and on with these multipliers and these multipliers still doesn’t have anything to do with allocation.  We’re sitting here trying to make something of nothing, but what I would like is for legal counsel, not here at the table -- I want it took up to the head legal person and ask them, are we supposed to look at these multipliers and these different effects or what does the law say that we can and cannot do.

MR. GRIMES:  The answer to that is -- The debate centers around what you have to look at, right?  The section of the law that we’re talking about says that -- If you look at Section 303(a), Number (14): to the extent that rebuilding plans or other conservation and management measures which reduce the overall harvest in a fishery are necessary, it must allocate, taking into consideration the economic impact of the harvest restrictions and recovery benefits and then it goes on.  

Taking into consideration and at a minimum, you have to consider economic impacts.  You can consider whatever else you want to consider.  Even if you define economic impacts as being net benefits and the law is interpreted then to mean that you must look at net benefits, it doesn’t mean you can’t look at other things.  It just means at a minimum that you must look at net benefits.

Nothing in this provision would prevent you from looking at any of the other factors that folks around the table are talking about today.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Did that sort of settle things for people?  Anything else to say about the items under Number (2)?  We have a motion on the board.  Any further discussion before we vote on the motion?

MR. SIMPSON:  If you think you’re going to settle this issue when the Supreme Court had three people that didn’t know what “bear arms” meant, then I don’t think this is ever going to have a chance.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Thank you, Larry.  There’s a motion on the board.  Does everybody understand the motion and understand Shep’s comments on it?  All those in favor of the motion say aye; opposed like sign.  The motion passes.  Anything else on (2), Valuation-based tools?  I’m assuming that, and correct me if I’m wrong, that these are all tools that we would want to have available to consider in using in making allocation determinations.

DR. DIAGNE:  I just wanted to say that (d) was not one of the tools really, just to perhaps start discussion on the availability of data and potential limitations of these approaches.  Should we just take it out of the list for the time being and focus on the tools and deal with that later?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Let’s take it out and deal with it later.  Number (3) is Market-based mechanisms.  The first one is phrased as a question, should the council allow commercial and recreational sectors to purchase quota from each other?  

Then if yes, what are the prerequisites?  Will quota or tags or some other mechanism be required in both sectors?  Who will broker or bank the purchases and exchanges?  Will they be annual, multiyear, or permanent?  How will the purchased or exchanged quota be accounted for or managed in the receiving sector?

We’ve been talking about this particular constellation of issues both in April and in our June meetings.  This starts to lay out some of the work that we or a subcommittee or an AP would have to work through in order to establish the mechanisms for on the recreational side and the management mechanisms, so that we might be able to move quota and tags back and forth, beyond an allocation boundary.

MS. WILLIAMS:  It would probably be in this section.  What I would like to see is if we did allow the exchange between the commercial and recreational sectors how one could go about allowing those transfers and I’m thinking of the consumer, that whoever held it, would they be able to sell it?  What else would we have to have?  I think selling your share, if that’s what you chose to do, if you were a recreational fisher -- I’m trying to keep the fish in commerce for the consumer and I don’t know how we go about doing that and would that be one of the things that would be considered?

MR. GILL:  It seems to me that (b) through (e) are subsets of (a) and this section begs the question that if the answer is no, are there other market-based mechanisms that we ought to consider?  I would ask Assane to respond to that, to see whether perhaps we ought to restructure this a little bit and make that (a) with (i) through (iv) and then a (b) with other alternatives for other mechanisms, if there are any.

DR. DIAGNE:  Yes, Mr. Gill, there are other, let’s say a right-based program or incentive-based, approaches that we could consider, but this was perhaps one of the questions that came more often and that’s why we focused on it, but we can reorganize this and invite some of the elements that we presented, I think yesterday it was.

For example a tagging system, depending on how you design it, could qualify as a right-based program.  Certain catch card programs would and other limited access privilege programs that may apply to mostly the recreational fishery, or at least a subset of it, the for-hire fishery, if that’s the direction that you want to go.

MR. TEEHAN:  I think the question (a) -- Well, let me back up.  The State of Florida is looking at a similar sort of program for a section of the spiny lobster fishery.  We’re looking at establishing lobster bucks, if you will, that can be transferred back and forth between commercial and recreational sectors.

I don’t think the council should close the door to the possibility of this.  I would ask that we reword that to say “Should the council consider allowing commercial and recreational sectors”, so that we’re not -- The way the sentence is written now, it makes it look like we’re locked into doing that.

I would be in favor of leaving that in there as a tool, if you will, for us to consider, because I think these sorts of programs are probably going to be coming along more and more.  Having said that, we need to really look at it very closely and make sure that it functions as a two-way exchange and it doesn’t just cause quota to flow from one sector to the other irretrievably.

I think (b) through (e) probably are just questions that need to be considered by another subset of this group, if we choose to go this route, or by an AP or SSC or whomever.

MR. RIECHERS:  I’m going to go back to Kay’s original question down this road, which was is there a mechanism that we can allow for to make sure that the supply of fish still stays in the market, even if some fish transferred from one sector to the other, specifically from the commercial to the recreational sector.

We’ve removed the provisions of sale in some species and some states have those provisions of sale, but they could certainly be put back in place if we were to allow this to go on.  I think the answer is yes, it can be done.  Whether it will have it at the supply level you would be referring to, I can’t speak to that, but we’ve certainly removed those sale provisions in the past, so we could put those back in place through an amendment process.

I just might add one more to the market-based mechanisms and I don’t know how feasible it is from a Magnuson standpoint, Assane, but it’s kind of a broader overarching idea than this is here, because this is starting out with an allocation and talking about a reallocation, but certainly along a market-based kind of approach is just a straight-up auction of the quota shares of some type.

MR. TEEHAN:  As I said, we’ve explored this at the state level and this is a very complex issue that we probably won’t come to any final decisions on here today and given that we only have a half-hour left in this committee, I would suggest that we either decide to consider this or not consider it and move on and not try to flesh out the details of it now.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Is there any opposition to keeping this in the toolbox?  Great.  Next we’re going to (4), Negotiation-based mechanisms, and Mike Jepson touched a bit on this in his presentation about mediation and do you want to elaborate any more, Assane?
DR. DIAGNE:  If this is one of the tools that the council would like to consider, we will explore it further, but some of the questions would be really how would representatives for each sector be selected?  That is something that perhaps we would need some guidance on and would these negotiations require an outside facilitation, professionals in this field?

Those are some of the things that should you consider to go in this direction that we will explore further and perhaps provide a little synopsis for your consideration later.

MS. WILLIAMS:  Assane, maybe I need you to -- I thought we were talking about allocations and reallocations and it would be this council that would make those recommendations to the Secretary, whenever we do whatever happens.  

Why would you need a negotiation-based or a representative or a facilitator for -- It seems like here you’re talking about ITQs or you’re thinking about taking a quota and giving it to someone else.  Lord, it’s all we can do to give quota to recreational and commercial and I don’t know where you’re coming from on this and explain it, please.

DR. DIAGNE:  Let’s say that you had a fishery with one recreational fisherman and one commercial.  Hopefully we could invite them here and they could sit down and figure it out and say, well, for red snapper how about we go 50/50 and for king mackerel, how about we go 25/75 and so on.
Then bring it back it to the council and say this is what us as stakeholders came up with and if it meets your conservation and other management objectives, you would implement it.  That is in that -- As Ms. Morris said, Dr. Jepson referred to these as mediation-based.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Is this a tool you want to keep in the toolbox?

MR. TEEHAN:  I would strongly suggest that if we do keep this in the toolbox that we look at the facilitation route, at least in the initial stages of it.

MS. WALKER:  Just a question.  Would the council have the authority to pre-commit to support any negotiated decision?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  What do you mean by pre-commit?

MS. WALKER:  If we said we’re going to allow this mediator to sit down with both sides and come up with a decision that’s best for both of them and they agree with, can we pre-commit and say we’re going to go with whatever this mediator and the group comes out?  I don’t think we can, but I’m just asking the question.

MR. RIECHERS:  Roy and Shep probably want to jump in, because this is probably much more up their alley, but the reality of it is you be asking a mediator and two sides to sit down and try to work a solution and then they would come back to this council with that solution and it would still vet through the normal process of a council process at that point in time.  

I don’t think you would guarantee them anything upfront, but if they could come to a solution and then it met all of our objectives and then we vet it through the process, then I think it would be our goal then that they’ve created a solution and that we hopefully agree with that solution and it meets our goals.  I think that’s all you would be guaranteeing, is that we’ll consider that as we move forward.

DR. CRABTREE:  I think Robin is exactly right, because whatever they come up with would still have to be consistent with the Act, but I think all of us would agree that if our constituents came to some broad agreement about how to get there, it would make this whole discussion a lot easier.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  If this tool works, it might rise to the top in terms of our favorite strategy.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Madam Chair, I’m not on your committee, but I don’t know how big your toolbox is.  Reading this, are we only looking at between recreational and commercial or is there a way to have negotiation-based allocation with the South Atlantic, for instance?  Is that one of the things on reallocation that we might want to consider?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Would you like to add that to the list?

MS. FOOTE:  I’m not on your committee.

MR. RIECHERS:  I’m going to see how much George frowns in the audience, but certainly within the context of those joint fishery management plans, that’s part of what you’re -- You are talking about allocations between different councils at different points in time.  

I think we should broaden the language to at least have that as a consideration and we have to remember, as we talked about this morning, some of those plans, as we go through time, might even have to be approved by those other councils, even though it may not directly affect them very much, and so we would probably want to be in contact with them on those that we have joint plans with, certainly.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Back to the list, Number (5), should the council address intra sector allocation (charter, headboat, private recreational sectors; allocation between commercial gear groups)?
MS. WILLIAMS:  We might as well keep it in the toolbox.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any opposition to keeping this tool in the toolbox, our ever enlarging toolbox?  Number (6) is Conservation-based and these hark back to the rule and law: allocation that achieves optimal yield; allocation that furthers management plan objectives; allocation achieves a rational, more easily managed fishery; allocation that optimizes economic or social benefits.

MR. PERRET:  Don’t we have a national standard that we can’t manage for economic reasons alone?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Yes, we do.

MR. PERRET:  Optimize, is that -- I guess we have a conservation mode first and then economic and social.

MR. RIECHERS:  Maybe it’s just the way I’m reading this, Julie, but I kind of see those in kind of as the various goals, principles, almost up top in that first section.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Does the committee agree that these really are principles and don’t really belong in the toolbox, that they’re the things that we measure the success of our allocation against?  Okay.  These go back to principles.  That was Assane’s suggestion in the beginning and I talked him out of it.

Then let’s go back up to the top of this page, where we’re talking about things like frequency and procedures.  Do we initiate reallocation when council members request or do we initiate it when a user group requests?  What would the process be for deciding that it was time to -- That overlaps with the frequency, but how would we initiate a process to look at reallocation?

MR. TEEHAN:  I think to start that we could leave (1) and (2) in there.  Both of those are viable avenues for stakeholders to make requests, but I think we probably need to add some things on to that, like stock assessment results or some discussion, maybe.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any other discussion?

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LEARD:  Shep, correct me if I’m wrong, but I don’t think the Magnuson Act allows you to go to a two-thirds majority.  Everything has to be done by a majority vote.

MR. GRIMES:  The Magnuson Act does stipulate that decisions of the council are based on a majority vote and so, yes.

MS. WALKER:  That was exactly my question and do you need a motion to remove that two-thirds?  You’re just going to do it?  Okay.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any other ideas about triggering processes that would initiate allocation or reallocation?

MS. WILLIAMS:  Initiate when user groups -- I think we’ve already heard some user groups talk about reallocation.  That’s number one.  It’s when this council is addressing, I would think, a particular FMP at that time, then we would go in.  If not, we’re going to have -- Not only are we going to be trying to rebuild the fisheries with the different amendments and IFQs and everything else that we’ve got on and then we’ve got to start or stop somewhere and maybe perhaps in what we’re doing in order to set up an allocation and/or reallocation, after we had all of the information that we needed that we just went through in our toolbox.  I don’t think just someone from the public requesting that we do that is necessary.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I think we should look kind of at (a) and (b) together, because (b) has things like when we’re doing an FMP or something like that and so let’s look at those together, but Mr. Teehan had a comment.
MR. TEEHAN:  I kind of agree with Kay.  We could get nickel-and-dimed to death through (b).  It has to be something, in my mind, where a user group or a representative approaches the council with a request and then the council decides whether it’s valid and whether they’re going to move forward with it or not.  I don’t think -- This, in my mind, doesn’t lock us into just because somebody asked that we have to do it.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I guess one of my concerns in this area is that we probably ought to not change allocation real frequently.  It seems like that’s very disruptive to all sectors and to management.

We ought to have a pretty good reason to change if we’re changing and just kind of like maybe it shouldn’t be something we take up every year.  It probably shouldn’t be something that we don’t take up for twenty years, but something in between every year and twenty years in terms of -- Is needing to be rebuilt the triggering event or do we tie it to the SEDAR schedule and whenever a stock goes through a full assessment that’s the moment when we take another look at allocation and those kinds of questions are what are being posed here.

MR. TEEHAN:  I agree and especially if an allocation change triggers a management change, a season or a bag limit.  It goes to what Robin spoke about earlier today, state consistency.  That just disrupts that whole system if we do it too frequently and so I agree that we do need a timeframe.  I don’t have a suggestion for one, but --

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any discussion on the timeframe part of the question?

MR. RIECHERS:  If we tie it to the SEDAR schedule, then for most of our major species that we’ve been dealing with, that’s an every four to five year kind of process.  Certainly we wouldn’t want to be doing it any more frequently than that, I would not think.

Basically your one and your three there are somewhat the same, because it’s your rebuilding plan, when you relook at that.  I could even see possibly you could go for some of our species maybe even for a longer period of time, but I would think you would not want to do it more than five years or associated with the SEDAR schedule.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I’m hearing support for the idea of the frequency being tied to the SEDAR schedule.  Is that the most popular idea at this point?

MR. TEEHAN:  I’m wondering whether we could actually combine (b) with (a), or at least whatever elements of (b) that we select.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  That’s a good idea.

MR. GILL:  Perhaps I’m misinterpreting the discussion, but I don’t think that we ought to tie it to the SEDAR schedule in terms of we get a stock assessment and then we immediately look at reallocation.  I think it may or may not be an appropriate point, but it doesn’t demand a look at reallocation.  That’s kind of beating ourselves to death.

MR. RIECHERS:  I would agree with that, Mr. Gill.  The SEDAR schedule is going to provide us an opportunity in an amendment moving forward, typically, to address where we are in the rebuilding.  It would provide you the vehicle if at that point in time you wanted to use that vehicle to go forward in the process.

I guess the only other thing I’m a little bit -- It just kind of hit me, because what kind of started this process was a request from the State of Florida and discussions on the council part.  They had a request for us to look at allocation issues in regards to red grouper some year-and-a-half or two years ago now and then further discussions by this council has kind of led us to doing this.

I don’t think it matters -- We don’t have to decide it today, but I’m not certain that I would want to preclude in this discussion us coming out -- We don’t know what shape this is going to take.  If it morphs into a generic amendment, where we treat several stocks at once, I wouldn’t want to preclude us from going forward with something in this kind of context, if we get our hands around this, versus waiting on the subsequent SEDARs to all come inline.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I think that’s understood, that we’re talking about after this initial effort.

DR. CRABTREE:  Just a concern of mine, if this was to be tied somehow to SEDAR, is you’re going to get notification that Species X is undergoing overfishing and that starts a clock for a rebuilding plan, for taking action like that, and these allocation issues are typically difficult and they take a lot of time to deal with.

If you’re in the process of dealing with overfishing, you’re not going to have the kind of time you may want to tackle the allocation and so I would try to deal with that separately from trying to deal with overfishing type issues, because I think you’re going to get tied in a knot if you’re not careful with that.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Do you have a suggestion for a frequency independent of the SEDAR schedule?

DR. CRABTREE:  I haven’t given it a lot of thought, but from what I’m hearing, it sounds like folks are thinking not more frequently than every five years and so you could set up something and lay your allocations out and then review it at some interval, five or six or something years like that.

I just think it would be easier to look at the allocation if you weren’t also looking at potentially deep cuts or something like that, but what interval you would want to use, I don’t know.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  We’re rapidly winding down time here for the committee meeting.  We’ve probably overextended what our chairman wanted us to take already and so let’s see if we can wrap it up.

MS. WILLIAMS:  Roy, but I think that that would also -- You’ve got to have a reason to even think about reallocating something, because it is a very contentious issue.  To me, you have a need, you have a purpose.  That’s why we do our fishery management plans and I know that you’re thinking that it would take a long time, but you even said, such as on the red grouper, they’re not even catching their TAC.

What would be the basis to go out there and reallocate something when the TAC is not even being met and it’s not overfished?  I don’t understand just saying let’s this month look at this.

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t know that a stock is undergoing overfishing is a rationale for reallocating or not.  It seems to me if you come up with some sort of logical procedure to set your allocations, you would then put them in place.  

Then you could come in periodically and review the allocations and review whatever new information you had and see if those allocations still are meeting your plan objectives and doing what you set them out to do.  That’s what makes sense to me.  If you don’t have new information to change the conclusions you reached, I guess you could decide the allocations stay where we set them.

MR. TEEHAN:  I’m not looking at anything we’re doing here today as locking us definitely into having to follow this checklist all the way down and say we’ve got to do this, this, this.  If we select a time period that we want to have as the minimum interval for allocation changes or reallocation, then that doesn’t mean we have to reallocate at that point.  It just means that this would be the time to consider it or reject it, in my mind.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Can I summarize this part of the conversation that we think not more frequently than every five years, just to give some stability to the fisheries management, and we’re a bit divided on whether piling it on top of a SEDAR assessment is a good thing or having it be a little separate from that process and that it’s not that every five years we would allocate, but we would take a moment to consider whether the current allocation needed any change and if we thought it did, we would go forward and use the tools in the toolbox to assess that need for a change.

There’s a couple of things that -- I guess there’s only one more thing that I think we should do with our committee time and that is to decide what we want to do the next time the committee meets.  Suggestions for how we move this work forward at our November meeting?  Remember we promised ourselves that we would make substantial progress by the November 2008 meeting.

MR. GILL:  That’s not all that far away, Madam Chair.  I think what we need to do is take these items in this section that we’re talking about and start picking and choosing and lining out and getting some hard definition to what’s okay and what’s not okay.  It’s not going to be easy, but that’s even more reason for starting in and starting to put some meat on the bones here.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Other things for the next meeting?  It seemed like we wanted to take a look at the list of fishing communities that were in the Essential Fish Habitat Amendment, just to be able to visualize what that old data from 2002 was telling us about fishing communities.

MR. TEEHAN:  I think we probably need to have some discussion on the fishing community concept, because I’m still -- I don’t know about the rest of you, but I’m sure you’ve had about 150 emails in the last twenty-four hours and a lot of those emails are not coming from coastal communities.  They’re coming from Georgia, Illinois.

I think we need to be able to, in that discussion, determine the effects that we’re having on communities that are not necessarily considered fishing communities.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Is there anything we need to do to follow up on the objectives in the fishery management plans, that part of the analysis that we got at this meeting, or is that just something that we put in the file folder for when we have to make sure that allocation is conservation-based and promotes the objectives of fishery management plans?  We don’t need to take that work any further in the next committee meeting?  Okay.  Let me know if you think differently about that.  Anything else that’s an obvious next step?

MS. WILLIAMS:  Are we going to leave the Reallocation Outcomes and other issues in this?  We just sort of stopped at (a) and (b).

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I’m sorry.  Is there any comment on those sections?  The first, IV(1), refers back the principles at the beginning of this paper and the second one raises a question about creating windfalls for a sector.  I’m not really sure what that means.
DR. DIAGNE:  It would be just basically making smaller changes, meaning if TAC were to be increased by a million pounds, reallocate only that million pounds, but do not touch whatever was previously allocated, and the same for any reduction.  That would perhaps minimize the impact on each sector.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I’m seeing quizzical expressions and so go ahead and explain it a bit more fully, if you can.

DR. DIAGNE:  Let’s say for a TAC of ten-million pounds, take red snapper as an example.  If we had a reduction of one-million pounds and so leave the nine-million pounds allocated as they were before the allocation exercise and just focus on the reduction itself, so that we could soften the adverse impact on the sector that is the losing one.

In terms of increases in TAC also, only allocate that portion of the increase.  Let’s say, for example, we are increasing red grouper TAC by 17 percent.  Just reallocate that 17 percent and so at least each sector can start from what they had before that measure, in the case of an increase.  That would minimize the adverse impact and would perhaps got a little faster than reallocating the whole thing.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Does everybody understand what this suggestion is about?  Okay.  Then under Other Issues, it would be considering future trends in the fishery instead of just looking at the current picture and somehow making projections and having that influence the discussion about allocations.  Any discussion about that?

MS. WILLIAMS:  Do we have supporting data and models that predicts the future?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I think all of our assessment models are used to predict how things will unfold in the future.

MS. WILLIAMS:  Sometimes they do, but sometimes we’re not on the money, if you see what I’m talking about.  Sometimes we think we’re going to rebuild a fishery in a year or two years or five years or ten years and then we come back and we have another assessment and we go, oh, no, that’s not what happened.  We have projections all the time and that’s what they are, they’re projections.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  We didn’t really project that diesel fuel was going to increase in price the way it has.

MS. WALKER:  I was just going to say, Madam Chairman, that I support leaving it in, because I think we have to look towards the future.  I think that’s part of our job.

MR. GILL:  I understand that and I think we’re all wise enough to know how to handle that data, but I think that if we’re going to do that in the fisheries and we need to consider fishing communities then we need to do likewise for the communities.  Otherwise, you’re basing a future trend on one end, but you’re not on the other.  I think it has to be combined.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any more discussion about IV or V or anything in Tab F-7?  Any other suggestions for things that we should do at the next committee meeting to move forward with this work and be able to say that yes, we made substantial progress by November?  Is there any other business for this committee to take up before we adjourn?

MS. WILLIAMS:  I would hope that under our principles or even under this little toolbox that when we do allocations or reallocations that we also look at accountability, how a particular sector is handling or will handle their allocation and to make sure that that is part of the reallocation process, to make sure that there is accountability.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Thank you, Kay.  Any other business for the committee?  Thank you all for your attention and good work and good thought and the committee will adjourn.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 3:30 o’clock p.m., August 12, 2008.)
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