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PAGE 38: Motion that the SSC acknowledges the work completed by
LGL Ecological Research Associates, 1Inc. that highlights the
potential importance regarding population dynamics and fishing
opportunities of offshore o0il platforms for reef fish species in
the northern Gulf of Mexico. The SSC encourages SEDAR and the
National Marine Fisheries Service to examine the results of the
study in the context of upcoming reef fish stock assessments. The
motion was withdrawn on page 44.

PAGE 93: Motion that the SSC endorses the collaboration between
the Florida Commercial Waterman’s Conservation (FCWC) group, NOAA
Fisheries, and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation
Commission in monitoring red tide distribution, density, and
effects on water quality parameters. Effort should be made to
understand current limitations to expanding the FCWC’s efforts and
to potentially recruit participation by other stakeholder groups
into similar research and monitoring efforts. The benefits of
this form of cooperative research and monitoring are likely to be
immense, as stakeholders on the water can often respond more
quickly and efficiently than agency or academic scientists when
environmental events, such as red tides, occur. Cooperative
research also facilitates data exchange and enhances communication
among stakeholders, researchers, agency scientists, and managers,
thus improving the efficiency of the research, assessment, and
management system. The motion carried on page 96.

PAGE 239: Motion that the SSC recommends that the Southeast
Fisheries Science Center use the 96.7 million age-two-plus red
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OFL and ABC. The motion carried on page 253.
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a second catch analysis incorporating these post-stratification
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5



QO J o U Wb

W W NN RERERERERERERERERERE R R
P O WOoW-JIo0 Ul dWNE OWOOWJoU WP O W

encourages the SEFSC to identify specific data gaps and needs for
assessing the impacts of changes in catch limits. The motion
carried on page 287.

PAGE 287: Motion that the SSC requests the Southeast Fisheries
Science Center catch analysis look at the following scenarios: all
structure, all structure plus 10 percent UCB, and all structure
plus 15 percent UCB. The motion was withdrawn on page 296.

PAGE 298: Motion that the SSC requests the SEFSC catch analysis
of the OFL look at the following scenarios: 1. All structure; 2.
All structure plus 10 percent uncharacterized bottom (UCB); 3. All
structure plus 15 percent UCB; 4. Incorporate two key uncertainties
regarding (A) the total biomass that might be accessible to the
fishery and (B) potential impacts to the stock from localized
fishing. The motion carried on page 304.

PAGE 306: Motion that the SSC requests the Southeast Fisheries
Science Center provide updated status determination criteria,
rebuilding trajectory, and three-to-five-year catch projections as
part of the red snapper catch analysis being provided to the SSC
in March 2022. The motion failed on page 321.

PAGE 359: Motion that the SSC requests the SEFSC consider the
collection of bycatch data on specific states’ managed species
identified by GSMFC TCC Data Management Subcommittee be added to
the appropriate bycatch data programs. The motion carried on page
365.
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The Meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Standing and Special Reef Fish, Special Socioeconomic & Special
Ecosystem Scientific and Statistical Committees convened on
Tuesday morning, January 11, 2022, and was called to order by
Chairman Jim Nance.

INTRODUCTIONS
ADOPTION OF AGENDA

CHAIRMAN JIM NANCE: Good morning, my name is Jim Nance, and I am
the chair for the Scientific and Statistical Committee of the Gulf
of Mexico Fishery Management Council. We appreciate your
attendance on this webinar and input in this meeting. Representing
the Council is Tom Frazer.

Council Staff in attendance include Carrie Simmons, John
Froeschke, Ryan Rindone, Lisa Hollensead, Karen Hoak, and Bernie
Roy. ©Notice of this meeting was provided to the Federal Register,
sent via email to subscribers of the Council’s press release email
list, and was posted on the Council’s website.

This week’s meeting will include the following topics: Adoption
of Agenda; Approval of September 27-30, 2021 and November 18, 2021
meeting minutes; Scope of Work; Selection of SSC Representative
for January Council Meeting; Review: Absolute Abundance Estimates
for Red Snapper, Greater Amberjack, and Other Federally Managed
Fish on Offshore Petroleum Platforms in the Gulf; Evaluation of
APAIS Intercepts for Yellowtail Snapper in the Gulf; Review
National Academies of Science Report on the Impacts of Limited
Access Privilege Programs in Mixed-use Fisheries; Review Spatial
Coverage and Severity of the 2020/2021 Red Tide on the West Florida
Shelf; Review Simulation of the Effect of MRIP-FES Data on Catch
Advice for a Historical King Mackerel Stock Assessment; Discussion
of Draft Essential Fish Habitat Amendment and Data; Status Update
on Red Snapper Management and Outstanding Council Motion; Summary
of SSC Discussion and Recommendations on GRSC Report from
March/April 2020 and September 2020 Meetings; Great Red Snapper
Count Report: Re-analysis of the Florida natural/unconsolidated
bottom-type data to include the random forest design
stratification; Discussion of Post-stratification Analysis by
SEFSC, FWC, and GRSC Teams for Florida Absolute Abundance Data;
Fishery-Independent Indices Updates for Red Snapper; Review of
Estimated Commercial and Recreational Effort over Uncharacterized
Bottom in the Gulf; Summary Discussion and Potential Requests for
Updated SEFSC Red Snapper Interim Analysis for Catch Advice for
the March 2022 Meeting; Review NMFS Standardized Bycatch Reporting
Methodology; Public Comment; and Other Business.
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This webinar is open to the public and is being streamed live and
recorded. A summary of the meeting and verbatim minutes will be
produced and made available to the public wvia the Council’s
website.

It’s going to be -- I am not there at the meeting, obviously, and
I am at home, and so, if you wish to speak and you’re on the
webinar, it’s easy. Just raise vyour hand. If you’re there

attending the meeting, you need to make sure you get on the list,
because the list that Bernie is going to show on the screen is the
only one that I am going to have access to, as far as who would
like to speak, and so please make sure, if you’re at the meeting,
or online, that you get on that 1list, so that we’re able to
communicate.

For the purpose of voice identification and to ensure you are able
to mute and unmute your line, please identify yourself by stating
your full name when your name is called for attendance. Once you
have identified yourself, please re-mute your line. Let’s go ahead
and do that now, Bernie.

MS. BERNADINE ROY: Okay. Lee Anderson.

DR. LEE ANDERSON: Lee Anderson.

MS. ROY: Luiz Barbieri.

DR. LUIZ BARBIERI: Luiz Barbieri.

MS. ROY: Harry Blanchet.

MR. HARRY BLANCHET: Harry Blanchet.

MS. ROY: Dave Chagaris.

DR. DAVID CHAGARIS: David Chagaris.

MS. ROY: Roy Crabtree.

DR. ROY CRABTREE: Roy Crabtree.

MS. ROY: Thank you. Benny Gallaway.

DR. BENNY GALLAWAY: Benny Gallaway, here.

MS. ROY: Thank you. Doug Gregory.

MR. DOUG GREGORY: Doug Gregory.
8
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MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

CHAIRMAN NANCE:

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

MR.

MS.

DR.

ROY: Thank you,
DAVID GRIFFITH:
ROY: Thank you.

PAUL MICKLE:

ROY: Trevor Moncrief.

ROY: Thank you.

WILL PATTERSON:

Doug. David Griffith.

I'm here, David Griffith.

Paul Mickle.

Paul Mickle.

Jim Nance, here.

Will Patterson.

Will Patterson.

ROY: Sean Powers.

SEAN POWERS:

Sean Powers is here.

ROY: Steven Scyphers.

STEVEN SCYPHERS:
ROY: Jim Tolan.
JIM TOLAN: Jim
ROY: Thank you.
RICH WOODWARD :

ROY: Thank you.
JASON ADRIANCE:
ROY: Thank you.

MICHAEL ALLEN:

Steven Scyphers is here.

Tolan.

Rich Woodward.

Rich Woodward.

Jason Adriance.

Jason Adriance.

Mike Allen.

Mike Allen.

ROY: John Mareska.

JOHN MARESKA:

John Mareska.

ROY: Luke Fairbanks.

LUKE FAIRBANKS:

Luke Fairbanks.
9
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MS. ROY: Cynthia Grace-McCaskey. Jack Isaacs.
DR. JACK ISAACS: Jack Isaacs, here.

MS. ROY: Mandy Karnauskas.

DR. MANDY KARNAUSKAS: Mandy Karnauskas.

MS. ROY: Thank you. Josh Kilborn.

DR. JOSH KILBORN: Josh Kilborn.

MS. ROY: Thank you. Steve Saul.

DR. STEVEN SAUL: Steve Saul.

MS. ROY: Thank vyou. Tom is out there, but we’re having audio
issues, and so you can go ahead, Dr. Nance.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you very much. The first item on
the agenda is the Adoption of the Agenda. There is one thing that
I wanted to discuss before we go into that procedure. Last time,
Dr. Scyphers was able to talk with us and be able to show that
public comments -- That we needed more than Jjust having public
comment at the very end of our meeting, and so, last time, we had
public comment at the beginning and then at the end, and I thought
that was good, to be able to listen to the public and hear what
they had to say before our meeting again.

I want to propose, at this time, to have, each day at the end of
our meeting, and so this afternoon and Wednesday and Thursday, to
have public comment at the end of the day. That’s what I would
propose to do, and I think that would give us the ability to hear
the public each day and then be able to listen and then go forward
with the agenda, and so that’s one thing that I would propose that
we change in the agenda. Are there any other items that people
would like to discuss or changes in the agenda, before we adopt
it?

MR. RYAN RINDONE: Dr. Nance, we also have the scamp operational
terms of reference under Other Business.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Ryan, thank you for that. That’s right, and so
the scamp discussion under Other Business.

MR. RINDONE: Then you will need a motion to adopt the amended
agenda.

10
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, and do we have anything else to add to this?
If there is no other additions or changes, I would like to go ahead
and adopt this agenda, and we need a motion to do that.

DR. BARBIERI: So moved.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Do we have a second?
DR. CRABTREE: Second.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank vyou. Any opposition to adoption of the
agenda? It looks like the adoption carried without opposition.
Let’s go ahead to the next, and that’s the approval of our minutes
from our last meeting. Each of us have had a chance to look at
those minutes. Any changes that we need to discuss for that? If
I don’t hear any, can we have a motion to approve the minutes?

APPROVAL OF VERBATIM MINUTES AND MEETING SUMMARY: SEPTEMBER 27-
30, 2021, AND NOVEMBER 18, 2021, HYBRID MEETING

DR. CRABTREE: So moved.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Steven, did you have a question or a change?

DR. SCYPHERS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. It was mostly just a note to
say that I sent some corrections to Jessica, which she’s already
made, but I don’t believe it’s in the posted version, and it’s
essentially just the transcription software struggled with Steven
Saul versus Steven Scyphers a few times, and so we made those
corrections throughout, but that’s the only difference from the
posted version. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, and I saw that, and I appreciate you

doing that. We had a motion to accept the agenda and a second.
Any opposition to accepting the minutes with that change that
Steven outlined? It looks 1like the motion carried without

opposition. Thank you, everyone.

The next item is Item Number IV, Selection of an SSC Representative
for the Council Meeting in Baton Rouge. Do I have any volunteers
that would like to attend that meeting in Baton Rouge at the end
of the month?

SELECTION OF SSC REPRESENTATIVE FOR THE JANUARY 24-27, 2022,
GULF COUNCIL MEETING IN BATON ROUGE, LOUISIANA

MR. RINDONE: Dr. Nance, that meeting is now virtual.
11
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank vyou. So do we have anybody that
wants to do that virtually, or I will be happy to do that, too.
Okay. It doesn’t look like -- So I will go ahead and attend that
meeting as the SSC representative and be able to do that from here
in Galveston. Thank vyou, Ryan, for letting me know that. I
appreciate that, and so I will be the SSC representative for that,
and hopefully I always do a good job in representing this group,
because you guys are a fantastic group of scientists.

Let’s go ahead and move into Item Number V, which is the Review of
the Absolute Abundance Estimates for Red Snapper, Greater
Amberjack, and Other Federally-Managed Species on Offshore
Petroleum Platforms in the Gulf of Mexico. Dr. Gallaway, you're
on the list to do that, and I think Scott Raborn is also going to
do that.

MR. RINDONE: Dr. Nance, Dr. Scott Raborn will be providing the
presentation today for Dr. Gallaway.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you.

DR. GALLAWAY: Jim, I’'m here, and I'm here in the hospital
listening to you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay, and, when I heard your voice, Benny, I
didn’t know if you were planning to do some of that or not.

DR. GALLAWAY: Well, you know me, and I can’t stay out of it, but,
anyway, I’'m enjoying it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Good and, Benny, it’s good to have you
online, for sure.

DR. GALLAWAY: Thanks.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Scott, go ahead, and I will turn the time over to
you.

REVIEW: ABSOLUTE ABUNDANCE ESTIMATES FOR RED SNAPPER, GREATER
AMBERJACK, AND OTHER FEDERALLY-MANAGED FISH ON OFFSHORE
PETROLEUM PLATFORMS IN THE GULF OF MEXICO

DR. SCOTT RABORN: This is a finalized report from the study we
did for BOEM and BSEE. We presented some preliminary results back
in July of 2019, but, since then, BOEM has accepted the final
report, and we have since published the major findings in the North
American Journal, just this past year. In light of that, we wanted

12
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to —-—

MR. RINDONE: Dr. Raborn, can I cut you off real quick? You have
to accept the presenter controls to be able to -- For us to be
able to see what you’re presenting on your screen. There should
be a little dialogue box that popped up in the webinar window.

DR. RABORN: I apologize. 1It’s my first time presenting over this
kind of --

MR. RINDONE: Alternatively, 1if you would like, our admin team
here can run the presentation.

DR. RABORN: I thought that’s what we had agreed to.
MR. RINDONE: Okay. Then we’ll go ahead and run that here.

DR. RABORN: As I said, we presented some of this in July of 2019,
but we wanted to present the final results. This study was funded
by BOEM and BSEE. This was born out of a need to assess the
potential impacts from fish kills caused by explosive removals of
offshore o0il and gas platforms, and so, in 2016, we were hired to
do just that, and our study focused in federal waters of the Gulf
of Mexico, the western and central planning areas, from the limit
of the state waters to water depths around 300 meters.

This is just showing the universe of standing platforms in 2017
and 2018 across Texas, Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama, and we
stratified our study area into four different depth zones of ten
to seventeen meters, eighteen to thirty, thirty-one to ninety, and
ninety-one to -- Just to point out that 75 percent of these
platforms occur off of the State of Louisiana.

This just shows the decline in standing platforms from 2000 to
2018. The numbers on top represent the number of platforms that
were removed from the previous year, and it’s broken out by depth
zone. Basically, the objectives were to estimate the abundance of
commercially and recreationally-valuable species living in close
proximity to these platforms and that would be susceptible to
mortality from explosions, and then we wanted to estimate the
proportion that would succumb to the explosions, and, thirdly, we
would want to estimate the impact that this would have to their
populations, and then, finally, once this impact is determined, we
want to make recommendations that could potentially minimize these
impacts.

This was a diverse research team, including the University of Texas
Auburn and Greenridge Sciences, and it was led by our company,

13
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LGL Ecological Research Associates, and we were assisted by Bill
Gazey, and I would like to mention that all of our field sampling
was conducted with the use of commercial fishermen, notably Scott
Hickman and Mike Jennings, and this had several benefits.

First of all, they really know what they’re doing and how to do it
safely, and we get to teach them about science and how you go about
sampling, and they sort of take ownership of the data, and so it’s
sort of a win-win, in terms of citizen science.

We had three peer reviewers for our BOEM report, and this was Gregg
Gitschlag, and he did some of the early work on losses due to
explosive removals, and Dr. John Walter is a stock assessment
biologist for NOAA, and Dr. Ed Chesney is a noted ecologist at
Louisiana University Marine Consortium.

Some of these slides are recycled, and so my apologies, but I will
move through them as quickly as we can. The salient points here
is that we did the field studies during 2017 and 2018, May through
October, and we targeted thirty platforms in each of those years.

This is a list of species that are associated with platforms, and
some of them, or most of them, are observed, but we had to limit
our focus to those that we can manage, and we chose the ones that
had recent stock assessments, and that included cobia, gray
triggerfish, greater amberjack, red snapper, and vermilion
snapper.

We didn’t see that many groupers, and so we left gag out, and the
mackerels have a short residence time during the summer months,
and so we didn’t include those, and so those were five species
that we addressed in this study, and we’re going to focus on red
snapper. We mentioned all species, but we paid particular
attention to red snapper, and we had a pretty interesting finding
for greater amberjack.

These are sample sites, and we used a stratified random sampling
design, where, in each of the years, the thirty sites were chosen
in proportion to how many platforms were present in each of those
strata.

The way we estimated red snapper is, first, we estimated the total
fish density in the water with hydroacoustic surveys, and so we
had the total number of fish per cubic meter, and then we had to
parse the total abundance in the various species, and we did that
with submersible rotating videos, and we would drop those at ten-
meter increments and take a rotating video for five minutes and
then count everything that we saw, and then, basically, we used
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the max count method, for those of you familiar with it, and, based
on that, that’s how we parsed the total fish abundance. We also
did hook-and-line sampling to get age and growth and length and
weight measurements.

This was done on -- The fish that we caught were sampled on the
same day they were collected, and, in addition to hydroacoustic
and SRV sampling, we wanted to spot-check our estimates, and so we
chose a subset of ten sites to do mark-recapture studies on.

In addition to that, we also wanted to do acoustic telemetry to
determine the site fidelity, and so we radio-tagged I believe it
was fifty-nine fish, and then we followed them over the next couple
of years and saw how closely they related to the structures and
whether they immigrated or were caught or died from natural causes
and so on. In addition, we took all the associated typical
environmental data that one would take.

The point here is that we didn’t get an estimate for each of the
thirty platforms and then average them together. We modeled the
total fish abundance separately with a generalized non-linear
mixed model, and then we modeled the assemblage structure with a
multinomial model, and we used those two outputs and multiplied
the outputs together to get an estimate for an average for a
typical platform within each of those strata that I mentioned.

I won’t go into the detailed methods of all the statistics and the
hydroacoustics and the SRV sampling. For one, we did that back in
July of 2019, and, two, it’s also in the publication that should
have accompanied this presentation, and so you can read that, and
I'm also happy to answer any questions.

This is the estimated number of each of the five federally-managed
species. This is the number of fish on an average platform, as it
were, and, basically, it covers a radius out to about a hundred
meters. This is giving an example, or not an example, but it’s
showing the results of how closely related the total fish density
was to the platform, and this is the horizontal -- On the X-axis
is the horizontal distance away from the platform, and Figure A is
2017, and Figure B is 2018, and you can see that most fish are
within zero to twenty-five, and so it decreases from there, but
it’s more or less the same pattern across years.

We saw significant numbers of these targeted species on the
platforms, and, first, I want to talk about red snapper and how
our model estimates compared to our mark-recapture estimates.
There is a lot going on in this slide, and so, on the Y-axis, you
have the number of red snapper on an average platform on a
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logscale, and, on the X-axis, you have the various sites, binned
by depth zone, where we conduct the mark-recapture estimates.

The gray columns represent the mark-recapture estimates with 95
percent confidence intervals, and the point estimate for that bar
is at the base of the column, and so, for instance, in 2017, the
Site 30, we estimated there was 5,347 red snapper. Most of these
mark-recapture estimates occurred within the eighteen to thirty-
meter depth zone, and we had one site that occurred in the thirty-
one to ninety-meter depth zone, and, to compare that to our model
output, that would be the horizontal black line with the 95 percent
confidence intervals, the dashed lines, on either side of 1it,
running across the top over the column, and you can see how well
it compares.

For the eighteen to thirty-meter depth =zone, our model output
estimated there was 1,015 red snapper, and compared to the median
value of all the sites, mark-recapture sites, within that depth
zone, and we estimated that to be about 1,166, which is fairly
close, and so there’s some assurance that we weren’t too far off
target. This is Jjust an output from two of the mark-recapture
locations, showing the distributions for Sites 11 and 33.

Going back to the acoustic telemetry, these were the fifty-nine
fish that were tagged, and some of them immigrated, and some of
them were lost to fishing mortality and some to natural mortality.
Some exhibited a homing behavior, where they left and then
returned, and the panel on the right shows you the fate of each
one of these fish, with the latter indicating whether they were
active at the end of the study or they immigrated or died of
natural mortality or died of fishing mortality, but you can see
quite a bit of site fidelity, for the most part.

This just shows -- Again, it points out that most fish remained
within about a hundred meters of the platform, and only 6 percent
were more than ninety-five meters away from the platform.

This is kind of a cool graph, and this shows the kernel density of
a given fish in three dimensions and two dimensions, and the top
graphs show that the green is the -- I can’t even read it, but
it’s 95 percent -- It’s the 95 percent chance that it’s going to
be within the green area, and the red line shows the 50 percent.

We estimated fishing, natural, and total mortality of the program
MARK, and one of the findings that we wanted to point out is that,
in the shallow-water zone, seventeen to thirty meters, it suggested
that there was a high fishing and total mortality and a low natural
mortality, and so the fishing mortality was 0.75, and natural
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mortality was 0.06, and total mortality was 0.81, and this just
shows that the shallow-water sites were heavily fished, and we
kind of already knew this, but it’s nice when the data sort of
fits preconceived notions.

This is the abundance of red snapper on platforms by depth zone
and year and state, and it just shows that most of -- We saw the
most red snapper abundance in the thirty-one to ninety-meter depth
zone, and we saw the majority of them off of Louisiana, in
Louisiana waters.

This is just a thing, a graph, on the top that puts together --
It’s all states combined, and, again, you see the increase in the
thirty-one to ninety-meter depth zone and then the biomass in
pounds on the bottom.

Based on the most recent stock assessment at the time, in 2018,
about 4.9 percent of red snapper existed on platforms, or, in 2018,
4.9 percent existed on platforms, and then, in Jjust Louisiana
platforms alone, it was 3.7. As an aside, Dr. Chesney and David
Reeves also showed the importance of shallow platforms for age-
zero and age-one red snapper, and it may be hard to see, but, if
you look closely in these slides, you can see age-zero and age-
one red snapper, numerous age-zero and age-one red snapper, on
these platforms, these structures.

Moving on to vermilion snapper, it’s a similar pattern, and you
see the majority of vermilion snapper in the thirty-one to ninety-
meter depth zone and the majority in Louisiana waters. This is
across all states. 5.8 percent of vermilion snapper occur on
platforms, Gulf-wide, or across the northern Gulf, and then 4.3
percent occur in the State of Louisiana.

Moving on to amberjack, amberjack, again, are more in the State of
Louisiana and in the thirty-one to ninety-meter depth zone, but
then a greater proportion are in the deepest depth zone. This is
an important finding. Based on the most recent stock assessment,
if our numbers are right, it says that 45.1 percent of greater
amberjack exist on platforms across the study area, and, just in
the State of Louisiana, 31.8 percent exist on platforms, and so
either our numbers are high or the stock assessment numbers are
biased low, or both, but, anyway, that’s worth taking note.

Gray triggerfish, it’s a similar pattern to red snapper and
vermilion snapper. A very small percentage of triggerfish live on
platforms, based on the most recent stock assessment.

Finally, cobia, and it’s a little bit different distribution here,
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and we saw a greater proportion, or a greater number, of cobia in
the shallowest depth =zone and then in the thirty-one to ninety
depth zone, and it had to do with the migration of cobia during
the May to October study period. Again, the most platforms occur
in Louisiana, as you can see, based on this.

It's not as dramatic as greater amberjack, but still not trivial,
and 8.1 percent, we estimate, live on platforms, and 6.3 percent
off the State of Louisiana live on platforms, and so now I will go
into -- We characterized the fish communities based on their
hydroacoustics and SRV data, and we estimated their abundance, and
so now we want to know how many we would lose to explosives under
different scenarios and what we might do to mitigate that problem.

We based that on three scenarios, and the first is we based it on
the actual removals that occurred during the 2017 and 2018 study
period, and we looked at forty-seven platforms that were removed.
In 2017 and 2018, 329 explosions were used to sever 319 pipes at
forty-seven platforms in water depths ranging from ten meters to
ninety-three meters, and we divided these forty-seven platforms
into four depth zones, indicated in this table.

This just shows the location of these actual removals, and the
second scenario we looked at would be what would happen if all
remaining platforms in the study area were all removed at once,
and there was 1,171 standing platforms in 2018, and these red stars
represent the major fishing ports, and so the third scenario that
we looked at was what platforms would be removed within 100 miles
of each of these major fishing ports, and that’s the vyellow
polygons, and this just gets into some of the specifics about how
we approached it, and we binned them within the horizontal distance
from the platforms, vertical distances, and then we used random
iterations to estimate the number of fish that we do kill based on
the explosions.

This was 100,000 simulated fish, and so, for this report, over
100,000 simulated fish were placed around forty-seven platforms
removed in 2017 and 2019, and then a mortality rate was calculated
for 329 explosions, and then you can get a conservative input of
229 decibels, or you can use a less conservative input of 234
decibels.

This is one iteration of fish placement at Platform D1 in 2017 in
a ninety-one-meter depth zone, and it shows the various horizontal
distances away from the conductors, twenty-five, fifty, seventy-
five, and a hundred, and, at this site, four conductors were
exploded on the 3rd of July, and, basically, it killed everything
that was within 100 meters, or 157 meters, of that explosion, and
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so, when you remove a platform with explosives, everything dies.

Now we know how many fish live on the platforms, and we know that
they’re all going to die when you remove the platform using the
explosives, and so now we want to look and see if that impacts the
population.

These are the different red snapper mortality scenarios for
explosive removals, and, based on the total stock size, it’s pretty
low. From the 2017 and 2018 removals, it’s 0.1 percent of the
population. If all the platforms were removed within a hundred
miles of the ports, you’re 1looking at 4.8 percent of the
population, and, if you just took out every platform in the Gulf
of Mexico, northern Gulf of Mexico, it’s only about 5 percent of
the population, and so we’re not looking at a big concern for red
snapper there.

It'’s a similar finding for vermilion snapper, and the impact of
the estimate is virtually nil for the gray triggerfish, and, based
on -- For cobia, if you take them out at the rate that they did in
2017 and 2018, you’re not talking about a large percentage of the
population, and it’s unlikely that they’re going to take out all
the platforms at once, but, anyway, you can just look at the worst-
case scenarios, and, if that did happen, of course --

It's not as bad as the next slide, which is greater amberjack.
Again, we're estimating that a larger percentage of the greater
amberjack population reside on these platforms, but, at the rates
of removal in 2017 and 2018, it’s not a big concern, and, of
course, the worst-case scenario 1s just a function of the fact
that a large percentage of the population lives on these platforms.

However, it may not -- Explosive removals may not have a huge
impact on the species that were looked at for this study, but, for
local fishermen, it is important. These platforms are targeted by
the local fishermen, especially in the recreational sector, and
removals in the western Gulf in 2018 killed the equivalent of 35
percent of red snapper total landings taken by the commercial and
recreational fisheries, and that was estimated for 2016, and that’s
the most recent landings that were available.

Then, Jjust 1in Louisiana, it accounted for 16 percent of the
allowable catch limits, and so these removals can affect the local
stakeholders, by reducing the catch limits. Now, I’m not saying
that all of these fish that were lost to explosives, or would be
lost to explosive removals, would have been caught, but it does
show that the impact to local fishermen can be substantial.
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In some areas of the Gulf, like western Louisiana, the mud-bottom
substrates dominate, and, aside from these petroleum platforms,
there is very little reef habitat available. In the western part
of Louisiana, hard substrates include 866 platforms, 327 large
artificial reefs, and thirteen or so discrete named banks, and so
the platforms count for about 72 percent of the non-discrete
habitats in this =zone, and that would likely affect the local
fishermen.

In addition to this, there is areas where, based on our shrimp
trawl dataset, that just virtually no trawling occurs, and these
are potential areas where uncharted reef habitat may be more
extensive than we realize, and so one of the take-homes from this
is that better management of the substrate in this zone 1is
paramount.

Again, the platforms are likely going to impact local stakeholders,
especially in Louisiana and in western Louisiana, and losses
through explosive removals in 2018 constituted 16 percent of the
total allowable <catch, and it’s an effect on the private
recreational sector, and fewer fish would be available, and the
allowed take would be reached sooner, thereby shortening the
season. Mitigation credits might be considered if the platforms
were removed using non-explosive methods.

To conclude, an array of recreationally and commercially
federally-managed reef species aggregate to varying degrees around
offshore o0il and gas platforms. These aggregations typically
represent a small fraction of the overall stock. However, it
appears to be pretty important for greater amberjack, around 45
percent of the population.

Platform removals are 1likely having, or will 1likely have,
significant adverse impacts on local fisheries, especially off of
Louisiana and Mississippi, and, in these specific areas, a case
can be made that platforms help with increased reef fish
productivity, as opposed to merely aggregating the fish, due to
the apparent absence of other suitable habitat. Basically, if
it’s surrounded by nothing but a mud bottom, it’s the only habitat
around, and 1it’s different than if the reef is located say near
the Flower Gardens or natural banks or more gravel substrate, and
there is evidence presented that there may more reef fish habitat
in these areas than is current recognized.

Sorry for the stilted nature of that presentation, but I blame

Benny for that, and I hope that I did it justice, and, with that,
I will take any questions.
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Dr. Raborn, thank you very much for that
presentation. Are there any SSC members with questions or
comments? David, please.

DR. GRIFFITH: This is probably outside the scope of your study,
but what is the rationale for removing these platforms in the first
place? I mean, do they present a hazard for navigation or shrimp
trawling, or why would they do this, and they seem to provide some
benefit, and, I mean, are they contaminating the ocean bottom or
what? I mean, I'm just curious why they want to explode all these
platforms.

DR. RABORN: Well, there is probably someone else in the audience
that can answer this question better than me, but a lot of it has
to do with legalities, and I think that it’s one of these issues
where it seems like everybody is in agreement, fishermen and the
0il and gas industry, and it’s a benefit to leave them there, and
it's cheaper.

DR. GALLAWAY: Can I speak?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, Benny. Please.

DR. GALLAWAY: It’s required by law. When they went in, shrimping
grounds were taken up, and they were navigation hazards, to some
degree, and, when they went in, the agreement was, at the end of
their productive lives, they would be removed, and so it’s a legal
requirement that they be removed, and I think that people are
working today to try to optimize removals, not only the how they
remove them, but artificially reefing some and reaching agreement
as to how they can take both advantage of the resource that they’ve
been providing and keep that resource, and so 1it’s an ongoing
discussion. Thank you.

DR. RABORN: Thanks, Benny.
CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thanks. Will.

DR. PATTERSON: Thanks, Jim. I'm just curious about if you can
explain a little bit more about how the video was used to inform
the sonar estimates, and, in particular, what you guys did to try
to address the behavioral reaction of fish to your camera gear.
You know, we have several species that you highlighted here that
tend to have different reactions to cameras, with amberjack being
among the more gregarious with anything put in the water, whether
it's a diver or an ROV or just a stationary camera, and they tend
to come check it out and aggregate around that gear, which has the
potential to impart considerable positive bias in estimates, and
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so I'm just curious what you did to address that difference in
behavioral reaction and how that may have, or maybe wasn’t,
incorporated into your scaling up with respect to the sonar.

DR. RABORN: That’s a good point, Will, and no doubt it did bias
--— It had to have biased some species up and down, and we’re
getting basically —-- It’s compositional data, and so, if it biases
one species up, it has to bias another down, and greater amberjack
may have been one of those that went up, and others, and I don’t
know which ones they would be, but they went down.

I will say that we didn’t use any bait, and it doesn’t mean that
every species was estimated accurately, but it was, at least for
red snapper, a little comforting to see that the model outputs
seem to match the mark-recapture estimates as well as they did. I
mean, if they were way off, then you don’t know what you have,
but, given how close they were, it gives you some comfort level
for at least that species. ©Now, how to go about quantifying and
correcting for that, in terms of for some species versus others,
I am open to suggestions.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Benny, it looks like you have maybe an answer.

DR. GALLAWAY: Not really, and, Scott, you might speak to the
things we did to look at how similar -- How our apportionment may
have worked, or how biased they might have been, and do you want
to speak to that?

DR. RABORN: I mean, I didn’t say anything, because it’s a slightly
different issue, but, Will, one of the criticisms we got when we
were trying to publish this paper was one of the reviewers pointed

out the potential bias caused by what I would term screen
saturation. In other words, if you Jjust -- In any one frame, if
you saw —- You can only capture so many individuals, and maybe, if

there were 5,000 out there, and you only got 3,000, then it’s
biased low.

We did the max count method, which is you drop the SRV camera down
for an interval, and you leave it there for five minutes, and it
does a rotation of I forget, but about like six revolutions, and,
basically, we -- For each species, we took the frame where we saw
the greatest number of individuals, and that’s the max count
method, and then that’s how you get your relative abundance, based
on that, and there has been a multitude of papers published on how
to go about doing that and the effects of screen saturation and
how that would affect your absolute index of abundance, is what
they were looking at.
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Basically, what they found was, in most cases, the max count is
not that biased, and it’s 1linearly related, and 1it’s not an
absolute estimate of abundance, but it is an index of abundance
that is more or less linear related with absolute abundance, but
we were doing something a little different.

We were looking at relative abundance, and what I mean is all the
abundance of the species that we were looking at had to sum to
one, and so nobody sort of looked at how something like screen
saturation might bias that, and so, for the publication, we did a
simulation, based on observed relative abundance that we saw there
in the study, and the relationship that we got from a couple of
papers in the literature, and, basically, it’s pretty robust to
that form of bias, but, again, that’s not getting at what you’re
talking about.

DR. GALLAWAY: Speaking to that, Will, yes, indeed there is some
bias, but, as Scott pointed out, our mark-recapture studies for
red snapper gave us confidence that we were pretty close there.
Then, looking at the other species and the total numbers by depth
zones, just based on what you would expect the -- The numbers seem
very reasonable, on a proportional basis, and so I don’t think
there’s a huge bias in the total numbers, in my opinion, but, yes,
there is certainly some bias.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: To that point, Scott, and I think I heard you
right, it said, if one species is biased low, another species would
have to be biased high, and is that --

DR. RABORN: That’s right.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay, and so these are not absolute, and you’re
doing relative abundance here and not absolute, and so you’re not
looking at each species independent of another.

DR. RABORN: Well, we get an independent count of each species, a
max count, and then we add all those up and divide by the total,
and then you get a relative abundance of each species, and so, if
you’ve got a max count that was too low, because of screen
saturation, or because of -- My vocabulary is failing me, but they
avoided the camera, and then that’s going to cause some other
species to have a greater relative abundance, that would make you
apportion more of the total fish abundance from the hydroacoustic
estimate to that species.

If amberjack are gregarious, as Will was Jjust saying, then our
numbers could be biased high, because of that, and, like I said,
the fact that we kind of -- Based on the recent stock assessment
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that said 25 percent are 1living on platforms, it’s not an
either/or, and it’s not that our study is completely biased high
or the stock assessment is completely biased low, but it’s probably

a combination of both, but I don’t know -- I would be suspicious
that bias in our study just totally accounts for such a high
percentage. I don’t know, and what’s your feeling on that, Will?

DR. PATTERSON: Well, thanks for tossing it back here. Benny
mentioned, and you did as well, about the mark-recapture experiment
and how the estimates, your sonar/video-based estimates, of red
snapper were at least within the confidence intervals of vyour
population estimates at platforms where you did mark-recapture.

That actually matches pretty well with the behavioral experiments
that we did for red snapper in Florida and the Great Red Snapper
Count, that showed more or less that red snapper had a neutral

reaction to the gear, and Sarah Grasty’s work with C-BASS -- You
know, red snapper had a slightly positive reaction to the C-BASS
sled, some work that she published I think in 2014. For red

snapper, I agree that we have corroborating evidence now from a
few different studies that show that, more or less, the camera
gear -- That they have a neutral reaction.

Amberjack is a different Dbeast, and triggerfish as well.
Triggerfish are fairly gregarious. If we’re flying our small ROVs
through the system, and we’re getting kind of hung up, sometimes
we Jjust flip on the back camera, and there’s a couple of
triggerfish pulling on the tether, and so they tend to follow the
gear and are attracted to it, and amberjack, in my experience, 1is
the most gregarious, and Sarah Grasty’s work on this with C-BASS
also shows them as the most positively attracted to the gear.

I just think, for that particular species, we end up with these
positive biases when we use sonar calibrated with video for that
gear, and Jjust one more example of that is there was an RFP for
amberjack, not too long ago, to do a Gulf-wide up and then up the
east coast study for amberjack, and so the team that I led, that
submitted a proposal for that, we went back to the Florida red
snapper data, where we had nine-hundred-and-some sites along the
Florida shelf, artificial and natural, where we had stratified,
using the random forest model that Zach Siders and Rob Ahrens put
together for red snapper.

The stratification was based on red snapper probability of
encounter and not amberjack, but we used -- We assumed a simple
stratified random sample to estimate what the amberjack population
in Florida would have been, given the amount of times we
encountered them.
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We encountered them rarely, and they were in less than 10 percent
of the samples. Yet, when we expanded that number up, we got
twenty-one-and-a-half million fish, with pretty broad confidence
intervals, but still twenty-one-and-half million fish in Florida,
which is many, many times greater than the assessment estimated.

When we saw amberjack, which was infrequently, we saw a lot of
them, and we have actually -- We didn’t try to quantify their
behavior with any means, but they crowded around the ROV, and so
I’'m just wondering if perhaps this estimate that you have for
amberjack, based on this approach, 1s actually quite a bit
inflated, and not just a little bit inflated, given their behavior,
and then that has, obviously, implications for your explosive
removal estimates, that, 1if you remove these platforms, you’re
going to knock out half of the amberjack stock. That doesn’t seem
plausible to me, and it seems that it’s likely related to their
behavior.

DR. GALLAWAY: Will, thank you. Those are very good points, and
is Taylor Beyea from our staff on? Can she be unmuted? 1Is she an
attendee? I was wanting to have some of the field people talk
about the direct observations and the behavioral reactions.

DR. RABORN: I don’t know, Benny, and I can’t see the list.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I don’t see her on the list, Benny, as far as
attending.

DR. GALLAWAY: What about Kyle McCain?

DR. RABORN: No, probably not.

MS. ROY: No.

DR. GALLAWAY: Okay. I don’t think the bias was that great. I'm
fairly confident with the numbers and I recognize the potential
for it, and I don’t argue the points strongly, but I feel

comfortable that the numbers that we obtained are reasonable and
are not greatly inflated due to bias, and I'm not sure that we saw

that same behavior at platform sites that -- But I stand to be
corrected, 1f 1t comes to it, but I believe the numbers are
consistent with the observations. Thanks.

DR. RABORN: One thing I was just thinking about is, if they’re
gregarious, and they’re attracted to the camera, then there’s a
better chance that you’re counting all of them, or you’re getting
a better representation of them, and it’s the ones that are
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avoiding the camera that are probably biasing it more, and I don’t
know.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: It looks 1like, to that point, Taylor and then
Nathan, please.

MS. TAYLOR BEYEA: As far as direct observations go, you certainly
get some more mobile species, like the amberjack, and some of the
jacks that are -- They are more mobile, and we did see quite a few
of them on a lot of the deeper-water platforms, and there may be
-— I mean, there is definitely some bias in behavior there, but we
did -- There were a lot present, and I’'m not sure that I can say
exactly what the level of bias would be, but we -- There are
certainly a lot of them present on a lot of the platforms, and
they did make up a substantial part of the community. I am happy
to try to take more nuanced questions on their behavior.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Taylor, thank you. Nathan.

DR. NATHAN PUTNAM: I was just trying to get you all’s attention
for Taylor, and so that’s fine. If you have any specific questions
about the video footage or things like that, we’re around to answer
those questions.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Jack.

DR. ISAACS: Good morning, everybody. I have two observations or
thoughts. First, I wonder if fishers are aware of the high
mortality of these depth charges, essentially, at these sites, and
is there an interest among fishers of targeting those areas at a
heavier rate before the explosions, under the thought that, well,
these fish are going to die anyway, and they may as well be in my
cooler than blown to smithereens, and I wonder if that’s been an
issue in the past, or if we anticipate that being an issue in the
future.

Then my second point, or question, speculation, whatever, and I
don’t know enough about these fish to know if this is a problem,
if they’re migratory, how much they move around, but does the
removal of these rigs at deeper water lead to increases in relative
or absolute abundance or utilization by these fish of shallower
reefs, or shallower habitat, where they’'re more 1likely to be
caught, 1if there’s kind of a problem that we’re pushing them in
towards shallower water when we’re removing these things, and is
there a way to account for that in the modeling?

DR. RABORN: I apologize, Jack, and my mind drifted. What was
your first question again?
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DR. ISAACS: The first point is I could imagine that word of this
is going to get out. By removing this rig, maybe we should be
allowed to fish that rig more intensely, or maybe we should just
go and fish that rig more intensely, in order to catch these fish,
before they depth-charged to death, and I just wonder if that has
popped up in the past.

DR. RABORN: It was photos of some of these fish kills that made
the front pages of papers in south Louisiana that probably
motivated the funding for this study. It doesn’t sit well with
fishermen when they see all these fish dying, and what we wanted
to do is try and coordinate with these companies that were removing
these rigs and go out and sample them before and then collect as
many fish as we could after they had gone, but the problem with
that is they get permitted to remove these structures, and then
they really don’t have to tell anybody anything, and they just
pick a nice weather day and try and maximize safety as much as
possible, and you might get twenty-four hours’ notice, but we
couldn’t even get that, and so I don’t -- The mechanism is not
there, currently, to do what you’re talking about, and it makes
sense, for sure, but I don’t know how to make that happen.

DR. ISAACS: Well, I would worry about safety of a bunch of
fishermen targeting an area that’s about to be blown up, I think,
and that could be --

DR. GALLAWAY: That safety is taken care of. There are boats on
the scene, and there are people excluded, and I might also note

that there’s a move away from explosive removals. There are
alternative methods that are more expensive, but are more commonly
evolved nowadays, and so this -- It’s a problem, but it’s a

diminishing problem.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Plus, I will add that this has been -- The removal
process has been going on for decades, and so this is not Jjust
something that has happened overnight, but platform removal has
been going on for decades now. Mike.

DR. RABORN: Jim, may I address his second question?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Go ahead, yes.

DR. RABORN: I understand that he wants to know, if you remove
these platforms in just one area, then the fish will move to other
platforms, where they will be more susceptible to harvest, and,
well, that might happen, but our biggest concern is not Jjust that
mortality due to the removal itself, but it’s the permanent loss
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of the habitat and all the future production that that entails,
and that’s the real loss here, in terms of the impact.

DR. GALLAWAY: On a localized basis.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Thanks, Jack. Mike, please.

DR. ALLEN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I was trying to get my head
wrapped around how this would look as far as an annual mortality
source, and my question is what fraction of these platforms are
removed per year? If you were going to put this in an assessment,
as far as an annual mortality source, we would need to know what
fraction of those are affected per year, and I'm just curious if
those data exist.

DR. GALLAWAY: If you go back to some of those first graphs, and
you see those bar graphs with the numbers removed each year, and
the total number of platforms, and those numbers are all available,
and I don’t have them right off the top of my head.

DR. RABORN: Like, for red snapper, it would be Slide 57. 1If the
rates at whey they were removed in 2017 and 2018 continue, we’re
talking about 0.1 percent of the population, based on the most
recent stock assessment, and it’s much less than that based on
what the Great Red Snapper Count is showing.

DR. ALLEN: Okay. Yes, that’s helpful. I understand why you would
do the estimate of, if they were all removed, what would the impact
be, but that annual rate is informative for management.

DR. RABORN: We did the total estimate Jjust to see, because, if
that doesn’t affect anything, then what are we arguing about, but
the --

DR. ALLEN: Understood. All right. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Will.

DR. PATTERSON: My hand was Jjust left over from the discussion
earlier.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thanks. I just wanted to make sure. Trevor.

MR. MONCRIEF: I just wanted to kind of -- Looking at the scope of
work and everything else, I’'m sure we can argue the overall
proportion of affected amberjack and everything else all day long,
and I do think the logic still stays. I would imagine that greater
amberjack are more proportionally affected by these removals, and,
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to go back to the question about the rate of removal over time, in
our area, 1t has been precipitous, and that’s probably the best
word to use to describe it since this 2018 end on this figure that
was provided, and it has continued, and I think we’ve probably
lost 70 percent of our platforms over that time period.

Now, I did have a question, maybe for the staff, essentially to
the scope of work, but, to me, I see this as informing policy, and
I feel 1like us, as a group, we can talk about the merit of it all
day long, and I do think this is very informative, as far as
passing this along and up the chain, and just basically reiterating
the importance of these kind of structures, and I also think this
may play a role in the ongoing conversations about wind and what’s
going on on the BOEM side and maybe trying to think about these
issues before the plans are drawn up and the agreements are put
into place, so that we kind of don’t run into the same problem
that we did for these o0il and gas platforms, and so that was my
comment.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank vyou. Trevor, vyou’re talking about 70
percent, and that’s Mississippi alone, correct?

MR. MONCRIEF: Yes, that’s Mississippi alone, but you can see all
the dots that are offshore of Mississippi, and all of our forty-
mile rigs have been removed since 2018, which are the ones about
halfway out, and then the ones on the shelf are disappearing pretty
rapidly, and all the ones across Chandelier and all the way up to
the City Ridge have pretty much been removed as well, and we’ve
been monitoring those vyearly as part of our NFWEF reef fish
sampling, and so we’ve got a pretty good eye on all that stuff.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Trevor. Sean, please.

DR. POWERS: Thanks. Just to kind of circle back to the attraction
issue for amberjack, we see it too with the ROVs, in particular
when we fire up the props on our ROV, and I realize that yours
didn’t have props, but we can definitely pull amberjack into the
ROV.

For a video-based count only, I mean, I guess 1t depends on how
big of an area you think those amberjack can respond to, but your
method, where you’re combining the video and the acoustics, I want
to revisit something that Jim said. If Will’s point, and I
understand the logic of 1it, 1s that vyou’re overestimating
amberjack, that does mean vyou’re underestimating something,
because you’re assigning those targets to amberjack, assuming that
amberjack are attracted more, and so those targets should have
been assigned to another species that would have given you a higher

29



QO J o Ul wbdh

SRR D D DDA DA DN WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNNNR R R R R R
WJO U B WNRPOWOW®O-JAUDWNRFROWO-JOOE WNRFROWOOL-JU S WNR O W

count of that species, and am I understanding the methodology
correctly?

DR. RABORN: That’s exactly how it would work. If you overestimate
one species, you’re going to underestimate another.

DR. POWERS: Okay, and so, with that said, if you’re overestimating
amberjack, say just for example, what species do you think you are
underestimating? Which one is similar, in terms of target return
and those things, as far as the acoustics go?

DR. RABORN: It would be spread proportionately across the other
species in the assemblage.

DR. GALLAWAY: Scott, if you go back to the table of numbers, what
is the relative abundance of amberjack by depth?

DR. RABORN: If we go back to Slide 18 --

DR. GALLAWAY: I am looking at a cellphone, and I can’t read the
numbers. Can you read the numbers for amberjack?

DR. RABORN: For greater amberjack, in the ten to seventeen-meter
depth zone, it was fourteen per platform, and then eighteen to
thirty meters was thirty-two, and thirty-one to ninety was 487,
and then ninety-one to 300 would be 587, and you compare that to
say red snapper, and it would be 45 -- Anyway, you can look at
that table, and you can see it as well.

DR. GALLAWAY: Also, we're getting a size index, too. Guys, I
know, and, with the SRV and lowering it, I don’t think the
attraction issue, or bias, is as great as perhaps other methods,
and that’s my opinion, and these numbers seem reasonable to me.

DR. RABORN: The error, Sean and Will, I don’t think is going to
come from -- It’s not going to be a big concern, and so let’s say
if greater amberjack was the only species that was gregarious and
we were overestimating them, and that error is going to get spread
across all the other species, and it’s just not going to have a
big impact on their abundance, but it is going to have -- It would
have a substantial impact on greater amberjack, as you pointed
out.

DR. POWERS: For us, like I said, the stationary part of the camera
is moving, and the amberjack, for us, seems to be more attracted
when that ROV is moving through the water, but I also agree with
Will in that triggerfish are also very curious, and I don’t think
it matters if it’s a stationary or moving target for triggerfish.
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They’re just going to come see what’s going on.

DR. GALLAWAY: I expected -- I was disappointed in our triggerfish,
and we didn’t see many triggerfish.

DR. RABORN: That area you’re talking about -- Let’s say, for the
deepest zone, the ninety-one to 300, like the Bermuda chub was
1,405, and crevalle jack was two-thousand-and -- I can’t make that
out, but that’s going to take the lion’s share of whatever error
was caused by overestimating greater amberjack. Does that make
sense?

DR. POWERS: Yes, and I Jjust wanted a little more discussion on
this, but that’s it. That was fine discussion. Thanks.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thanks, Sean. Roy.

DR. CRABTREE: I appreciate the presentation, and it’s very
interesting and a good discussion. This is an issue that has been
floating around for at least twenty years, and I’ve been involved
in discussions at the Hill and at council meetings many, many,
many years ago about this, and it flares up periodically, as a
video with fish floating up to the surface, and I know the Science
Center has done analyses on and off over the years, to try and
look at the potential impact of it on the stock.

I guess my question is, Jim, it’s a good discussion, but is there
anything in particular that we’re being asked to provide, in terms
of advice, or is there an endpoint that we’re trying to get to
here, or is this just sort of informative?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Right now, we want to Jjust do the discussion,
Roy, but the endpoint is do we have, as an SSC, any recommendations
to the council, and do we have any recommendations on how to use
this data in any future assessments, and so those are the two
aspects that we want to make recommendations, if we have any, so
the council is able to look at that. How would the council use
that, recommendations to the council on the use of this data, and
how to consider using it in the future.

DR. CRABTREE: Okay, and I would point out too that this is more
than just a finfish issue, and there are a lot of implications
with these explosives, in terms of sea turtles, marine mammals,
and protected resources, and so this is also something that is
looked at in biological opinions and various other places, and a
number of constraints are put on how this is done, in terms of
observers and all those kinds of things.
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Roy. Harry.

MR. BLANCHET: Kind of to get back to the point of where we were
with the scope of work, what Ryan provided is asking a question,
essentially, of is that -- It’s the question of how much of that
estimate of amberjack is captured within the known stock, and is
it that amberjacks are larger than the SEDAR estimates, or is it
-— Is that much of the stock really characterized off of those
platforms, and one of the things that I was hoping to see more of,
and in both this and the other, is that question of how is the
size distribution, and there is a mention in the publication in
the North American Journal that they did a sample, and most of the
amberjacks that they saw were over -- They averaged 12.6 kilograms,
and they were large fish.

That’s on kind of the top-end of the tail of the size distribution
in what we would see in recreational harvest, and so I don’t have
an answer to the gquestion that Ryan posed, but it does seem that,
between the site fidelity, which is still an unanswered question
to me for amberjacks, and the -- I mean, I know that there has
been some tagging, but I Jjust haven’t seen the results of that
tagging, and that’s some stuff that the University of Florida did
some years ago, and I think that there is information, but it’s a
struggle to get that into the -- I don’t know how well Stock
Synthesis 1is currently capturing that stock in the western Gulf
when there is so small of a recreational or commercial harvest of
amberjack from that region, and so it’s more of a comment than
anything. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Harry. Will.

DR. PATTERSON: Thanks, Jim. I think one of the more interesting
things about this is so we have several sources of information,
and I am focused mostly here on red snapper. Going back to the
Karnauskas et al. paper from 2016 and then the results of the Great
Red Snapper Count Gulf-wide and habitat-specific estimates of
abundance, and then, here in the Gallaway et al. study that’s been
presented, we have data from several sources now that doesn’t back
up the perception that artificial habitat platforms, artificial
reefs, et cetera, hold a large percentage of the red snapper stock.

That’s an idea that has been discussed in many different scenarios,
management scenarios 1in particular, over time. Joe Powers had
done a couple of analyses early on, looking at what the effect of
explosive removals might be for red snapper, and the estimates
were that they would be fairly insignificant relative to other
sources of mortality.
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Now, for red snapper here, the estimates are pretty similar. Even
if all of the platforms had been removed, it’s only like 5 percent
of the population would be affected, and so, while a large
percentage of the population of red snapper appears, based on
several different independent estimates, to be associated with
artificial reefs and artificial habitat, in the form of platforms,
the component of the study that examined the percentage of effect
of removals relative to distance, a hundred miles, from a given
port, and, you know, clearly, in south Louisiana, because of the
density of platforms, the effect would be greater on the fishable
habitat.

As the authors here point out, there is likely much more natural
habitat out there than the perception that exists, but fish are at
lower densities, as the Great Red Snapper Count showed, and,
therefore, they’re more difficult to target. I mean, even off of
Alabama, which has the highest density of artificial reefs in the
Gulf of Mexico, or maybe on the planet, given the area of the
shelf, two-thirds of the red snapper that were estimated for that
region in the red snapper count were estimated to come from natural
bottom habitats and not artificial reefs.

There is a difference here between the management implications for
access and targeting and the high CPUE that occurs on these
platforms and other artificial reefs versus the population
dynamics of the stock, right, which appears that it would be fairly
minimal on the stock itself, given that most of the biomass is
located away from these platforms, but the issue really is about
—-— The management issue, to me, seems to be mostly about access to
the fishery and where fishermen like to go catch red snapper and
other species.

DR. GALLAWAY: Will, I agree entirely, and it’s a localized issue.
It’s access to the fishery and local impacts on local fishermen,
as someone from Mississippi spoke earlier, and the same thing has
happened off of Corpus and various other places and so, if we go
forward with wind energy, we need to take all of these things into
consideration, and, also, we need to maximize artificial reef
potential, as we can, and so thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. As we start to wrap up this discussion,
we need to be thinking of motions and recommendations to the
council that we can make. Roy, please.

DR. CRABTREE: Just to follow-up on what Will was saying, I think
he’s right on, and I really think that the proper context to think
of artificial structure and reefs is in terms of their effects on
catch rates and whether we’re overall looking that we want to do
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things that lead to higher catch rates or we want to do things
that reduce catch rates, and that’s the proper way to think of it.

Really, it’s kind of like bag limits and size limits and other
things we do, and trip limits, that are designed to affect the
rate at which fish are caught, and, if you put more structure out,
you’re going to have higher catch rates, and fish are going to be
caught faster, and so I think that’s really the context that we
ought to put discussions of artificial reefs in, and it’s just
kind of an awkward management scenario, because the agencies that
actually have decision-making power over this aren’t agencies,
typically, where fishery management is part of their mission, but
I think that’s the way we ought to be thinking about this.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Paul, please.

DR. MICKLE: Thank you. I am trying to figure out what kind of
motion could be made, Chairman, and how we understand it, and so
maybe I can spur the group with a little bit of a couple of
questions, and it’s not directed toward anybody, but are the
methodologies wvalid? I think we’ve discussed that here.

Are these data regional in nature? I don’'t know, and I didn’t
hear anything conflicting to that statement, and so maybe not, but
how is this data useful to Stock Synthesis and in a way where the
Southeast Science Center can really Dbenefit from it and our
recommendations to do so, and so my question to the group is, you
know, what kind of indices can we pull from this data, and is it
abundance, or is it some sort of survey input toward it, and,
reading up on SS, as I'm more familiar with ASAP, Dbut,
understanding SS, survey input can be very useful, but it’s not
absolutely necessary, and so how valuable is this to Stock
Synthesis, and how can we, I guess, review it in such that could
be beneficial for the Center. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Paul. Harry.

MR. BLANCHET: I want to join the chorus of agreeing with Will in
terms of the context of this for red snapper, and I disagree with
that same for greater amberjack, and I think we still have an open
question in terms of whether this is a significant fraction of the
stock, and it may be that a good spur for more -- Either review of
existing data or additional studies, to try to better characterize
what’s really going on with the amberjack off of those large
platforms. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Harry. Trevor.
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MR. MONCRIEF: I just wanted to pretty much agree with what Harry
just said, and, I mean, I think there’s some interesting
information here, especially on greater amberjack, a species that
is really going through a lot of management turmoil over the last
decade, and it’s getting ready to go through a little bit more
now, and I think, to me, the work that was done really highlights
the importance of these structures and the importance of keeping
these structures in the water, whether it be through advocating
for wvarious policies or through the rigs to reef program or
anything else.

You know, that’s not quite the SSC’s purview, but I think we can
certainly speak to the beneficial nature of the structures
themselves, when it comes to the biomass of the stock of the
northern Gulf of Mexico. Anyway, I just wanted to agree with what
Harry just said. I mean, I think there are some questions here
for greater amberjack that could probably be asked.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank vyou. Obviously, the report and
everything is -- We have a published report that we’re looking at,
and any of the species, during the SEDAR process, would have access
to this, and I think, from a data standpoint, be able to glean
data out of it that could be used during the assessment process.
Do we have any specific recommendations that we would like to make
to the council with regard to snapper or amberjack and any specific
motions about how to consider using this data in the future? Will,
please.

DR. PATTERSON: Well, T will certainly listen to whatever motions
are offered by wvarious SSC members. My personal perspective is
that we’ve had a pretty robust discussion here, and I think, if we
all paid attention to the report and made sure that various points
that were made are captured in the report, that should give the
council plenty of information about what we think about the
implications of this study and then kind of broadening it out to
other recent studies, which have examined similar types of
questions. I can’t think of a motion that might capture all of
that, or even parts of it, but, anyway, I will listen to what
others have to say.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I agree with you, Will. The fact that, from my
perspective, and I’'m Jjust a single individual here, but we’re
looking at this, and, Jjust like we’ve seen in other reports in the
past, those are all put together during the SEDAR process, during
the data workshop, and data that is gleaned from these specifically
can be used in a stock assessment and looked at during that SEDAR
process, and that’s what I would think would happen here. Ryan,
to that point?
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MR. RINDONE: I was just going to say, Mr. Chair, that, if there
is a specific recommendation to the council, even if it’s not, you
know, a recommendation to necessarily do anything, but just an
acknowledgement of any sort of finding that the SSC can agree upon,
then anything like that could be of use to the council when it
considers other things that are brought before it, and so just to
note that.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you for that. Paul.

DR. MICKLE: I think you all kind of captured it there, and I was
just playing out scenarios, and so, Dr. Nance, if you’re up there,
I guess, briefing the council virtually next month, and they say
is this fit for management advice, and has it been blessed by the
SSC, what do you say? I don’t know, and it just seems like there
needs to be a motion which summarizes the recommendations somehow
from this body, and we can’t make a motion to say to refer to the
report. I don’t think that would do very well. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Do we have a motion on that specific thing? There
are certainly aspects of this that are -- Just like I said in the
past, I think there are aspects of this that we could utilize
during the SEDAR process, and I'm not sure that anything has to be
said, but, 1f there is a specific recommendation, I would sure
like to hear that. It looks like silence from the SSC.

MR. MONCRIEF: Can I ask a question, real quick?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Absolutely, Trevor.

MR. MONCRIEF: I guess I'm going to point this to Ryan. In your
mind, do you think the council is looking for something from the
SSC on this? I think we can pass a motion that says we acknowledge
the findings from this study and agree that these structures hold
importance to various stocks, specifically those of greater
amberjack, which could warrant further discussion, or we could put
in there that, as future assessments are completed, or the review
process has taken place, these data should be made available, and
I don't -——- I am just not sure.

If there is a needed motion, then, by all means, I think we can
craft one up that is fairly generalized, but, if there’s not one
that needs to happen, I'm pretty sure we’re all in consensus that
this is beneficial and these structures hold importance, and any
work that moves forward should probably take into account the work
that was completed already.
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MR. RINDONE: That sounded pretty good.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Trevor, if you could put together something along
those lines, I think that would be an acceptable motion, for sure.
While you’re thinking about that, Doug, did you have a specific
comment?

MR. GREGORY: Well, I agree with Trevor, and, along the lines that
Ryan was kind of urging us on, I think we could say that this was
a robust analysis of the impact of rig removal on various reef
fish species, and the science involved in this study was
acceptable. I think we might have some argument if we try to say
it's the best available science, but 1it’s certainly acceptable
science, but, also, like Trevor kind of hinted at, I don’t think
the council is 1looking for any direction from us on this study
specifically, Dbut, with us saying that it’s an acceptable
scientific study, and it does provide the information on rig
removal, we could do that.

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair, I don’t think that there’s any expectation
of any declaration of BSIA or anything like that to come from this,
because there is no management action that’s expected from this.
The council, in the past though, has been introduced with different
things associated with rig removals, and especially explosive rig
removals, from stakeholder groups and from other agencies, and the
council has been asked to consider -- Once upon a time, we were
asked to consider offshore petroleum platforms as artificial
reefs, and that carried over several council meetings and ended up
being quite hairy, for some of the reasons that some of the other
SSC members have mentioned about conflicting agency
responsibilities between NMFS and BOEM, et cetera.

I think something general to the council is not uninformative, and
you guys don’t have to make a motion. If you’re inclined to make
one, something generalized is certainly acceptable, if you’re so
inclined.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Will, to that point?

DR. PATTERSON: Well, I guess I thought that Trevor was kind of
heading toward a motion there, but maybe I misread that, but the
ideas expressed about platforms being important habitat -- There
are a couple of places in the presentation where that idea was put
forward, one in citing Ed Chesney’s earlier work, and I think we
have to be careful when we use the word “important”, to actually
specify what do we think it’s important for, because, for red
snapper, the results here, and the results of the Great Red Snapper
Count, would argue that perhaps these habitats are relatively
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unimportant for red snapper production, but they may be very
important for access to red snapper biomass in certain regions.

We Jjust need to be careful what we’re talking about, in that
respect, and the second thing is that, you know, if somebody made
a motion that was specific to red snapper, then that might be
something that we could discuss, but, for me, the amberjack data
are too uncertain to make definitive statements one way or the
other, and I think Harry kind of summarized that a few minutes
ago, and that’s kind of where I stand as well.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Trevor, anything?

MR. MONCRIEF: I sent a motion over, and I am friendly to any
amendments whatsoever, and I tried to just put something forward
that was just general, and I think it focused on the discussion
that we had. There is -- That first statement highlights the
importance of offshore o0il platforms for reef fish species and
directly contradicts the comment that Will just made, but I will
be amenable to any changes to that language.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Trevor has made this motion. I will read
it. The SSC acknowledges the work completed by LGL Associates
that highlights the importance of offshore platforms for reef fish
species in the northern Gulf of Mexico. The SSC agrees that future
studies focusing on reef fish species, specifically greater
amberjack, should take into account the information provided
through this study, and future assessments should consider this
data in the data review process. Do I have a second for this
motion?

MR. GREGORY: I will second it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you, Doug. We have a motion on the
table, offered by Trevor and seconded by Doug, and 1is there
discussion? Ryan.

MR. RINDONE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I guess it was going to be
one thing, and now it’s two things. Based on Will’s comment, and,
if it’s the SSC’s pleasure, perhaps you guys would think about
that word “importance” there and how that’s defined, and perhaps,
if this is as general as it reads, perhaps “importance” should be
changed to “use” and so “highlights the use of offshore platforms

for reef fish species”, or something to that effect. Then the
second thing I was going to note was, where it says, “take into
account”, Jjust say ‘“should account for”. That’'s Jjust a

wordsmithing thing.
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Bernie, why don’t you go ahead and change it like
Ryan said. Paul, please.

DR. MICKLE: Trevor, a friendly or a potential amendment for you
to approve, I guess, is change “importance”, or change “importance”
to “potential impact”, and I'm not sure that might be right, but
I think it’s headed in a better direction than “importance”.

MR. MONCRIEF: I agree with you, Paul. I'm friendly to that one,
and “potential impact of offshore platform removal for reef fish
species”, or something 1like that. I think that would tie it
together, and that was what it was mainly focused on, and I think
that would clear up the disparity between the conversations we’ve
been having.

DR. MICKLE: To that point, I 1like that, because we take into
account the review, and it’s a new type of data, right, and we’re
looking at it from a different perspective, and, also, it’s
“potential impact for”, and so it’s all in there.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. I think the complete name would be
LGL Ecological Research Associates, if we’re going to put the whole
name in there.

DR. GALLAWAY: Research Associates, Inc.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Benny. Sean.

DR. POWERS: Two things. One, that second sentence I think is a
little strong, and I don’t agree with pointing out specifically
greater amberjack, and I just think it should just be “examined”,
and it almost seems like we’re telling them that it has to be
included, and, I mean, I would prefer that something that more
generic, to give the data workshop and SEDAR and the Science Center
-— Just ask them to review it and consider it, and so we can
wordsmith that second sentence, but, right now, that second
sentence seems a little too strong, to me. It seems to be directing
them to include it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Sean, how would you wordsmith that one?

DR. POWERS: I would say the SSC encourages SEDAR, and/or NMFS, to
examine the results of the study in the appropriate reef fish stock
assessment. The SSC encourages SEDAR and NMFS to examine this in
the context of upcoming reef fish stock assessments.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think you’re talking about the second sentence,
aren’t you, Sean?
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DR. POWERS: Yes.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Bernie, this first sentence is fine, and then,
where the SSC -- Go ahead, Sean, please.

DR. POWERS: The SSC encourages SEDAR and NMFS to examine the
results of the study in the context of upcoming reef fish stock
assessments.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Go ahead and delete the rest of that
sentence then, Bernie.

DR. POWERS: Well, if Trevor agrees, yes.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Sean, go ahead, please.
DR. POWERS: I said if Trevor agrees to delete the rest of it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes. Trevor, how does that look for you and for
Doug?

MR. MONCRIEF: I am friendly to it. I think that’s kind of the
gist of what I was trying to get, and I wasn’t trying to assign
any prescriptive --

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Doug, any issue with that?
MR. GREGORY: No, not at all.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, sir.

DR. POWERS: I had a second point, Jim, and that is maybe Benny
knows, or one of the NMFS analysts, but do we have a sense of how
these numbers compare to the previous analysis? Like Roy and Will
and others have said, NMFS has done these analyses before on
removal, and is this number very different, at least in the case
of red snapper, or is it consistent?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: From my remembrance, for red snapper, this is in
line with what has been used in the past.

MR. RINDONE: That is correct, Dr. Nance. It’s not indifferent,
and so, I mean, there have been varying estimates to the impact of
explosive removals for red snapper. Previously, going back to
SEDAR 31, is when they took a larger look at this, and so one of
our previous GIS analysts, Mark Mueller, went through and
catalogued all of the artificial structures known in the Gulf of
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Mexico, including offshore petroleum platforms, and the total
footprint of all artificial platforms throughout what was
considered essential fish habitat for red snapper I think was like
1 percent, or less than 1 percent, of the total available habitat,
based on that analysis, and you guys can dig that right off the
SEDAR website, and it’s on there under those reference documents.
Based off of that, and other information, the general effect of
these explosive rig removals was found, in SEDAR 31, to be annually
negligible.

DR. POWERS: I guess, Ryan, 1t wasn’t the number of red snapper
that were killed, and I understand the whole scenario of whether
this number is anything different, largely different, from the
number used by the current assessment.

DR. GALLAWAY: To that point, if you’re looking at the same depth

zone and region, the numbers are quite similar. They differ -- We
have numbers for areas that have not been included in previous
studies, but, overall, I agree with what everyone is saying. On

a population basis for red snapper, the numbers are what they are,
which is 4 or 5 percent.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. John, to that point, please?

DR. JOHN WALTER: Thank you, Mr. Chair. The only thing that I
wanted to say is one of the big concerns about -- Previously, when
the calculations for the number of red snapper were divided by the
stock assessment numbers, the stock assessment said there were a
lot fewer fish out there, and repeated applications of the stock
assessment, due to more informed estimates of natural mortality,
the total population size increased pretty substantially over
time, as estimated by the assessment.

That’s why, when you divide similar numbers by a much larger one,
the impact on the population is now seen to be less than the
concern that was raised a number of years ago, or many years ago,
and Benny 1s pretty familiar with that, because he did those
calculations vyears ago and then updated them with the new
assessment numbers. Thanks.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, John.

DR. GALLAWAY: To that point, that’s exactly right, and that’s a
very good point.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Jason, please.

MR. ADRIANCE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I am not against the motion,
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but I'm just not sure if it’s needed. I mean, we’ve had -- This
was brought up, and we’ve had this robust discussion, and this is
part of the body of work that’s out there, and I'm sure that it
will be looked at in SEDARs, and so maybe that puts me in an
abstention camp, but I just -- I think it’s hard to put this
discussion in a motion, since there is not a specific piece of
management advice being asked from this, and that’s Jjust my
thoughts on it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you for that, and I think the generic nature
of the motion kind of speaks to that, but thank you for that input.
Mandy, please.

DR. KARNAUSKAS: Thanks, Mr. Chair. I am not opposed to this
motion, but I think, if we’re going to highlight the potential
impact of platform removals, we should also acknowledge the
potential impact of leaving the platforms in. As Roy and others
brought up earlier, there is implications of increased CPUE, and
potentially shorter season lengths, and so we might want to
acknowledge those.

I was okay with the word “importance”, as long as we acknowledge
what that means, to Will’s point earlier, and so I can try and
throw out a friendly amendment. Perhaps we could say “potential
importance regarding population dynamics and fishing
opportunities”. I’'m okay with the rest of the motion. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Mandy, can you -- You need to kind of say it
again, so Bernie has an opportunity to fix it.

DR. KARNAUSKAS: Sorry. That highlights the potential importance
regarding population dynamics and fishing opportunities. I would
remove impact and the platform removal.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Well, we need to keep offshore platform, right?
DR. KARNAUSKAS: Sorry. Potential importance of platforms.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: So “removal” would be taken out. The way it reads
now is the SSC acknowledges the work completed by LGL Ecological
Research Associates, Inc. that highlights the potential importance
regarding population dynamics and fishing opportunities of
offshore o0il platforms for reef fish species in the northern Gulf
of Mexico. The SSC encourages SEDAR and the National Marine
Fisheries Service to examine the results of the study in the
context of upcoming reef fish stock assessments. Thank you, Mandy,
for that. Jim.

42



QO J o U Wb

Ne

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
277
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48

DR. TOLAN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I am just trying to wrap my
head about the -- It’s certainly very different, right now, than
it was when I first put my hand up, and it’s really a very dynamic
motion, but the point that I was going to bring up, and I think it
was covered pretty well by the back-and-forth between Ryan and
Sean, in that, on a larger scale, population levels -- The impacts
of -- I think it’s in the report that says it’s really not that
big of a deal on a yearly basis, and so I'm just curious what the
need for -- What’s the why for this motion? Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Jim. While we target in on red snapper,
for sure, there are other reef fish species out there that are
also impacted, some greater and some less than, for each one of
those things. Will.

DR. PATTERSON: The way this is currently written, it says “that
highlights the potential importance”, and so, when you say
“highlights”, that seems to add like, in part, that it’s stressing
the positive importance, and so I would be more comfortable if it
said, “that examined the potential importance of platforms with
respect to population dynamics and fishing opportunities”, instead
of “highlights”. “Highlights” seems like you’re stressing that
there is this positive, when, for most species, it was shown to be
rather benign, the removal, and then perhaps, for amberjack -- I
mean, for amberjack, the greatest impact was shown, but probably
the highest uncertainty among the species examined.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I like that word change. Roy.

DR. CRABTREE: I agree with the changes Mandy and Will just made
to the motion, and I am much more comfortable with it now.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Trevor. You have a great motion here,
man.

MR. MONCRIEF: 1It’s turning into something, I’11 tell you that. I
mean, for me, I think there is a pretty good disparity of opinions
across the board, and I think they’ve been highlighted by this
discussion. To me, the changes that were made to the motion on
this last iteration -- To me, it kind of gets away from what the
focus of the study actually was.

The study was looking at the impact of the removals, and it wasn’t
looking at the fishing opportunities or anything else like that,
and I'm pretty sure -- To me, I liked the way it read prior. Now,
as I said, I am friendly to amendments and everything else that
the group wants to make, and I probably, to be honest with you,
wouldn’t support the motion as it is right now, and then the
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conversations that have been had really highlight the disparity,
or the diversity, in the thought process behind the different SSC
members across-the-board.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: So I guess the -- Trevor, you can remove the
amendment, I guess.

MR. MONCRIEF: In my mind, I think the way it was written prior
reflects more of what the study was focused on, and not necessarily
our interpretation. I mean, we’re focusing on the work that was
completed, and how it is informative, and what that work focused
on, and so that’s my opinion on it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I guess my question to you is do we want to move
forward with this motion as it is, or would you want to take the
motion off the table? Even if you vote against it -- I mean, Bob
Gill used to do that all the time.

MR. MONCRIEF: I understand that, but I guess, yes, I would
probably be more in favor of just withdrawing the motion as it is
right now and 1let the record show all the different thought
processes behind everyone, and it’s just gotten a little bit too
complicated for something that should be so general.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Any other motions? My personal feeling is
I like the motion, but I think it gives us the sense of what we
talked about. We’ve had a great discussion, and I appreciate that
discussion, and I think this motion captures that. If someone
would like to just reinstate this motion, I would be open to that.
Let’s see. Will. Your hand may be still up, and I don’t know.

DR. PATTERSON: Sorry. I didn’t put it down.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: That’s okay. Paul.

DR. MICKLE: Real quickly, and I kind of wanted to wait until after
the wvote, I guess, but, Jjust as a friendly suggestion in the
future, there was two amendments made, separately, by two different
people, and neither person asked 1f Trevor would take the
amendment, and they were just stuck into the motion, and then we
got to a point where Trevor didn’t like the motion at all, and so
maybe, in the future, if we could just follow a little bit of a
procedure, where, if an amendment is made, it’s asked of the motion
maker, so we don’t get too far down the road and lose an entire
motion.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you, and I thought I had been doing
that, but maybe I didn’t do it on that last part. I appreciate
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that, Paul. Any other motions to be made by the group? Okay. I
appreciate the discussion, and I think it was a very lively

discussion on this topic, and I appreciate that. It’s almost
quarter after eleven in Tampa, 1isn’t it, and so let’s take maybe
a five-minute break, and we’ll come back at -- Let’s come back at

11:25, Eastern Standard Time.
MR. RINDONE: Will do.
(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. I think we can go ahead and resume. Just,
I guess, let me ask, and, Mandy and Brendan, would you be able to
give your presentation before lunch, as opposed to after?

DR. KARNAUSKAS: Brendan was going to give the presentation, and
so I think he’s online, if you could unmute him.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. First, I'm going to have Ryan talk a little
bit about the yellowtail snapper. We’ll give Ryan about five
minutes for that, and then if we can have Number VIII, which is
Review of Spatial Coverage of the 2020 and 2021 Red Tide for the
West Florida Shelf after that, and then we can break for lunch
after that presentation, if that’s okay with you guys.

MR. RINDONE: Mandy and Brendan, are you all good with that?
DR. BRENDAN TURLEY: I’'m good with that.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. perfect. Thank you. Ryan, I will go ahead
and turn the time over to you, and then we’ll turn the time over
to —-

DISCUSSION ON YELLOWTAIL SNAPPER

MR. RINDONE: All right. 1I’11 bang this out real quick. The Gulf
and South Atlantic Councils are working on Snapper Grouper 44 and
Reef Fish Amendment 55, which is a joint amendment between both
councils for their Snapper Grouper and Reef Fish FMPs for
yellowtail snapper, and it’s in response to the SEDAR 64 stock
assessment that found yellowtail to be nice and healthy.

It also included recreational catch and effort data from MRIP-FES.
One of the issues is that there was a -- The SSC has evaluated all
of this, and they recommended an OFL and ABC for yellowtail back
in October of, I believe, 2020, and, anyway, there’s been delayed
action on yellowtail, because the councils were both waiting on
calibration ratios to be developed by the NOAA Office of Science
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and Technology for all recreationally-harvested species, and that
took a little bit longer than was anticipated, and so that delayed
council action.

The councils had waited until all of that was done, and we’re at
that point now, and we are looking at not being -- Not logically
expecting to be able to implement any management action from this
joint amendment until probably the start of the 2023 fishing year,
which starts in August, and so, at that point, the projections
that were recommended by both councils’ SSCs would be six years
old, and, as you guys have stated numerous times, vyou don’t
recommend using projections that are older than five years for
management, if at all possible, and the South Atlantic has
recommended the same.

Since we would be starting management when these projections are
six years old, the South Atlantic Council has requested that the
Florida Fish and Wildlife Research 1Institute, which was the
analytical agency for SEDAR 64, update the assessment with data
through 2020, to ensure that subsequent actions considered by the
councils are using the most recent data available. The Gulf
Council will consider the same at its January meeting at the end
of this month. That’s it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you very much. Then so we’ll go ahead and
move into Item Number VIII, and, Ryan, could you take us through
the scope of work for that, and then we’ll turn it over to our
presenters?

REVIEW SPATIAL COVERAGE AND SEVERITY OF THE 2020/2021 RED TIDE
ON THE WEST FLORIDA SHELF

MR. RINDONE: Sure. Dr. Brendan Turley is with us from the
University of Miami, and he’s been working with Mandy Karnauskas,
who 1s on our Ecosystem SSC, and the NOAA Atlantic Oceanographic
and Meteorological Laboratory, to characterize the spatial
coverage and severity of the 2020 and 2021 red tide harmful algal
bloom on the West Florida Shelf.

They’ve been working with fishermen and the FWC to collect the
data necessary to characterize the extent and effects of this red
tide bloom, and so Brendan is going to talk to you guys about
observations analyses that his team has put together and compare
those with some of the estimates from Dave Chagaris, who is on our
Standing SSC, from  his Ecospace model, which estimates
commensurate metrics of coverage and severity for this particular
red tide event. You guys should just take a look at the material,
as presented, and provide any recommendations, as appropriate.
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Brendan.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you.

DR. TURLEY: Thank you, all, for giving me the opportunity to speak
to you today. That gave a good overview, and I will say that,
when I first gave Ryan the materials, I think we had talked about
presenting some of Dave’s work, but, considering that he’s on the
committee, I thought that I would give him the chance to speak for
his own work, and so this will be -- It will reference what he’s
done, but I am not going to present anything that he has presented
before, and so that’s it, and I'm going to give a brief overview
of the red tide that occurred last year and continuing from 2020.
My co-authors are Mandy, who is on the committee, but also Chris
Kelble, who is at the Atlantic Oceanographic and Meteorological
Laboratory.

I will first start off with some acknowledgement of our fishermen
collaborators at Florida Commercial Watermen’s Conservation, and
Casey, John, and Jay have been instrumental in collecting some
data. Then some people at NOAA AMOL, the NOAA Pascagoula white
ship crew, and the scientists and volunteers are instrumental,
and, also, the Walton Smith, out of the University of Miami, has
been gquite helpful at collecting the data, and, of course, people
with the State of Florida have been quite instrumental in this
work, and, Dave, thank you so much.

I have three basic takeaways. I am not going to give any sort of
recommendations, but there are three things that I think are most
important. One, this assessment 1s pretty consistent with

Chagaris’s ecosystem model that he presented in September and in
December, and, two, there is limited sub-surface data.

However, the mid-shelf show there are no anomalous conditions that
might be of concern for species that live out there, and then,
three, we did see some localized hypoxia off of southwest Florida,
around the Sanibel Harbor region, and that persisted from August
through October, and this is consistent with what we’ve seen in
previous HAB-hypoxia events, where the harmful algal bloom
initiated earlier in the year and persisted over the summer, and
I will talk more about that.

What do we know? 2020 was a very quiet year, and so these two
figures show the data from the FWC, from January to October on the
first left-hand plot, showing that there really wasn’t a whole lot
of activity, and then the right-hand plot, in November and
December, there was an outbreak, essentially, in southwest
Florida, which is kind of unusual, because blooms usually die down
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in the early winter, with the passage of cold fronts, and we did
not see that in 2020, and it kind of set the stage for what happened
last year, in 2021.

Kind of just going down the timeline of events, I think it'’s
important just to kind of put things in order, to kind of provide
some context of what happened, and I know we all lived it wvery
viscerally, but it’s good to kind of review it. In March and
April, the blooms crept up towards Tampa Bay from the Charlotte
Harbor area, and then, in late March and early April, there was
the Piney Point discharge into Tampa Bay, and pretty immediately,
from satellite and water samples taken in the area, we could see
that there are some diatom blooms, and then, by June, there are
high concentrations of Karenia brevis in Tampa Bay, which, from a
historical standpoint, was pretty unprecedented.

Up to this point in the year, and this bloom, we really hadn’t had
much mid-shelf sub-surface data to put in the context of what might
be happening on the ecosystem level in connection with this red
tide.

This 1s going to be a little introduction to some of the data,
some of the data that we used to help characterize the sub-surface
conditions, and so there has been this ongoing collaboration
between the Florida Commercial Watermen’s Conservation non-profit,
based out of Matlacha, since 2018, and it’s a volunteer-based water
quality sampling program, and it was in response to the 2018 bad
red tide.

There are four handheld units that fishermen will take out when
they’re fishing, and they will sample the sub-surface and give us
a profile of different water quality parameters, and this data,
all the data they’ve collected so far, can be seen online, at this
link, if anyone is interested in looking at it.

In late July and August, a fisherman, a bottom longliner,
specifically, agreed to take a sampling device and run up the
coast, and this plot is just -- All the orange circles are where
he stopped to take samples. He zig-zagged up the coast and then
shot out to the shelf break and then worked his way down the shelf,
and the segments are just how we plotted it out, and it will be
more relevant on the next slide, but the observations are that
there weren’t any fish kills in any of the trap lines. There is
pretty good blue water off of St. Pete, and the water offshore
looked great.

Fishing was great, and the reason that I mention this is because
we’ve found that this 1local ecological knowledge 1s pretty
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important to understand the effects of red tide, because, absent
continuous monitoring of the offshore environment, we really are
kind of blind to what’s going on, and so we obviously -- We think
this information is important, but it also comes with its own set
of caveats, too.

Corresponding to that red circle on the far right-hand side, that’s
just the closest line inshore of the sampling that that fisherman
sampled for us, and what the plots are —-- They’re the same location
data, from latitude on the bottom and depth on the Y-axis, and you
see there 1is temperature, salinity, chlorophyll, and dissolved
oxygen, and this just gives us an idea of what is going on sub-
surface.

Things that we tend to look for particularly is dissolved oxygen,
and we’re really looking for any sort of hypoxia that might be
occurring, and, in this plot specifically, there was nothing that
was really concerning, and, also, I'm not going to show the other
plots, because there wasn’t anything really -- There was nothing
unusual that was seen, but this just gives you some of the idea of
the data that we’re taking into consideration when we’re looking
at the ecosystem perspective.

To add to that, we’re starting to ingest more data, and so, as you
all are probably aware, NOAA and NMFS does several cruises at
different times during the year, and they take environmental data,
and they have allowed us to start to, in real time, or near real
time, ingest this data, and so this data is from the bottom
longline cruise on August 25 through September 8, and this is just
showing the bottom contour of the data for temperature, salinity,
chlorophyll, and dissolved oxygen, and so these are the same
parameters that we were looking at at the previous plots.

Again, there is not anything really that concerning that pops out
to us, and there is no hypoxia, which is great, and we’re happy to
see that, because we were concerned, with the prolonged nature of
this bloom, that there might be some hypoxia developing. However,
I will say that the survey coverage does not extend near-shore,
and 1it’s kind of blind spot for these cruises specifically, in
this context, but the collaboration with FWCC helps fill in that
blind spot, and also another cruise that I will talk about here
shortly.

That other cruise I was referring to are quarterly cruises by AMOL
on the R/V Walton Smith, and they sample the same stations in the
Florida Keys and Florida Bay, and it’s pretty recently started to
do more up the coast in response to these red tides, and what they
found, in August, on the left-hand plot, is some hypoxia, and so
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this is a contour of the bottom dissolved oxygen, and so hypoxia
is really low oxygen, and it’s a concern for us, Dbecause it
indicates there is stress to the bottom communities, and that red
portion of the plot on the left and the right shows developing
hypoxia, and so we saw it in August, and then we also saw it in
October, suggesting that it persisted for at least three months,
which is very concerning.

Also concerning about this is this was around the time of stone
crab season opening on October 15, and, since 2018, these cruises
are starting to be timed to give us some indication, pre-opening
of the stone crab season, of what might be going on in that area.

To add to that, our fishermen collaborators were sampling, and
that’s the region they typically sample, and one fishermen went
out to the same area that the Walton Smith found and also
identified hypoxia, and you can see that on the bottom right-hand
plot. The red area is some hypoxia that has probably persisted
since August, and this information was provided to the industry.
However, it had a very limited distribution, and that’s something
that we’re taking as a learning point and trying to expand upon,
is that there are various institutions and organizations that are
collecting environmental data that could be of use to not only the
industry, but also managers and bodies like this, for example, and
this information provides some environmental context of what’s
going on that might be affecting indices of abundance or even stock
assessments.

Continuing on through the year, I think this slide is important,
because Dave’s work stopped in -- I mean, it didn’t stop, but the
stuff he presented ends kind of in August, because that’s the
important season for species he’s interested in, but, looking at
the rest of the year, we found that, in September and October, the
bloom really spread out, up into the Panhandle, and so the plots
that we’re looking at, the three plots, are August, September, and
October, and this is a method that’s similar to what Dave uses to
identify Karenia brevis for use in his ecosystem model.

Anything that looks 1like it’s on fire 1is kind of flagged as
potentially red tide, and so you see, 1in August, 1it’s pretty
diffuse throughout the west coast of Florida, in that top left-
hand plot, and then, in September, the top right-hand plot, it
starts to spread and move towards the Panhandle, and then, in
October, you really see that it looks like it’s on fire, and that
is supported by the data by the State of Florida, that bottom
right-hand plot, where all the red and orange and yellow is, and
that’s areas of high Karenia brevis cell concentrations.

50



O J o Ul wdh

SRR D D DDA AN WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNNNR R P R R R R
WJdJO U WNRPOWOWO-JAUDWNRFROWOW-JOO®WNRFROWOWOOL-JU S WNR O W

Like I had previously mentioned, we saw that there was hypoxia in
southwest Florida pretty near to shore, and the local ecological
knowledge from fishermen, particularly with stone crab fishermen,
is there was reports of dead bottom, and so like bacterial mats,
and just it didn’t look healthy, and a lot of the -- Several stone
crab fishermen reported going bust, and they just didn’t find any
stone crabs in that area, and so it really was impactful to them,
and to the ecosystem more generally, in that region.

Then, by December, the bloom activity has pretty much disappeared,
and the hypoxia had also abated, and so it persisted for a while,
but it eventually did disappear.

We’re really concerned about hypoxia with these red tides because,
from nearly twenty years of data, we have found that hypoxia tends
to form with red tides when they persist over summer, and so a
good example is 2005 was a really bad red tide, and there was quite
a bit of hypoxia. 2014 is not as well known by more broadly as a
bad year, and fishermen -- A lot of fishermen in the area know it,
because they saw the first-hand experience of it, but there is a
very large and persistent bit of hypoxia, and you can see that in
the plots on the top right-hand and the bottom left-hand. Those
are August and September plots of bottom oxygen contours, and the
orange bubbles are Karenia brevis cell concentrations, and you can
see that, really near where we were seeing the Karenia brevis,
there was this hypoxic zone, that red kind of splotch.

Also, in 2018, we saw persistent hypoxia in the southwest Florida
region that appeared, similar to this year, around August and
persisted through November, and so there’s really these two areas
that we’re most concerned about hypoxia forming, and that’s the
Big Bend region and near Sanibel Island. It’s something that we’re
continuing to work on.

To kind of wrap it up, in the future plans of what we’re working
on, we would like to expand our fishermen water quality monitoring
program, because it really provides a valuable set of eyes on the
water between research cruises. We have an online dashboard that
shows these environmental conditions, and i1t would be nice to
update that, including additional NOAA data, and also the data
from the state.

We’re also working on improved red tide tracking for satellites,
to be used in stock assessments, and hypoxia 1is definitely a
priority area for us. We would eventually like to get to a seasonal
hypoxia forecast, and we’re working to expand our capacity in that
fashion. Finally, and I think this is also critically important,
is we really want to refine our communications strategy to inform
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the fishermen beyond the grapevine.

It seems that rumor and hearsay spreads when you don’t want it to,
but, even when you want it to, it doesn’t happen, and so it’s
something that is a challenge for us, but it’s also a priority
too, and so I'm hopeful that we can solve that problem.

I will Jjust end with the three take-aways, and, one, this
assessment is consistent with what Dave had presented previously,
and, two, that there was limited sub-surface data from the mid-
shelf, and it didn’t really show any sort of anomalous conditions
that might be of concern. However, there was some localized
hypoxia off of southwest Florida that persisted for nearly three
months, and this is consistent with previous HAB-hypoxia events,
and it’s a concern, but it’s also an area of priority for us to
continue working on. With that, I am happy to take any questions
or comments.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank vyou wvery much for that excellent
presentation. Are there questions or comments? Paul, please.

DR. MICKLE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I appreciate the presentation
from all of you all, and it was very informative, and I enjoyed
reviewing this as well, prior to the meeting, and you may have
already thought of a couple of these things that I’'m about to talk
about, but, just in case you haven’t, just some ideas of maybe
some useful tools that can come out of your work in the future,
and, again, you had a few of them on your second-to-last slide.

Have you thought of like looking at some of the datasets, the LIDAR
datasets, R set data, surface temperature, or even wind and
rainfall, localized rainfall, regional rainfall, riverine
discharges, things like that, and kind of what I'm getting at is
kind of forecasting capabilities, right, and so I think that would
be probably one of the most useful tools that could come out of
this down the road, from a management perspective.

Looking at getting as much of the data as you possibly can from
everybody, including the groundtruthing, and I’'m calling it
groundtruthing, cruises, and things like that could be fed it, and
then you could run a very simple PCA, a principal components
analysis, and we did this in Mississippi, looking at it, and it’s
either a two-dimensional or a three-dimensional, depending on how
much variance is carried through each component, and you have all
the data, and you throw everything in it, with the kitchen sink,
and PCA’s purpose on this earth is to reduce data down and show
you what 1s potentially driving separation in a two or three-
dimensional space.
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Then it kind of tells you which parameters can maybe be driving
and heading toward a potential condition in which a bloom could
occur, and then you have to understand that relationship with
hypoxia, which is a different animal, but, again, 1it’s really
interesting, and when you have your PCA working in real time, and
you’re feeding it data, and, when the dots are kind of heading
toward where you used to have blooms, or historical blooms, you
can throw flags up in the Gulf of Mexico when certain spatial areas
are heading toward favorable conditions, and there you have a
quantitative forecasting type of model, so to speak. It's just
ideas, but, again, they respond by such a good presentation and
such good science, and I really do appreciate it, and those are
just my thoughts. Thank you.

DR. TURLEY: Sure. Thank you for that comment. It’s definitely
an active area of research that is coming out of some of the work
we’ve been doing, and, I mean, the holy grail would definitely be
a seasonal forecast, but, at the moment, there’s some groundwork
that needs to be covered before we get there, and there’s still a
lot of unknowns, and Karenia brevis blooms on the West Florida
Shelf are still kind of inscrutable, but I do appreciate all the
comments. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you very much. David.

DR. CHAGARIS: Thank you. First, I just want to say great job to
Brendan, and also to Mandy for this cooperative research program
that they have really put together and nurtured over several years
now, and I think we can all see the value of this added data, as
far as providing a pretty comprehensive description of what’s
happening.

Then Jjust a point of clarification. In the presentation, you
mentioned that the ecosystem model was run through August, but we
did update the run with data through October, and those were
presented at the November SSC meeting, when we reviewed the gag
catch projections, and so we did include that time period, where
it expanded into the Big Bend and the Panhandle region.

Then, Jjust so the group knows, with the ecosystem model, we have
not included any hypoxia or dissolved oxygen layers into that, and
so that could potentially be a bias in our estimated impacts of
red tide, where they were estimating -- It’s underestimating the
effort of red tide, and we potentially see that with the 2014
bloom, when we compared the model biomass lost with the biomass
lost in the bottom longline survey of that same year.
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What Brendan’s slide showed was that, while the red tide bloom may
have dissipated after about July, there was still some red tide
present, but it was most severe, I believe, in July and early
August, but the low dissolved oxygen condition did persist in that
area, and so I think that’s why it’s important, for us moving
forward, and I say us as far as our ecosystem modeling efforts, to
try to incorporate more dissolved oxygen information into the
models.

When we tried to do that earlier on, we just had to make some --
As you saw, we don’t have complete maps, and what the model really
needs are monthly synoptic maps over the full spatial grid, and
there’s a lot of missing areas, especially nearshore, and a lot of
missing months and years of data, and so we got to the point where
we Jjust had to make so many assumptions to do that that it Jjust
wasn’t informative, and so that’s the main reason why we weren’t
able to include this information into the red tide scenarios of
the ecosystem model, but I believe that we can eventually get
there, especially as they continue to build their cooperative
network and pull in more data sources, and so that was all I wanted
to say. I don’t have any questions or comments, other than great
presentation.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Brendan, did you want to go ahead?

DR. TURLEY: I just wanted to say thanks, Dave, and that’s why I
didn’t want to present your work, because I figured that I would
misrepresent it in some limited capacity, but thanks for the
clarification.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Luiz, go ahead.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Brendan, thank you for
that great presentation, and I will echo Dave’s comments there.
Kudos to you and Mandy and others that are moving forward with
this initiative, and I think this 1is a great way forward, the
direction of integrating more of these ecosystem components into
the way that we assess and manage fisheries, and it’s very good.

One of my question, I think, more or less, Dave already addressed,
and it was what’s the potential of integrating these results, or
perhaps this program that you guys have, more explicitly into the
work, the model, that Dave has been using, and so align the
programs so that you’re working together in developing the data
for the ecosystem model. Brendan, Jjust out of curiosity, and is
this something that you guys have been thinking about, and, Dave,
I don’t even know 1f this something that you have kind of an
interest in pursuing, but I was Jjust curious about it, because
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they seem to align very well.

DR. TURLEY: That’s a great question, and, actually, the work that
Dave was talking about trying to integrate hypoxia, I was providing
the maps of the dissolved oxygen to force into his model, and Dave
did a great job of talking about the work, and I think that we
could potentially work on trying to integrate it better, but that
remains to be seen, and there’s always things to be done, and so
that’s a great idea, and I definitely agree with that, that
inclination.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you. I agree completely. Now, my second
question 1s -- I mean, when we’re looking at this from the
perspective of fisheries management, and you alluded to that, to
some extent, in terms of warning to fishermen or integrating this
more with fishing activities in different areas by different
fishermen, and are you thinking about this more on a real-time
sort of way, meaning you are identifying those trends, or data,
that are coming in, and you kind of work almost real-time with the
fishermen to adjust areas that they are fishing, where, or are you
thinking about a longer-term kind of process, where you develop
sort of like a risk assessment perspective of these areas and the
likelihood of different areas having a higher occurrence, or a
higher severity, of these events, so we can actually integrate
this more with the fisheries management in those areas?

DR. TURLEY: My answer 1is, yes, both. I consider these separate
but related issues, and one is that kind of my vision would be for
us to kind of have an aspect that’s kind of like the Weather
Service, and we’re saying this is a warning, a real-time threat,
that can be used, and we don’t want to say this will happen, but
there is an increased likelihood that it will occur, or we are
seeing 1it, and so like bulletins in real-time can provide the
industry with information that they can use however they see fit,
and we don’t want to tell them what to do with it, but, if this
information was of value to them, we definitely think it’s worth
getting out to them.

Then, two, yes, on a seasonal scale, that’s essentially what I
think you’re referring to, and that’s identifying areas, like we’ve
already identified, that hypoxia is likely to occur during certain
situations, and so they’re two things that I think are important
and that we are working towards, for sure.

DR. BARBIERI: Yes. Excellent. Thank you, Brendan. I appreciate
it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Luiz. Jim, please.
55



QO J o Ul wbdh

SRR DS D DDA AN WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNNNR R R R R R
WJdJO U B WNRPOWOWO-JAUDWNRFROWO-JOO®WNRFROWOWOOL-JU S WNR O W

DR. TOLAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will echo the rest of the
SSC members and thank you for a very nice presentation. My only
comment would be, if you do come up with a nice working real-time
forecast model, please send me a copy of it, because, here on the
Texas coast, I expect that about the same latitude that you guys
are, on the lower Texas coast, every September and October, I sit
there with my fingers crossed hoping that we don’t have another
red tide, because we’ve had some real doozies in the last few
decades, and they seem to be getting more frequent, and it would
be really nice to have some forecasting ability, but thanks again
for that presentation.

DR. TURLEY: I like that inclination, and Texas 1is a different
beast, and we haven’t been focused on that area so much, and I
think any sort of forecast ability that we would develop would be
very specific to Florida, unless we’re collaborating with people
in Texas, because that’s been our main focus, and so, if you have
any contacts of people who are working on that in Texas, please
feel free to reach out to me.

DR. TOLAN: To that point, Mr. Chairman?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, please.

DR. TOLAN: There’s a network here in Texas that does our HAB
monitoring, and it’s along the same lines of what you do, the
satellite information and the water quality on the coast, and even
citizen scientists can take water samples. I will only add one
thing that you may or may not have thought of to look into, and I
know it’s a pretty prevalent thing when we get red tides here on
the Texas coast, and that’s middle of summer upwelling, and, when
we get temperatures along the beachfront that drop below seventy-
five degrees Fahrenheit, that's a pretty big indication that we’re
going to have a following September or October.

I’'ve looked at a bunch of water data, and it goes back for a number
of years and that seventy-five-degree upwelling sort of threshold
is pretty consistent, and so I don’t know i1if you’ve looked at the
upwelling index or not. Thank you.

DR. TURLEY: I will just quickly -- That also occurs on Florida’s
coast and work by Rick Stumpf of NOAA has shown this, but also
work by Bob Weisberg out of USF also, and that shows similar
relationships. Thank you for the comment.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Harry, please.
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MR. BLANCHET: First, I just wanted to really congratulate the
researchers on developing this volunteer-based organization. The
quality of information seems to be pretty impressive, and I don’t
know if there is something that this body can do to help give that
group some recognition or thanks or appreciation for their
volunteering and their providing what they have.

Obviously, because this is wvolunteer, this is always a heavy 1lift
in developing and in maintaining that cadre of people to go out
and do the work, when it’s taking away from their own time making
money, and it’s a difficult job.

To me, one of the places that has not been mentioned yet, Doug, is
Sea Grant, as an organization that could have a role in helping to
support this type of project, and I don’t know the capacity of
that local group over there, but this seems like something that
could be done by a couple of Sea Grant agents, as part of their
program, to really help support these guys and help maybe get a
few more profiles and some methods of just improving the frequency
of the data.

I really like the progress that has been made, and I recognize the
amount of effort that it takes to get something like this started,
and what can we possibly do to help improve that, because the
quality of information, and certainly the -- At the price, it’s
hard to beat. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thanks, Harry. Go ahead, Brendan.

DR. TURLEY: I was just going to say thank you for the comment.
For the price, considering what it takes to crew a standard
research vessel, this is a bargain, and the Gulf would -- It would
be tremendous if we could get these programs expanded in the Gulf,
because the South Atlantic and the Northeast have running citizen
science, but also cooperative research programs that do very
similar roles, and I think they’re immensely valuable, and so I
would champion expanding this capacity in any way possible, for
sure.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Any other comments by the SSC?

MR. GREGORY: Mr. Chair, can I just respond to what Harry said?
Florida Sea Grant is already involved with the stone crab industry
in various ways. One, they have helped organize and are working
with an advisory committee through the State of Florida, and
they’ve been working with Dave Chagaris on an outreach program
that he’s been doing with stone crab, and so I think it would be
easy to expand that involvement, if need be, and they’re already
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helping, for the last two or three years, and that’s good.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Dave, to that point?

DR. CHAGARIS: To that point, definitely your county Sea Grant
agents are boots on the ground that we should absolutely leverage,
and, through that stone crab project that Doug mentioned, folks
from -- The agents in Collier County and Marathon and Monroe County
have been making those connections already, and so I can get you
in touch with those people, Brendan.

I do have a question for you, Brendan. Are these fishermen --
When they’re collecting the water quality data, are they also
recording -- Are they setting gear, or are they recording anything

about the fish or other components of the ecosystem?

DR. TURLEY: No, as of now, they are not. It’s something we had
talked about moving into, but it hasn’t gained any traction thus
far, and so, I mean, I will say, on a sort of logistical sort of
side of this, the program has struggled, because of there is no
real funding for it, and so it’s all volunteer-based, and that has
its limitations, and so there is only so much we can collect, given
how much they want to provide to us, and we don’t want to push it,
so to speak.

DR. CHAGARIS: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Will.

DR. PATTERSON: I am amazed at the level of cooperation here and
the amount of data being collected that otherwise would be really,
really tough to get, and a day on a ship like the Hogarth, the
smaller of the two FIO vessels, is like ten-grand a day, plus you
have to pay for personnel, and, in my lab, and I know for other
folks on the panel here, they do quite a bit of cooperative
research with for-hire and recreational, private recreational, and
commercial fishers, but this 1is great example of cooperative
research.

I noticed, on the Florida Commercial Watermen’s Conservation
website, they indicate that the test kits cost about eight-grand
apiece, and so I'm wondering -- I see John is up next, and maybe
he has some information here, or maybe Mandy can address it, but
I wonder what the limiting factor to getting more folks involved
in this particular program, which, when red tide is occurring,
it’s critical to get information, and FWC only has so many
resources, and other folks that are out sampling on the water only
have so many resources to devote to mobilizing to go get data, but
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commercial watermen, for-hire, recreational, captains that are on
the water every day, and they are stewards of the resource, and
this is where they derive their livelihood.

If the limiting factor is test kits, it seems like eight-grand a
kit should be pretty easy to come up with, and I’'m wondering if
there is a group of folks that need kits that don’t have them, and
so what are the limiting factors here for providing the ability
for this to grow even more?

DR. TURLEY: I can speak to that, and so something that we’ve
encountered is -- One is that you have the equipment, but it also
requires maintenance and calibration, and so it’s more than just
having a kit on the boat. Having one, and also maintaining it
properly, 1is also critical to getting quality data out of it too,
and so that’s something to consider. Having either a group of
volunteers, or a core group of people responsible, relatively
skilled people, and it doesn’t take a ton of skill, but it does
take some attention to detail to maintain and calibrate these
sensors.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Mandy, did you have a comment to that point?

DR. KARNAUSKAS: I wanted to invite -- Part of the acknowledgement
here goes to Casey Streeter, who started this organization, and I
believe he’s online, and so I wanted to ask if we could unmute
him, in case he had any thoughts on sort of the hurdles that we
face here.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: While Casey is getting his stuff all figured out,
John, let’s go ahead to your comment.

DR. WALTER: Okay. Thank you, Chair. This brings up something,
and I am listening to what people are saying here, and something
has come to mind. If we could reduce the scientific uncertainty,
we could fish closer to the OFL, and the buffer between the ABC
and the OFL would be less, and red grouper is one of those species
for whom the uncertainty in what a recent red tide has done is one
of the key uncertainties in what the catch advice is going to need
to be.

I remember wus trying to parameterize projections Dbased on
assumptions, but, if we could get that information within one year
of advance, through these kind of programs, we should be able to
chip away pretty substantially at that uncertainty, which would
allow for fishing closer to the overfishing limit, which would
translate to more fish to the fishery.
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In some —-- What it might allow for is some sort of research set-
aside that would allow and fund the research needed to achieve
that scientific certainty, and so I know that funding is tight for
everybody, and I really respect all of the hard work that the
fishermen have put into this, but I don’t want anyone to have to
work for free, because it’s -- Particularly at the scale that we
might want to do this.

I'm wondering if some creative solutions could be found here, and
I know that other fisheries have used those kind of research set-
asides to solve issues, and it’s I think something whose time is
right, and that is something that I think the council could -- The
SSC probably could weigh-in, and the councils could consider it,
and I think that perhaps might provide some means to fund the
science here, and so I want to put that on the table for
consideration. Thanks.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, John. Casey.

MR. CASEY STREETER: 1I’ve been listening, and I had an issue with
my phone, but I agree with John. I mean, the challenges that we
had in getting program started, obviously, was finding the funding
dollars to do it.

I mean, we raised from our community, through private donations,
which, obviously, when you’ve got water quality, everyone wants to
chip in to try to fix the issues that you’ve got, and so, I mean,
from a standpoint of fishermen, to get them involved, I think, if
takes root, as long as the information is used to better the
fishery, and as long as it can take root and our information can
be used to address the issues that we see, and, again, better water
for us means better fishing and more profitability, which is
important.

I mean, we have a lot of challenges in being profitable anyway in
the fishery, and so, when we’ve got water quality issues, it
really, really makes it that much more difficult, but we want to
keep the program going, obviously, and we just want to make sure
that our information can be used to help better it for everybody,
and that’s the main goal.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thank you very much. I appreciate all this
discussion, and certainly the presentation. We’re going to go
ahead and break for lunch now, and we’ll come back at --

MR. RINDONE: Dr. Nance, Dr. Isaacs has his hand up.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Go ahead, Jack.
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DR. ISAACS: I was just thinking, while all this stuff was going
on, and, of course, we don’t want to forget the fishers who are
involved in all of this, and I don’t know if these red tide events
have the same kind of potential for psychological issues among
commercial fishermen that we saw among that group with like the
0il spills and things, but I wonder, if the red tide pops up while
all this other stuff is going, assessing the biological issue,
that you just try to keep track of the fishers and see if this is
affecting them, if it’s stressing them out, 1if it’s having an
effect on them beyond the pocketbook.

It might be an opportunity to kind of address the problem too,
while we’re going out and assessing the biological resources. Of
course, I have no idea how somebody would go about doing that, and
it’s way, way, way beyond my area of expertise, but it’s something
to think about.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Jack. We’ll go ahead and break for
lunch and come back at 1:15 Eastern Standard Time.

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on January 11, 2022.)

January 11, 2022

TUESDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

The Meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Standing and Special Reef Fish, Special Socioeconomic & Special
Ecosystem Scientific and Statistical Committees reconvened on
Tuesday afternoon, January 11, 2022, and was called to order by
Chairman Jim Nance.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Welcome back, everybody. We appreciate the
opportunity to reconvene. As I was thinking over lunch, I didn’t
let Lee know what I was thinking, to have him move after lunch,
and the move the red tide up first, and so I hope that Lee didn’t
think that I was just skipping over him.

Ryan, let’s go ahead and move into Item Number VII, which is the
National Academies of Science Report on the Impacted of Limited-
Access Privilege Programs in Mixed-Use Fisheries. Dr. Anderson is
going to be presenting that, but, Ryan, if you could give us the
overview, and then we’ll move into Lee’s presentation.
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REVIEW: NATIONAL ACADEMIES OF SCIENCE REPORT ON THE IMPACTS OF
LIMITED ACCESS PRIVILEGE PROGRAMS IN MIXED-USE FISHERIES

MR. RINDONE: Yes, sir. Dr. Anderson 1s going to talk about the
NAS report on LAPP programs 1in mixed-use fisheries, and so
fisheries with commercial and recreational use, and Congress
lifted the moratorium on and redefined IFQ programs as LAPPs in
the 2006 reauthorization of the Magnuson Act, and the issue of
IFQs in mixed-used fisheries wasn’t addressed though until the
Modern Fish Act in 2018, and it called for this NAS study of how
fishing under a LAPP might interact with all sectors in a mixed-
use fishery for the same species, and so that being commercial,
recreational, and charter/for-hire.

Recreational fishing is growing throughout the Gulf of Mexico, and
its values and incentives can differ from commercial fishing, and
even the different fleets within the recreational fishing
community can have different values and incentives. Regional
fishery management councils and NMFS benefit from the cooperation
among the sectors in striving to rebuild and sustain these healthy
fish stocks, while weighing these competing claims for allocation.

Evaluating the effects of LAPPs in mixed-use fisheries requires
multiple disciplines, with equal weight to ecology and social and
economic science, and so the SSC 1s going to look at this
information that Dr. Anderson i1s going to present, and you guys
should provide any recommendations, as you think appropriate. Dr.
Nance.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Dr. Anderson, are you ready?

DR. ANDERSON: I am, and Jessica 1s going to help me with the
PowerPoint. She’s got it, and I'm going to tell her, if I remember,
when to turn the page.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: If you don’t tell her, we’ll just stay on Slide
1.

DR. ANDERSON: Yes, I know. I will try and be a good boy. First,
I would like to thank you for the opportunity to present this. I
have to say that this same PowerPoint was used in a presentation
to the Full Council, although the SSC has not seen this yet.

Before I begin, I always like to let people know where I stand on
a certain issue before I start to talk, and LAPPs, as you know,
especially in the Gulf of Mexico and the South Atlantic, sometimes
can be a heated topic, but I have been a supporter of LAPPs, or

62



QO J o Ul wbdh

SRR D D DDA DA DN WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNNNR R P R R R
WJO U B WNRPROWOWO-JAAUDWNRFROWO-JOO®WNRFROWOWOO-JU S WNR O W

ITQOs, way back, back when the predecessor to this committee, the
Socioeconomic Panel, of the Gulf of Mexico, and we went over the
snapper and the grouper proposed LAPP program, ITQ program,
whatever vyou want to call them, and it was two or three-day
meetings, and we would report out and go out and say what should
you do about this and what should you do about that.

It’s interesting that the folks that were on that with me, Walter
Keithly and Ken Roberts and John Ward and Mike Travis, and I think
he's around still, and he’s on, and he was part of that committee,
and I believe Assane was just finishing up his work on his PhD and
attended a lot of those meetings in that capacity.

Here is a list of the committee members that were on this study,
and, now, I don’t know how many of you are familiar with the
National Academy of Sciences, but they are -- They go out and
choose people who they think know a lot about a certain topic,
whatever it is, and ask them to serve, and everybody serves for
free, and you don’t get paid when you do this, and this was an
especially unfortunate, for me anyway, for an old guy that likes
to move around, because every meeting was Zoom. We were all
virtual, and there were meetings in various places of the country
that would have been nice to get out and see, but I was not able
to do that.

If you note, you will recognize some folks on this deal, and Sean
Powers, our colleague, was a member of that committee, and Sherry
Larkin used to be on this committee, the SSC, and you know Steve
Murawski and some other guys from this area, and it’s a very
interesting committee, in that there were twelve people on it,
five of which were economists, and so I felt like I was really in
the top drawer there, when I had so many of my own colleagues, and
I don’t have so much of that on the SSC.

Now, I have told you my views, but, when you are on a National
Academy of Sciences committee, we are told, the whole group 1is
told, we’re here about science, we’re here about social science,
and we’re going to look at questions, and you may have your views,
and, in fact, we all had to tell what our personal views were on
a particular thing, but we were asked to keep those to ourselves
and make comments only if we had evidence to back it up.

Also, I want to point out that I did not prepare this PowerPoint,
and the PowerPoint was presented by staff, and I am going to try
and stick to it and stick to the rules of the Academy, where you
share the results. Dr. Powers, I will offer you the opportunity,
with the Chair’s permission, if you want to make some comments at
the end of this, if you so choose.
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I think most everybody here in this room knows what a LAPP is, and
a LAPP is a limited access program, another name for an ITQ, and
I think that -- It’s permits that are issued to harvest a quantity
of fish, and you can read that sentence as well as I can, but the
whole notion is that they are not licensed to fish, but they are
permits to fish for a quantity of fish, and, if they are given to
people and made transferable, it provides incentives to harvest
efficiently. People want to arrange their activities by boats and
their operations, so that they can catch their limited amount of
fish as inexpensively as possible and, at the same time, find the
highest value for it.

This is the general context, and that first bullet of LAPPs can
alter the incentive structure of a fishery in pursuit of better
conservation and greater efficiency i1f appropriately designed and
accompanied by effective monitoring and accountability measures.

Now, I read that whole thing because I think it’s important that
LAPPs alter the incentive structure. Sometimes I’ve heard other
people get up and say, if you have a LAPP, it will do this, and,
if you have a LAPP, people will be more efficient, and all it does
is alter the incentive structure, and those incentives will work
to accomplish the greater efficiency for the fishery, depending
upon how they are designed for the area and what kind of monitoring
and accountability measures you have, and so that’s the important
thing. LAPPs don’t do anything on their own. They change
incentives that, if designed correctly, can have positive outputs.

Now, the restructuring that occurs can have effects elsewhere, and
that’s what this study is about. What are the impact of LAPPs, or
ITQs, on mixed-use fisheries, where mixed-use fisheries are
defined where the same stocks, or species, are targeted by
recreational, for-hire, and commercial sectors.

The committee charge, you see there are five of them here, and I
can go over them, but the important thing is they were stressed,
and they were set out in the Modernizing Recreational Fisheries
Act of 2018, as Ryan described.

Now, I also like to look at the history of things, and maybe some
of you remember when that Act was passed, et cetera, and, well,
there was —-- It’s interesting for me to note that, if you look at
the earlier versions of the law, there were a lot of things that
were in there that were pushed by the recreational sector, and I
think it’s fair to say that people who were behind pushing the
Modern  Recreational Fishing Act were advocates for the
recreational sector.
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When it was finally passed, and it was passed by a unanimous voice
vote on the last day of the Senate, or whatever the deal was at
that time, and it was the Senate, but I don’t know exactly what
committee it was 1in, et cetera, and the Act was quite different
than some of the things that were pushed before it.

For example, one of the things the law said is that all LAPPs in
mixed-use fisheries in the Gulf and the South Atlantic will be
evaluated every two years. As 1t turns out, that was lifted, and
what happened is they were asked to have the National Academy of
Sciences review this once.

You assess the progress of meeting the goals, assess the social,
economic, and ecological effects of each LAPP, and, now, you could
read this along, but there’s a lot of stuff here on social,

economic, and ecological effects. Assess any 1impacts to
stakeholders in the relevant mixed-use fisheries caused by the
LAPP. Then identify and recommend factors of information that

NMFS and councils should consider when designing, establishing, or
maintaining a LAPP in mixed-use fisheries.

The last policy here, or the last one, is recommend policies to
address any negative impacts to stakeholders, considering costs
and/or feasibility.

Now, that one caught my attention, and it caught others attention,
when we came to this thing. The question was asked, during the
meeting, of wouldn’t a more straightforward policy command be to
recommend policies to address any negative or positive impacts,
considering costs, but, no, and it was only negative impacts that
you were supposed to look at, and the positive effects were not
mentioned.

Now here are the fisheries that are mandated that were studied,
and you recognize snapper and tilefish in the Gulf of Mexico and
wreckfish in the South Atlantic, golden tilefish in the Mid-
Atlantic, and one that not very many people know much about is the
bluefin tuna limited access program, which is regulated by the
Secretary of Commerce.

Now, I think it’s important that these were the fish that were
told to study, and we were also told don’t study anything else,
and do not go study -- Even if you find mixed fish in Alaska or on
the west coast, don’t study those, and my mind always says why are
we told not to do it, and I think, to me, it was the people --
When you pass something, some people are in favor of it, and some
people are against it, and I think the folks that were in --
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Legislators for west coast and Alaska fisheries said, all right,
if you guys in the south want to study these, fine, but we don’t
want you messing up our fisheries, and that’s my opinion, and I
may be wrong, but it is certainly the case that we were told not
to study other fisheries, except if you want to use them for broad
comparison purposes.

We spent a lot of time, on the study, looking at the causation,
and how do you find -- If you’re going to compare LAPPs in mixed-
use fisheries and LAPPs not in mixed-use fisheries, or even just
look at LAPPs in mixed-use fisheries, to see what had happened,
how can you figure out what goes on, and the issue is that it’s
very rare to have two comparable fisheries, one managed with a
LAPP and one without. That would be an ideal way to study it,
that everything is the same in these two fisheries, except one is
a LAPP and one is not. You can look at the comparison and the way
the rec sector operates, and the commercial, et cetera, but that
doesn’t exist.

It's more common when you have a before and after comparison, and
a before and after comparison, as you know, is not as easy to draw
conclusions on, because i1s it after this and therefore because of
this, or are there other things that are happening.

The committee really did get into this sort of thing and the
comparative frameworks, and you study a mixed-use fishery, and you
say, well, what are the things that are going on in there, and
stricter controls on overfishing, stock assessments, et cetera, et
cetera, but what is the difference between the recreational and
the commercial sectors if they’re separate and if they’re together,
and we tried our best to do it and I'm not going to go through all
of the discussions, but that was one that we were always concerned
about.

The other issue was methodological objectives and
interdisciplinary. As you notice, the study had five economists,
and I think two lawyers, two anthropologists, and then a slug of
biologists that made it up, and so there was a lot of disciplines
in there, and we had to get together, because sometimes we do
different things the way we look at a problem, and some of the
discussions, when we started to say, all right, can we draw
evidence on this, and there were discussions of you can’t make
that comparison, Dbecause your formulation of the problem is
incorrect, and that went on for a while, although most of it we
pretty much overcame.

The one problem that we just had to agree on was to do things
differently. Economics, if you try to use statistical tools to
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determine differences, et cetera, you want to take random samples
of your population and then study it and then see if you can
extrapolate from the random sample that you took and extrapolate
things that you can generalize about the whole population.

Well, and I didn’t really know this until we started going about
it, but anthropologists are not so hot on random samples, for
various reasons, where they want to do a certain study and say,
no, we don’t want a random sample, because we want to study this,
and so they will pick a sample that is not random, but they will
pick it and say this is what we want to study, and so we’re going
to look at those folks, and I think the discussion on this was the
economists and the biologists, I think, were on the side of, come
on, 1if you’re going to make conclusions about the general
population, you can only do it if you use random samples, but we
kind of got over that and moved on and said, if there are certain
cases where you have to do that, okay, but let’s explain it.

Here is the overall findings, and, like I said, I did not make
this PowerPoint, and, in some ways, I find it redundant as it goes
through, but that’s okay.

The overall findings are the use of LAPPs in mixed-use fisheries
reviewed by the committee showed 1little discernable impact on
recreational or for-hire stakeholders, and so, if you have a LAPP
in a mixed-use fishery, it doesn’t affect the operation of the
recreational fishery, and, at the same time, we looked at the
outputs of LAPPs in mixed-use fisheries and found that the outcomes
are similar to fisheries that do not have a mixed-use component,
and we really went over that.

On the webpage, the full report, and there’s access to the full
report, and I would encourage you, if you want to know more about
this, to get in and read especially the findings, but, here, we
went in and, when we talked to the people, we would say, all right,
here is the operation of your recreational sector, or here’s the
operation of the LAPP, and are there any rough edges between those
operations, are there area conflicts, are there time conflicts,
are there -- We found out that, for the most part, there wasn’t.

The only issue that recreational people, and I guess commercial
too, would say is those other guys are in here fishing on our fish,
and that was the thing, but there was no overall discernable impact
on the operation of either fishery, one from the other, and I think
that was not a finding that the people who pushed this act were
hoping to get.

Economic impact, there is very strong evidence showing that LAPPs
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mediate the race to fish and strong evidence for increased
profitability in LAPP fisheries, and so the race to fish is an
issue, as far as efficiency and as far as sometimes wasteful
practices, and there was very strong evidence that LAPPs mediate
that, and they also increase profitability of the LAPP fisheries,
which means the fish were harvested more efficiently, at a lower
cost, relative to the revenue.

There 1is some evidence that LAPPs have modestly reduced
economically-wasteful overcapacity, and that’s one thing that is
-—- If you hear about LAPPs, they will say we’re going to cut back
on excess capacity. Well, the evidence that this study found, in
these fisheries, but there has been a modest amount of reduction
in economic waste, and, for the most part, no evidence that
associated consolidation has contributed to market power in the
qgquota market or in the fish market.

Here's some of the findings on ecological impacts, and there is
strong evidence of ecological benefits in the tuna, the ITQ, the
individual bluefin quota, and in reducing regulatory discards and
incentivizing avoidance of catch that you don’t want, and so there
are some ecological benefits that we found in that fishery.

With respect to the other ones, there is weak evidence of modest
ecological benefits in other LAPPs and in improving stock status
for select species, and there is no evidence of ecological harm as
a result of the mixed fisheries, and some of you may recognize
that fellow in the green shirt holding that fish, or maybe not.

There 1is strong evidence that LAPPs have led to improvements in
safety-at-sea. The idea 1is that, if these guys can go out and
fish when they want to, they don’t have to go out in bad weather,
and we found strong evidence that that is the case.

Some other things that are interesting is there are mixed, and
largely inconclusive, effects of LAPPs on labor, with indications
that some participants are better off and others are worse off.
There is no direct evidence of the plus-and-minus effect of the
LAPPs 1in studied fisheries on communities, but there 1is a
significant lack of data to assess it.

You will notice, back there on some of the things that we were
challenged to do, and 1t says tell us what happens 1in the
communities, and, essentially, the committee had to say we can’t
answer that question, because NMFS and other folks Jjust haven’t
collected enough data so that we can make a causal relationship
between the effects of LAPPs in mixed-use fisheries on the
community effects.
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Mixed-use impacts, this is -- Sometimes this PowerPoint 1is
redundant, and, here again, there is no evidence for direct effects
of LAPPs on private recreational anglers or for-hire fisheries.
However, on the commercial, greater accountability of the
commercial sector, due to LAPPs, may be leading to pressures to
obtain greater accountability on the part of the recreational
sector. You can see that, i1f that i1s the case, that can be cause
for turmoil.

The conclusions and the recommendations, there are quite a few,
and, again, in this time that is allotted to me, I'm not able to
go into all of them, but, as with any report, you can go to that
document and find it and read the conclusions and recommendations,
and they’re designed to address economic, social, and ecological
impacts of LAPPs and any future LAPPs in mixed-use fisheries.

Many are applicable to LAPPs in single-sector fisheries, and it’s
important that, for most of the part in this, the recommendations
had to do with data collection and the necessity of
interdisciplinary impact assessment, and the committee was not
proud of the fact, but, like I said, we just cannot answer some of
the questions that were posed in the law, because there is not
enough out there, data, and, quite frankly, there hasn’t been --
Well, I will say this, and I think it’s -- There hasn’t been enough
interdisciplinary work.

Sometimes, when we were going on our sessions, and we were talking
about how these different things came up, there were cases of like,
well, maybe you and I should, the economists, should study this
with an anthropologist, although that never really happened, but
that’s what has to be done if we’re going to get better answers to
these questions.

Again, creation of a LAPP can lead to more fishing effort in other
sectors, and sometimes, if people are pushed out of one sector,
they may go from harvesting another species, and, also, LAPPs may
be viewed as barriers to extending recreational access to the
fishery, because they can shift decision-making structures by
creating a new class of quota holders, and that was a point that
was raised gquite a bit.

Before you had a LAPP, you had these commercial guys out there,
and then you had the recreational guys. Once they get a LAPP,
there’s something that they can get together on, and it did create
a new class of quota holders, although another side of that
argument was this just balances the scales of the independent
commercial fishermen going against the highly-funded recreational
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sector, who gets all their funding and pushes from boats and gear
manufacturers.

Increases in the accountability of the commercial sector, due to
incentives for higher compliance, may highlight accountability
problems in the recreational sector, and we’ve said that before
too, and additional tools are needed to improve accountability
across all sectors.

LAPP design features have enduring effects. Advise councils to
put more effort, via data collection, research, and deliberation
into development and design of new LAPPs and reform of existing
ones. Build upon known issues of such programs. Particular
attention should go to initial allocation, opportunities for hired
captains and crew, and that was one that everybody was going on,
is the captain and crew weren’t in there on initial allocation.
Cost of new entry and transparency.

LAPPs can affect communities through changes, such as increased
social conflict, diminished employment, or loss of processing
plants, and I am going to stress here that recommendations
underscore the importance of the human dimensions research and
build on NOAA’s data on social indicators on coastal and fishing
communities, and this thing was a big thing that was, I think,
pretty much accepted by the whole committee, whether they were
biologists, economists, or anthropologists. The human dimensions
has to be considered.

Major information gaps, here again, the importance of economic and
social data, the need for data on mixed-used fisheries. Some of
this stuff is general statements that don’t mean much, and fishery
policy has major economic, social, and ecological dimensions,
requiring interdisciplinary conceptualizations, and that’s pretty
obvious, but finding ways to integrate divergent disciplinary
perspectives and qualitative and quantitative data more
effectively could lead to new insights, fruitful hypotheses, and
more informed decision-making.

For the most part, I want -- Let’s skip ahead to the one that says
“overall conclusions”, please. The committee’s appraisal of the
influence of LAPPs in mixed-use fisheries is constrained by the
scarcity of data. Our conclusions and recommendations are aimed
at improving the management system that, in many respects, appears
to be working well, and I thought that was a -- It’s working well.
Recognize how potentially transformative LAPPs can be and the
challenges of mixed-use fisheries.

Now, I am, with your permission, Mr. Chairman, I’'m going to stop
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there, but I'm going to take two minutes to just stop speaking as
a member of this committee, which I was proud to work for, and I
learned a lot, and I enjoyed a lot, and getting back to my role as
a member of this scientific committee, but, more importantly, an
economist on this Scientific and Statistical Committee.

Let me point out one thing. Since -- Well, in the recent three or
four months, the council has taken action on allocations between
recreational and commercial, and I’'m not going to say whether that
was good or Dbad, but I'm just going to acknowledge that it
occurred, and fish were reallocated from commercial to the
recreational sector.

Now, the other point I want to make is that a fact, and another
fact is, to the best of my knowledge, and I read Ryan’s memos
regularly, this point -- This thing was a council action, and it
was never brought to the SSC’s attention. Now, granted, we don’t
have that many economists on the panel now, and I don’t know what
happened to Walter and Ken, and I hope they just said, oh, I'm
tired, but we do have Rich, who is with us now, and there is still
some people on the Socioeconomic Panel, or whatever it’s called.

I would ask the council, and I would ask our leader, Dr. Simmons,
to consider -- If you’re going to keep us economists around, and
you’ re going to have an SSC, to look at this stuff. Our conclusions
are a scarcity of data and studies for commercial -- I don’t say
that this -- I am not promising that an SSC can say here’s the
best way to do it, but, if you’ve got questions, and you say here
is the way we’re doing it, and, if you put these minds, my
biological colleagues and my anthropological colleagues and
economic colleagues together, we can say, all right, this is a
reasonable approach, and this is likely the way it will happen,
and these are the results.

I think that -- Shoot me if I'm being spoiled or thinking of
myself, but I think we can add something to what this council does
if we take advantage of the combined backgrounds of our SSC, and
I will stop there. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Lee, thank you for your presentation and your
comments. They’re always well received. Do we -- We will go ahead
and open the floor up for comments now. David Griffith, please.

DR. GRIFFITH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is David Griffith,
and thanks, Lee, for that presentation, and I really appreciate
your work and the work of the other people on the committee, and
I really enjoyed that report that you guys produced, and I look
forward to hearing about more, or the potential for more, research
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in the future about this.

Actually, I just have a very specific question about one of the
issues that you brought up having to do with -- I think it was
labor, and you said something about labor being -- Some were better
off, and some were worse off, and were you talking about captains
and crew, and was that -- I mean hired captains and crew, and not
the ones that own their own vessels and own the shares, but then
was that -- Are you saying that it’s very difficult for these
crewmen and hired captains to get into the fishery because they
have to buy shares, or they have to fish for somebody who has
shares, and, if so, then what about the ones that are better off?
Are they employed for more of the year, or what’s going on with
that particular issue? Thanks.

DR. ANDERSON: David, you know what you just asked me to do, and
I could give a lecture, if I knew all the information, for a very
long time on it, but, basically, in some areas, and 1n some
segments, the labor got better, and they may have worked fewer
hours, but their wages went up, and I really cannot say that was
the problem, and it happens all over, and so it’s very difficult
to say that, if you put a LAPP in, that labor is going to be worse
off or labor is going to be better off, and it depends upon the
particular thing, and that kind of goes back to some of the work
that I know you’ve done, where you get in and look at the various
cases. I am going to dodge your question, but that’s what the
conclusion was. In some cases, 1t’s better, for both areas and
skill groups, and, in other places, it was worse.

DR. GRIFFITH: Could I ask a follow-up question?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, go ahead.

DR. GRIFFITH: Thanks. But was the committee interested in the
whole issue of crew being able to get into fishery, by either
buying shares or figuring out some way for hired captains and crew
to get into the fishery? I am Jjust curious about that.

DR. ANDERSON: The issue came up in a lot of ways, and one of them
is, once you get this thing settled, and people have their rights,
it is difficult for others to come in, and it’s not just laborers,
but it’s a captain may have a hard time getting in, because, 1if a
boat has got an ITQ share with it, and it’s profitable, then you
can’t get in it for free, and it’s kind of a -- I don’t know how
to say this, but this is one of the pros and cons of it.

If the idea is to get the people making more money, that’s fine,
but, at the same time, you cannot have everybody get in there,
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because the ones that have it -- The reason that they are making
money 1is that it’s limited, and I 1liken this, in some ways,
although it may not be a perfect comparison, but, if you want to
go out and be a farmer now, try to go out and buy a profitable
piece of land for farming.

There is so much that you have to hire and everything, and it’s
hard to get into farming, and it’s hard to get into an ITQ, LAPP,
fishery that is successful, if you want to keep it successful, and
there are programs that I guess you can try to make subsidized
loans or whatever, and there are pros and cons of all of those.
All that a subsidized loan may do is increase the price to the
owner, and so it’s a problem, and it exists whenever you have a
property that is stable.

DR. GRIFFITH: Thanks. I really appreciate that, Lee. Thanks
again.

DR. ANDERSON: You’re welcome.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Will, please.

DR. PATTERSON: Thanks. Thanks, Lee, and thanks to your committee
for its work on this. You know, the presentation, I realize, and
you Stressed a few times that you didn’t put it together, but it’s
quite qualitative, and I’'m not really sure, given what we’ve been
asked, as far as review of this and providing input to the council,
that we have enough information here to really say much of
anything.

One thing that is curious to me is if you guys tried to quantify
any of the impacts of the LAPPs, and words, or statements, are
made 1in the presentation about better, improved, but to what
extent? Like how successful have these programs actually been to
achieve their goals, and not necessarily the unintended
consequences, like David just was asking about, but to actually
achieve their goals, and then, as a follow-up to that, like how
well have the ones in the Gulf done to achieve their goals, and
are there certain aspects, among the range of LAPPs that vyou
examined —-- Are there certain characteristics of programs that may
make them more likely to achieve the goals that were stated when
the programs were created?

DR. ANDERSON: Will, you’re a toughie. That was one of the issues,
is that we looked them over, and there is some more detail in the
written report, but, for the most part, no. I wasn’t just being
gentle, or kind, to David, and these things take more detailed
study, and so the general thing is that it’s going to be effective.
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Now, depending on what goes on.

The better you have for fisheries markets, the better you have
setup so that the quota itself can be transferred easily and in a
transparent market, those are the sorts of issues that help, and
the more the fishers are able to understand that, and not only
know how to be a good fisherman, but know how to be a good
speculator on different shares, that’s where 1it’s going to pay
off. I am sure that isn’t the exact answer you want, but I do not
know of a study that said, boom, boom, boom, one, two, three, these
are the things that you look for.

DR. PATTERSON: Okay. Thanks.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Trevor, please.

MR. MONCRIEF: Thank you. I want to kind of go back to -- I was
going to ask a question about Slide 16, and we don’t have to go
back to it, but it kind of follows Will’s point, and I do appreciate
this presentation, and it was very informative, and I'm trying to
do my best to flash back and forth between the report and
everything else, to answer my questions, but it says to creation
of a LAPP can lead to more fishing effort in other sectors.

I was Jjust wondering how -- Was that just theorized, that if you
cut people out of a different sector that their effort is going to
go to another sector, or is that like a theory of like, well, if
we create a resource that might be constrained, and, all of a
sudden, it’s going to lead to a derby fishery in other sectors,
and I just kind of wonder how that conclusion came to be.

DR. ANDERSON: Well, it’s a theoretical thing that you come up
with. If you’ve got a fishery that has X boats, and you put in a
limited entry, and so you’ve got X minus Y that can still fish,
those Y boats aren’t going to disappear, and they’re not going to
just say, okay, I'm going to go home and tie my boat to the dock,
and so they go into the next most profitable, or, if not
profitable, at least comparable, so that their skills work there,
and they’11 go in there, and so there is a crowding out, and that’s
theoretical, and it has been shown to be the case in action.

MR. MONCRIEF: Okay, and is that -- Just a point of clarification,
and is that moving into fishing for other species, basically like
fishing down the chain, almost, or is it other sectors themselves,
like mostly recreational?

DR. ANDERSON: For the most part, it’s the commercial will go to
other commercial. I don’t know if they go up or down the chain,
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and the guy who catches fish and sells it doesn’t care where in
the food chain it is, and he cares i1f there’s a market for it, and
if his gear and his marketing skills, et cetera, can do okay there,
and so those are the ones that will do it.

Sometimes, and this will be more hypothetical, but you’ve heard
that a commercial guy, depending on the makeup of his boat, could
get into taking people out to fish and become kind of a big, ugly
charter boat, or a headboat.

MR. MONCRIEF: I know what you’re talking about, and what I meant
by fishing down the chain is essentially moving down a less-
regulated species that was easily accessed.

DR. ANDERSON: Less regulated, but would -- Yes, Dbecause, if
they’re requlated, then it’s hard to get into, and so you look
around say where can I go, and where I can make similar money, or
at least some money.

MR. MONCRIEF: Thank you for that, Lee.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Steven.

DR. SCYPHERS: Thank you, Lee, for the presentation and all the
great work by the committee. I really enjoyed the report and the
presentation today. I wanted to ask you about one of the
conclusions, where you said there was not a lot of direct evidence
on community-level social impacts, and I appreciated your comment
that there 1is, oftentimes, a scarcity of human subject data on
this, but I was curious if, through the committee meetings and
other activities, if there were indirect sources of information,
or public comment at the meetings, that helped the committee think
about the social impacts.

I am particularly curious about the commercial and the fishing
community aspects here, as it talks a lot about consolidation and
those types of issues, and a related question, Jjust if you have
thoughts on it, is how difficult it is to measure this type of
social change using community-level measures.

If a working waterfront is changing, is that something that you
would see in community-level data anyway, and Jjust, in general,
what the general sentiment was on if these types of programs had
mixed effects on fishing communities or if it’s largely considered
likely negative effects that might be harder to detect, and I just
was curious of your thoughts on that. Thank you.

DR. ANDERSON: Okay, and this is a tough one, because we certainly
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got, in the different townhalls that we had remotely, we had some
people say that all hell has broken loose, and other people said
it’s okay, and the issue that we had is a rule that we tried to
use as a committee is we want to know if there is a causation here,
and can you say there is a direct link between bringing a LAPP
fishery into an area that has mixed-used fisheries that is this
going to affect the people.

Now, you know it’s going to affect it, but the stuff that we saw
is, that you saw, is, no, we don’t have enough evidence to say,
for certain, in a social science concept, this was the result of
that, and it will happen every time, and so there is a lot of that
kind of stuff, and I'm sure you could find it yourself, by going
out and talking to people, but the committee itself, and I think
I'm quoting it, and you saw the slides that I didn’t prepare, and
there is just not enough there.

That’s why, in some ways, they threw up their hands, but they said
we are not going to throw up our hands, but we’re going to say,
NMFS and Sea Grant, if we’re going to do a better job at making
correct decisions, we have to be able to predict what will happen
to the social thing, and we’re going to need better data.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Jack, please.

DR. ISAACS: Lee, and everybody else who served on that committee,
I want to tell you how much I enjoyed this report, and it was very
informative to me. I can remember, when I was in graduate school,
the idea of ITQs and IFQs were relatively new.

They were being tried in New Zealand at the time, and they proved
to be somewhat successful there, and then there was this thought,
or promise, of them coming to the United States, and I thought it
was interesting to see how the level of success with the ITQs and
IFQs has been observed, but not quite perhaps at the level that I
thought, in my little head, back in graduate school, that it seemed
like the ITQOs were going to be this big solution to a lot of
problems, and it looks like, so far, they have addressed certain
problems, but that there are other problems in the fishery that
remain, and ITQs have not been able to address them quite so well.

I would actually like to see this report, when it’s finished, be
read by lots of people in graduate school, to understand the
importance of institutions and structures of markets in
determining how well something like this actually works, and there
is many a slip between the cup and the lip, as the saying goes,
but one of the things I saw in your paper was that some quota
markets seem to be more successful than others, and do you have
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any thoughts on what might make a quota market more or less
successful?

DR. ANDERSON: Well, Jjust use your microeconomics. The more
information available, the number of people in the market on the
buyers and sellers side, and a lot of it had to do with do they
know what they’re buying and what they’re selling, and what good
does it do you to buy an ITQ, and how much do you pay for it, and
so there has got to be some basic economics in there.

I am going to answer another question that you brought up, if I
may, Jack, and that is one of the things that really bugged me
about this is that a bunch of people got together and said ITQs,
or LAPPs, are not a panacea, and that really made me mad, because
I said who says they’re a panacea, and I never said they were a
panacea, and I don’t know anybody who says they’re a panacea except
for somebody that wants to publish an article arguing against the
panacea, and I go on too much there, I know, but I think that
that’s one thing.

They are not a panacea, and they do not work on all problems, and
they do not work in all fisheries. When I say I’'m an advocate of
it, it doesn’t mean that I would mandate them for everybody, but
I would say, if you’re thinking of a fishery that has some economic
efficiencies in it, that has some biological problems, can you
design a program for that fishery, and I think you can, and
especially if you give care to the way that the initial allocation
is made, so that you not only consider the first-time people, but
the second-time people, and what’s going to happen two generations
down, when people die and these things are out there on the market.
It's not a panacea, but it has a lot of good attributes.

DR. ISAACS: Thank you, Lee, and I appreciate that, and I wish you
were here in person, because I would love to be able to pick your
brain after the meeting too, to learn more. Thank you very much.

DR. ANDERSON: The lack of a bar after a meeting is a high cost of
these types of meetings.

DR. ISAACS: Well said.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Mike Travis.

DR. MIKE TRAVIS: -- the IFQs that have been brought up, and to
kind of go back a little bit, I think, to Will’s original question,
and so, I guess somewhat in defense of the group’s report, and
what they had at their disposal and what they did not, at the time
they were meeting and working on their report, they had access to
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a number of documents that we provided, including the initial five-
year reviews of both the red snapper and grouper-tilefish programs.

However, at that time, we were in the midst of working on the
following Jjoint review of the red snapper and grouper-tilefish
programs, and that review was not completed until after their
committee had finished their deliberations, and so they did not
have that at their disposal, and that’s rather important, because
we had a lot more information, and there’s been a lot more data
collected, and a lot more analysis has been conducted since the
initial reviews, and, unfortunately, the panel did not have that
at their disposal when they were writing up their report.

However, I do want to note that all of the reviews, including the
last joint review of the two programs, have been made available
and have been reviewed by this SSC, and so everyone, except of
course the new SSC members, should be aware of that.

The second point I will make is the idea that the committee puts
forth about, and I don’t disagree with them, about the idea of you
don’t want to do before-and-after comparisons, and it’s not the
best approach, and you really want to do -- You want to use a
counterfactual approach, and I think we all understand that, but
it's nice to think of, in theory, and, in practice, it can be far
more difficult, because these programs don’t work in an
experimental LAPP, and I will give you an example, because I’ve
been working with some of the committee members on those types of
analyses.

An excellent example of where this becomes very difficult is in
the case of the grouper-tilefish program, where that was
implemented in 2010, and, well, what else happened in 2010? This
thing called the BP o0il spill, and that had some major confounding
effects with respect to how the program worked in the early stages.

In addition, at that same time, we were also implementing new
regulations with regard to the bottom longline component of the
fishery because of sea turtle 1issues, and so you have two
significant confounding events when you’re trying to determine
exactly what the effects of the LAPP program were, and so, you
know, it sounds easy, in theory. In practice, it isn’t, a lot of
the time.

Then I wanted to mention, and, actually, speaking of new research,
and so Jack asked about gquota markets, and Lee had mentioned that,
yes, that the research that we’ve done so far has not shown any
exercise of market power due to consolidation and concentration.
However, there 1is a recent piece of research, done by Andrew
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Ropicki and others at the University of Florida, which, if I recall
correctly, was presented to the council, and I don’t recall it
being presented to the SSC, but it’s a social network analysis,
and the gist of it is, and I don’t want to get into the details
here, but we may need to take a closer look at behavior and how
entities operate in these markets, because, in the past, we have
generally assumed that individual entities behave on an individual
basis.

This new analysis suggests that there may be some cooperative group
behavior going on, and that would force us to revisit the market
power analyses that we’ve done in the past, and so research
advances, and we learn from new science.

DR. ANDERSON: Correct, and, Mike, you’re right that, 1if we’re
going to do these kind of studies, sometimes you’re stuck with
before and after, but that’s where it takes -- You’ve really got
to get down and say, let me separate out the confounding effects,
and can I sit down and theoretically think what it is, can I get
in and look at those, and maybe do it econometrically. Marty
Smith, who was on the -- And Joshua are both very good economists
who do a lot of that sort of work, where they try to work on the
econometrics of it, but it’s not easy.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thanks for those comments. Luke.

DR. FATIRBANKS: Thanks. I just have a brief comment and then a
question. First off, thanks, Dr. Anderson, for that presentation.
I thought this was a really interesting report, as a lot of other
folks have mentioned, and I guess my first comment is -- It kind
of came out of the report, but also from some of this discussion,
and I think I've only been on the SSC for a short time, but I do
-- I was encouraged by the report and some of the discussion,
because of the way that the report itself did stress some of these
needs for interdisciplinary research and interdisciplinary kinds
of data, and I think it raises a lot of questions that I think are
good for us to wrestle with, things like epistemological questions
about causation and quantitative versus quantitative data and how
these things can be integrated with.

I think this presentation here, and hopefully going forward, it
can kind of make those epistemological challenges something that
we should probably really work to confront and wrestle with and
try to resolve, rather than just something to get past or work
around when we’re doing things like determining best available
information or what have you. Again, having only been on this
committee for a short time, I’'m sure that this is probably a long-
standing thing that you all have been working on and discussing
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for quite a while.

The second thing is a more specific question, and it was kind of
brought up in the last question, and I was Jjust curious if you
could talk a bit more in the report, and, in the presentation,
there’s a mention that there is no evidence that consolidation has

contributed to market power in the gquota market. However,
stakeholders have expressed a lot of concerns about fairness and
equity, and so I’'m kind of curious about what -- Are the

stakeholder concerns not considered evidence, or are their
concerns more about political power, rather than some strictly
defined market power, or, if you could just speak more to that, to
clarify it for me.

DR. ANDERSON: Well, I will do the best I can, and I will probably
get myself in trouble here, but the comments were, of the fisheries
we studied, we did not see any market power, and especially for
the quota itself, and I will say, and, like I said, I'm getting
myself in trouble, and my wife always says that you should shut up
when you get an idea in your head, and it’s clear, to me, that the
surf clam fishery has market power in the quota.

The industry has not caught the entire whatever you call it, their
quota, for I don’t know how many years. They catch 60 percent of
it, and so 40 percent of that quota is not being harvested, and
now that means -- Why is it not being harvested? Because you can’t
just catch a clam and then sell it in a roadside stand. It’s got
to go through processing, and the processors -- If they have the
natural blockade on getting it -- They don’t want to buy from
everybody. They buy from who they want, and, if they don’t want
to buy it, they don’t buy it, and that’s what monopsony is. They
don’t have to buy all that’s out there to meet their market demand.
They have a monopsony power.

I have said this several times to the council, but it doesn’t seem
to be doing much good, and so there are cases where other aspects
can cause trouble with it, but I think your basic -- I don’t think
you can get a monopsonistic power on grouper or snapper, and there
are just too many places that you can sell it, and it doesn’t have
to be processed in a special way, and so the issue there is that
we said we didn’t find it in the fisheries we looked at, and it
doesn’t mean that it doesn’t exist elsewhere.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you for that. Mandy, please.

DR. ANDERSON: One other thing. You said you wanted to -- I hope
that the folks in the back of the room there, our fearless leaders,
are looking at this and saying maybe we can, when the council needs
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some advice on this, we can let -- We can turn this loose to the
committee, including our biologists and anthropologists, and, if
we have to bring on ad hoc, get Ken and Walter back here somehow,
and our fellow from Texas A&M, and he’s ready to go, and so we can
do this, I think, but at least I would like to try.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Lee. Mandy, please.

DR. KARNAUSKAS: Thanks, Mr. Chair, and thanks to Lee and the
committee for putting together this presentation and the report,
and I found them both very informative. My comment was kind of to
Lee’s last point, and I'm trying to think what we do with this
information, as an SSC, and what recommendations we could give to
the council.

I guess my take-home so far, from what’s been presented, is that
we’ve got some potential issues with LAPPs, and there are some
data gaps that need to be filled, in order to fully understand the
impacts of LAPPs, and in particular with respect to social and
economic impacts, and the SSC has wide expertise to help the
council work through some of these issues, and so I guess I would
ask, of the SSC, what, if anything, can we recommend to the council
on this, and I know that there is the recent working group that
was created to look at ITQs, and is there something that we want
to steer them towards, coming out of this work. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Ava, go ahead.

DR. AVA LASSETER: Thank you. I just wanted to tag-on to what
Mandy just said and what Lee has been talking about, that there
was a specific recommendation in the report, and I think it speaks
to this, and so I just sent it to staff. You have this foundation
to kind of build on to make recommendations to the council, and so
this is actually in the report.

DR. ANDERSON: Then it’s got to be right. Thank you. The thing
with this, the NMFS and the councils -- We can do all we can, but
there 1is wvery little that an SSC, by itself, can do. If the
council, if the staff, if they don’t want to, for whatever reason,
don’t want to address these questions, it won’t get answered.
Somebody has got to say, all right, these are the things we want
to accomplish, and we think that we need to look at -- I don’t
know, and dare I say it again, but some reallocations, and how can
certain goals be accomplished by reallocations, and how can they
occur, given the rules for making reallocations, or it doesn’t
even have to be reallocation.

If we’'re going to have the SSC work —-- For the most part, we cannot
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spring up and say we want to do work, because it won’t necessarily
be listened to, but, if we can get some folks to say, yes, we think
we can use some solid SSC background, with interdisciplinary people
on teams and working together, to answer our specific policy-
related questions, then we’ll do it. Otherwise, we’re just sitting
here talking up steam.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: A quick question, to Ryan, maybe. When the
council received this presentation, did they have any motions?

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair, they did not.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. That doesn’t mean that we can’t
have, and so, if there are any, please think of them, and we can
certainly entertain those. Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I guess my point, or my
question, is for Lee. Lee, thank you for that great presentation,
and it was great to have that summary, and not just a summary of
the committee report, but also by having your own personal
impressions as a very experienced fisheries economist, and so I
appreciate that.

My question is, usually, these types of National Academy studies,
especially one 1like this, that 1is tied to the Modernizing
Recreational Fisheries Act, would have, in there, a quasi, or I
would say mandatory, response by NOAA Fisheries, within a specific
timeline, where they would not necessarily address directly each
one of those recommendations that come out of the report, but they
usually at least present a game plan or give us some idea of how
those recommendations will be addressed. I would imagine that, in
this case, what the National Academy calls the sponsor for that
study was NOAA Fisheries, and is that correct, Lee?

DR. ANDERSON: Yes.

DR. BARBIERI: Right, and so, in that case, I would expect a set
of formal responses from them, and I understand that, in this
study, the recommendations are being directed not just to NOAA
Fisheries, but to some other bodies, like the councils themselves,
and perhaps others as well, but I think that that response that
they provide, and I guess 1it’s in the form of a report, if I
remember correctly, is helpful in saying, okay, what are the steps
that are going to be taken to try to operationalize, right, because
a study of this nature, like you said clearly, can go into all the
small details and too much into the weeds, and it’s really looking
at the big picture and trying to integrate different types of
information and make some generalized recommendations and an
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assessment of what we discussed and some generalized
recommendations.

Until we see something that is more operational on how these things
are going to be implemented, it’s hard to tie them directly to
actions that come out of this, and so, anyway, do you know anything
about that, or can you help us understand?

DR. ANDERSON: Luiz, the studies that come out from the Inspector
General -- They do a lot of studies, and usually maybe NMFS will
ask the Inspector General, or there are some other organizations
that I am saying wrong, but they come out and say this is what we
want, and they will say -- NMFS has to respond to those different
things, and it’s right in the document, but an Inspector General
and whatever this other avenue is, and I can’t seem to think of
it, and maybe it is the Inspector General, but it’s different than
these National Academy of Sciences.

They pay for it, and they pay for it because it’s mandated by a
bill, and they get their money, and they do good work, or at least
I think they do, and they get a lot of free labor, but they do
good work, but they don’t have to report to anybody, and so I think
it would be nice if somebody did, or I guess somebody at NMFS could
say let’s get a team here to tell us to come up with some things
of what we can do about this. I don’t know whether that’s a good
idea or not, but there is no mandate to respond to a National
Academy of Sciences report.

DR. BARBIERI: Okay. Thank you. Just because, Lee, in a couple
of other studies 1like this that I have been involved in, that
mandate was there, and it was explicit in the language, right,
that set up the process for this study to be put in place.

DR. ANDERSON: Then you have the advantage on me, Luiz. I do not

know of one. None of them that I’ve been on have been that way,
and I know you’ve been on them, and you were on a sister study
while we did this, and I know that, but we never had mandates. We

have to write the report, but there is no mandate that NMFS or
somebody has to do, that I know of.

DR. BARBIERI: I see, yes. Thank you, Lee. I appreciate it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Mike, if you have a specific one to that point
from NMFS.

DR. TRAVIS: I do, and so Luiz and Lee kind of were jumping around
it, but I think they got the gist of it right, and it really
depends on the authorizing legislation, and so, if the act

83



QO J o Ul wbdh

BSERD D DDA AN WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNNNR R P R R R
WJdJO U B WNRPOWOWO-JAAUDWNRFROWO-JOO®WNRFROWOWOOL-JU S WNR O W

requiring the National Academy of Sciences report explicitly says
that the agency has to officially respond to the recommendations
in the report, then we will respond to the recommendations in the
report, and, yes, that has been done, and Luiz is correct that
that definitely has been done in the past, and I have worked on
responses to NAS reports in the past, but, for whatever reason, in
this case, the Modern Fish Act, as we call it, did not require the
agency to officially respond to the recommendations in this
particular report, and so that has not been forthcoming.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you.
DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Mike. That’s very helpful. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes. Richard.

DR. WOODWARD: I just quickly wanted to add my agreement of need
for interdisciplinary research, and I would be happy to participate
in such endeavors, and so I just want to make sure that Lee hears
my voice and knows that I am with him on that.

I did have one question. In the presentation, or the preparation
of the report, did you give any consideration at all to the use of
LAPPs within the recreational or the for-hire sectors, or was that
completely off the --

DR. ANDERSON: We only had discussions on it, and I forget where
it went, but there were some in the Gulf, but that wasn’t in the
rules, and Joshua Abbott wanted to do some stuff on it, but it
just didn’t come to fruition. I cannot recall if we were told not
to, but we didn’t, and I do think it’s an interesting topic.

DR. WOODWARD: With Josh on the committee, I would have thought it
would have come up.

DR. ANDERSON: But Josh can only do so much.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes. Lee, thank you for that presentation. Ava,
one last comment?

DR. LASSETER: Speaking to the question that Richard just had, I
believe there is a recommendation though that does say that the
council should consider -- I am trying to find it. Continue
discussion, and, 1if I find it, I will send it to staff and have
them put it on the screen in just a moment.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Unless there are specific -- I am kind of
with Will on it, and it’s a very interesting report, and I
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appreciate hearing it, and there’s not really anything that I think

we can respond to. There are certainly some general things. If
anyone wants to offer a motion, a general motion, on things we
would like to see happen, please do so. John.

DR. FROESCHKE: Hopefully I’'m not backtracking us too much, but
I'm just trying to understand a little bit earlier comments from
Lee about wanting more involvement in the process of developing
allocation documents and things, and he sort of mentioned the red
grouper amendment specifically, and I am Jjust trying to think
through the mechanics of how that was done, and it was really using
existing protocols, if you will, and simply trying to account for
the changes to the FES and things, and so I guess I’'m just not
sure, 1in the future, what sorts of evaluations the SSC thinks that
they would make, or what kinds of information you would like to
see earlier on in the process.

DR. ANDERSON: If I could, and I don’t want to be a smart-aleck

here, but I am sometimes am. I have sat in on four days of
listening, or maybe five or six days, total, listening to the Great
Red Snapper Count. I have seen so many things on that, and the

council and the SSC looked at it and came up with comments.

All the time that the council was considering that reallocation,
and, now, this part could be my fault, and I should follow-up, but
I never saw anything of it being mentioned that the council is
considering it, and I never saw a letter to put this on the agenda
and let’s talk about what it is and what we’re trying to do, and
here is -- Just brief us, so that we can make comments, and those
are the sorts of things -- If you’re going to get advice from us,
you’ re going to have to ask questions to help us get informed, and
it's partially on us, and I know I didn’t do a lot of studying on

this, but I was -- In fact, there was a -- Well, no, I won’t say
that. I say that I talk too much, but I was surprised, and I saw
it in a National Fisherman release that the council does this. I

thought, that’s where I hear about it, and I'm on the SSC, and I
don’t even hear about this until it makes the industry press?

DR. FROESCHKE: Well, a quick follow-up, if I may.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: You bet, John.

DR. FROESCHKE: The first part, about the Great Red Snapper Count,
we didn’t address allocation on that one, but, on red grouper, we
did. I mean, we discussed the allocation options the council was
considering before the SSC, because we requested and received
catch-level-specific recommendations, conditioned on the wvarious
allocations the council was considering, because, if you recall,
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due to differences in selectivity between the fishermen, the ABC
and the OFL recommendations do differ, based on the different
allocations, and so some of that information was available.

DR. ANDERSON: If that is the case, I apologize. I do not remember
a specific case where we were looking at a -- Well, I'm sorry, but
an issue is I think it would be nice, if the council and council
leadership wants answers on these things, from a general sense,
ask us, and that’s all I’'m saying.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: It was presented from grouper and so forth, but
it’s just it was kind of a subtle way to do it, Lee, and we came
up with different allocations, and then we provided the ABCs and
so forth for those, and so, while it wasn’t implicit, it was
certainly —--

DR. ANDERSON: It was an ABC discussion with implications for
reallocation, and it wasn’t a reallocation discussion.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: That’s true.
DR. ANDERSON: Okay, and that’s my mistake.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: But I hear what you’re saying. Ava.

DR. LASSETER: Thank you. I looked up the recommendation, and I
just wanted to share it with the group, and I think it speaks to
what Richard was just talking about.

DR. ANDERSON: That is a good thing, and, now, I'm sure that Dr.
Simmons is looking at that and saying, well, that’s all well and
good, but I’ve got a lot of stuff to do, and so that may -- We
ought to find out what is a good idea and what Dr. Simmons and the
leadership, the chair of the council, thinks are something that
they’re going to, and if they can hone it down and then come up
with specific questions, I think the SSC or sub-committees, or
maybe we could bring on some ad hoc people for a special problem,
and we can help.

Like Rich said, we’re willing to do it, and I was being really
sarcastic about the Great Red Snapper stuff, because I’ve sat
through a lot of it, and I bet you guys like Will Patterson and
those other guys wouldn’t mind sitting through a discussion where
we bring in some economics and some anthropology, and I'm sure we
would learn from guys like him and the other guys and just give us
some thoughts on it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. John Mareska.
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MR. MARESKA: This is John, and so I guess I was -- The slide that
was up on the presentation, where it talked about the additional
tools and stuff that would be needed, and I think that was Slide
13 or 16, and it was in bold, and, as I was reading the report
that goes along with it, I was thinking that all those additional
tools are probably the recommendations that are at the tail-end of
this report, which included the reference that Ava just put up,
and I Jjust want to thank the committee for all those
recommendations. It gives me a lot to think about, in regard to
making any kind of recommendation in regard to this presentation
and the report. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, John. Will.

DR. PATTERSON: A couple of points. One, to what Lee’s been
talking about with the reallocation types of discussions, I think
reallocation has come before us in a few different ways, a few
different times, in the past couple of years, and I am always a
bit leery, and I think my public comments attest to that, about
reallocation types of discussions within the SSC, and I am very
sensitive to that our discussions are centered on the scientific
basis for evaluating different potential policy changes and not
the philosophy of the policy change or somehow endorsing a
particular policy change.

To what Lee is, I think, alluding to here, I don’t think we have
had much, as far as any economic analysis of how those policy
changes might affect various constituencies or sectors, and maybe
that’s the thing that he is voicing frustration about, because,
while I don’t know much about that science, I would like to hear
more socioeconomic type of analyses, and we’ve had more of that
type of analysis in the past few years, and I think it’s been quite
helpful to balance out our review of information that goes to the
council.

The other comment I had was, based on what Ava just put up about

the text of that specific recommendation, which seems to me -- If
that could be put up again, so that people could see it, that might
be helpful. Basically, it says that councils and partners in

state-based management, and, if there’s a LAPP fishery in a mixed-
use fishery, then perhaps reforms could be instituted so that you
would have accountability among all the various sectors that you
have in an IFQ, or ITQ, fishery.

I think this type of comment -- It seems kind of like a backdoor
way to say, hey, you should have catch shares, and not that there’s
anything inherently wrong with catch shares, but I just think that
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they can be evaluated on their merit without saying, well, we now
have this accountability in IFQ fisheries on the commercial side,
and can we institute the same kind of accountability on the
recreational side, either for-hire or private.

To me, it really comes down to something that John Walter mentioned
earlier today, and that’s uncertainty, right? The less uncertainty
we have in the science, the closer the ABC is to the OFL, and, the
less uncertainty we have in the management realm, the closer the
ACL, or the ACT, is to the ABRC.

Any of these types of management scenarios, or processes, which
help to decrease management uncertainty would enhance the -- It
would increase the amount of the quota, because of either
scientific uncertainty or, in this case, management uncertainty
decreasing, but, again, those can be considered on their own
without linking them here to LAPPs, and they can be considered in
mixed-sector fisheries for which the commercial side doesn’t have
an IFQ, or an ITQ, program.

I just think, in general, we should all be trying to think about
ways to decrease either scientific or management uncertainty, to
make the fisheries in our region more efficient and more
sustainable.

DR. ANDERSON: Mr. Chairman, can I bust in here for a minute?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Go ahead, Lee.

DR. ANDERSON: First, Will, I certainly agree that you have to be
careful on distribution issues, and I would never say this is the
right distribution, because you cannot say that, but all I'm saying
is that we can provide information that says these will be the
effects of it, and here is different ways of handling it, and so
I hope that I was not interpreted as saying that I want to get in
this and that I want to tell people what’s the right way to do it,
and that’s definitely not our role.

DR. PATTERSON: T didn’t mean to imply that’s what you were saying,
Lee, and so sorry for the confusion.

DR. ANDERSON: No problem.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Carrie, I'm going to move you up to the front.
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Dr. Anderson,

I feel 1like you’re still kind of mad at me for cutting down that
presentation a couple of years ago. In all seriousness, I feel
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like perhaps we’ve dropped the ball or something, and I’'m not sure,
and I am sensing some frustration, and so I guess I would look to
my lead economist on staff, and other economists, and Dr. Lasseter,
to help us with these.

The council was presented these two National Academy of Sciences
reports, but, in all honesty, it was in a very short time period,
and there were, I’'m sure, a lot of good questions asked, but I
don’t know that people really were trying to think about applying
these recommendations to some of the fishery issues that we’re
dealing with right now.

I think Ava has pulled out some good recommendations in this, and
I guess, as we’re thinking about our allocation review framework
and putting that together, I would expect that the team would look
at these closely and try to see if there’s anything that we could
garner with that, that we could perhaps put a working group
together or bring to the full Standing and Special SSCs to try to
get at some of these recommendations.

I guess, along the lines of what Dr. Patterson suggested, I mean,
as far as economic analysis, I believe, when Dr. Diagne discussed
some of the methodology used for those, in regard to red grouper,
when the council was looking at reallocation, they thought there
was no real new methodology that was being proposed, and so what
use would it be in bringing this to the SSC, but perhaps we should
rethink that process a little bit more, and so I'm open, and I'm
all ears to helping improve this and how we can use this a little
bit better, but, yes, we are getting pulled in lots of different
directions, and so, if this body wants to make some recommendations
along those lines, it would be appreciated.

DR. ANDERSON: Carrie, I -- I am butting in again, Mr. Chair.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Go ahead, Lee.

DR. ANDERSON: I was hesitant to say that Dr. Simmons should be
doing something, but I wanted to just make sure that this gets --
My whole point was that big vote, and I thought it was a vote, and
it made the National Fisherman, was that, where there was a
reallocation, and, yet, it was not specifically brought to the
council, and that’s all I'm trying to -- Now, maybe you -- You
have a lot of other things on your mind, and I am not trying to
tell you how to do your job completely, but I would just make a
suggestion that the SSC and its interdisciplinary folks can address
these things 1if you ask it, and I am certainly -- I was very
careful not to have anything that I say that was insinuating that
you’ re not doing your job.
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Thanks, Dr. Anderson. I think I hear
what you’re saying, and I think I need to get with lead staff on
this and think about, other than the IPT process, what would be
the best way for you all to review amendments and look at this
analysis, 1f I am understanding you correctly, because I think, in
the past, we have kind of floundered on some of this, and perhaps
it's a smaller group, a special group, or perhaps it’s a desk
review, but I do think we need to put our heads together and think
about the best process for this, to make it open and transparent.
Thanks.

CHATRMAN NANCE: Thank you.

DR. ANDERSON: Carrie, all the points you made on my comment were
absolutely correct. I went back and looked at them, and you were
right on making that thing clear. Thank you.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Okay. We need to start cutting discussion off.
If anybody has a specific motion or things like that, we need to
entertain that. I'm going to let Mike, Luiz, and John go, but we
need to start wrapping up the general discussion. Mike.

DR. TRAVIS: Okay, and so I Jjust want to say that I think I
understand where Lee is coming from on this issue, because, for
those of you who were not around a decade or so ago, number one,
when we had what I will call a full socioeconomic SSC, at that
time, that group played a rather critical role in reviewing the
economic analyses in particular, but I think they reviewed all of
the analyses when the council was looking at sector allocations
for red snapper.

I recall David Carter and Juan Agar, in particular, making multiple
presentations about their economic analyses, and the SSC, the
socioeconomic SSC, providing feedback and then making revisions
and then providing the revised analyses to this group, and then
the socioeconomic SSC basically signed-off on what they did.

I don’'t want to put words in Lee’s mouth, but perhaps that is the
type of process that he is looking for the current group to engage
in, again, and, whether that is feasible or appropriate, that’s
not really for me to say, and that is a council staff decision.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thanks, Mike. Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will just try to make
a general, I guess, statement here about the direction that we are
getting or not regarding some of these items, because I think this
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one, in my opinion, and an earlier one, the LGL presentation on
the o0il platforms, it was really unclear what was expected of the
SSC, and I understand why, and I'm not criticizing staff by any
means, but it’s just that -- I mean, you saw how we struggled with
the last one, and I think, to some extent, we’re struggling with
this one as well, unless folks have motions there in the background
and John Mareska, right after me, is going to be making a motion
for this to move forward.

This presentation was given to the council, and, yes, in a very
general format, but, today, we did not get too much into the weeds
of the report either, and so it’s unclear to me whether the council
sent this to the SSC saying, hey, we already received a general
presentation, and we would like to have more specific and detailed
itemized recommendations from the SSC, or comments from the SSC,
on how we operationalize some of these recommendations or what the
expectations -- I assumed, looking at the agenda, that this was
presented more on an informational basis and as a way to start
discussion on some of these issues that can be followed-up in
future meetings, or in discussions with the council or this working
group that the council puts together to discuss, to address, LAPPs,
but it is unclear to me here what is expected of us, in terms of
specifics for motions to the council.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: It was more informational to me, Luiz, because
certainly the recommendations in the back of the report -- I am
all for those recommendations, and I don’t know if we need to
formally say that or not. John.

MR. MARESKA: I am very supportive of Luiz’s proposition that we
really not take any action on this until we can, as he said, get
down into the weeds and really go through some of these
recommendations. To Will’s point about trying to take actions
that are going to decrease uncertainty in management, when I look
at Recommendation A3, and they talk about the use of angler
management organizations, which is a new concept to me, which are
for-profit NGOs that have the ability to sell recreational shares
to commercial fishers, that raises a lot of questions, in my mind,
and so, again, I think, as an SSC, we probably need to review these
specific recommendations in the back of the document before we
take any actions. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. With that, we will go ahead and, I
think, cut off discussion. It would be good to look at those,
and, 1f you have specific recommendations that we want to discuss
in the future, you can let myself or Luiz or Ryan know, and we
would be certainly happy to do that. I'm going to turn a couple
of minutes over to Mandy, and she had a comment at the end of the
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red tide report that she wanted to make, and then, following her
remarks, we’ll go ahead and take a break, but I won’t give you a
time until we hear from Mandy. Mandy, the floor is yours.

DR. KARNAUSKAS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I had my hand up just
before the lunchbreak, and I wanted to respond to a couple of
things on that discussion, and so sorry to reopen that, but I think
Jack Isaacs had asked a question about the social impacts of these
red tide blooms, and this is something that the Science Center has
done a lot of work on, and we had a whole research initiative,
where we actually engaged fishermen in interviews, and I can say,
from that work, and I can send some presentations out on it, but
there are several social impacts.

In those interviews, we heard about people being devastated, by
having their businesses lost, and we even heard some people say
that friends had committed suicide, and they attributed that to
red tide, and so the social impacts can be very severe, and we
have studies those.

Then the second point that I wanted to make is I heard, from the
discussion after Brendan’s presentation, that there seems to be
some support for the collaborative water quality monitoring, and
I was wondering if there were some recommendations that we wanted
to give the council on that.

I think this falls in 1line with sort of the more reactive
management and recognition of the need for that, and I think we’re
seeing a decreased reliance on stock assessments and an increased
reliance on sort of the interim analysis and the value of real-
time information, because there’s a lot of ecosystem changes that
are occurring very quickly, and so I just wanted to revisit that
topic. The collaborative monitoring I think could definitely
benefit from some SSC support, and I wanted to see if we could
revisit that, if there were some motions that we wanted to put

forward to the council regarding the wvalue of that work. Thank
you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. If anybody has -- We will go ahead and
take a break now until 2:20. If anyone has a specific motion that

they would like to put together and send in for the red tide, then
we can discuss that after our break, and so we’ll go ahead and
come back at 3:20 Eastern Standard Time.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

CHAIRMAN NANCE: It looks like time to start again. Hopefully
everybody 1is back. Before we leave the subject, do we have any
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recommendations or anything on red tide or on the LAPPs?
DR. PATTERSON: Jim, I sent a motion to the meetings email address.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Will. When you get that, can you go
ahead and post that, please?

DR. PATTERSON: Actually, this doesn’t have to do with LAPPs, and
this has to do with red tide.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. That would be great. Lee, I wanted to

thank vyou again for that presentation. As always, it was
excellent. Okay. Let me go ahead and read this, real quick, and
then we can -- This is a motion by Dr. Patterson.

The SSC endorses the collaboration between the Florida Commercial
Watermen’s Conservation group, NOAA Fisheries, and the Florida
Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission. Efforts should be made
to understand current limitations to expanding the FCWC’s efforts
and to potentially recruit participation by other stakeholder
groups into similar research and monitoring efforts. The benefits
of this form of cooperative research and monitoring and likely to
be immense, as stakeholders on the water can often respond more
quickly and efficiently that agency and academic scientists when
environmental events, such as red tides, occur. Cooperative
research also facilitates data exchange and enhances communication
among stakeholders, researchers, agency scientists, and managers,
thus improving the efficiency of the research, assessment, and
management system. We have a motion. Do we have a second for
that?

DR. ALLEN: I am happy to second.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. We have that motion, and I don’t know
if it needs discussion, but we can take discussion if you wish.

DR. PATTERSON: Just a couple of edits that I see. Before the
“Florida Fish”, “the” should be not capitalized, and then
“Conservation” and “Commission” should be capitalized.

CHATRMAN NANCE: Okay.

DR. PATTERSON: Then, after spelling out the “Florida Commercial
Watermen’s Conservation group”, after “Conservation”, in
parentheses, “FCWC”.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Perfect. Okay. Any discussion? David,
go ahead.
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DR. GRIFFITH: Can you just give me some background of where this
is coming from? This is the first I’ve seen any of this discussion,
and where is it coming from? Did I miss something?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: This is from the red tide presentation before
lunch.

DR. GRIFFITH: Okay.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: This was that presentation that we had before
lunch, and then we just revisited it for a minute after, but this
is a motion from that research effort.

DR. GRIFFITH: Okay. Thanks.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: You’re welcome. Jason.

MR. ADRIANCE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I understand the motion in
relation to the agenda item, but I'm wondering if we shouldn’t put
something in here speaking to Gulf-wide, because I think this type
of cooperation wouldn’t just be beneficial to off of Florida, in
the case of red tide, but in any research going forward.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think it says in there, and maybe I am missing
this, but it says that efforts should be made to understand
expanding the FCWC’s efforts and to potentially recruit
participation by other stakeholder groups into similar research
and monitoring efforts. I think that kind of implies that. We
may want to make that a little more specific.

MR. ADRIANCE: That’s fine. 1If that’s the understanding, I'm fine
with that.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: That’s my understanding, but that may not be
everyone’s. Doug, please, Doug Gregory.

MR. GREGORY: Thank you. I think something should be said upfront
that what the purpose of this group is, or the purpose of this
effort, and is to research and monitor harmful algal blooms, or is
it to do fisheries research, collecting data, 1like otoliths or
providing fish, and we just need a focus, because I had never heard
of this group before today, and I have no idea who they are or
what their goals are or anything, and so this needs to be focused
on an effort. Thank you.

DR. PATTERSON: To that end, in the fourth line, with the period
before “effort” and after “Commission”, we could just say “in
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monitoring red tide distribution, density, and effects on water
quality parameters.” That would address Doug’s comment. This
makes it more specific, which is contrary to what Jason had just
mentioned.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think this certainly helps from Doug’s comment.
Does it make it too specific from what Jason was asking for?

MR. GREGORY: If I may?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Absolutely, Doug. Please.

MR. GREGORY: Thank you. If we change “red tide” to “harmful algal
blooms”, that’s a generic term that every state has a problem with,
and I don’t know if every state has a problem with red tide, and
so that would be one way of making it more generic, and everybody
in the business recognizes red tide as a harmful algal bloom, which
I think is a term that has been developed in the last five years
or so to encompass all these wvarious things, including, I think,
hypoxia.

DR. PATTERSON: Mr. Chair, can I speak to that?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, please.

DR. PATTERSON: My intention in offering the motion, and so I
should probably clarify that, is to talk about this specific
example, and this was the example that we were provided, and my
perspective 1is I think this is a great example of cooperative
research for a very pressing need, and I think it happens to be a
mechanism by which data can be collected quickly and efficiently,
and I would like the motion to focus on this particular cooperative
research that is occurring, and, if others want to offer subsequent
motions that make this more general, great, but, for this one, my
intention is to focus on this particular group and their efforts.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Will. I appreciate that. Jim.

DR. TOLAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This is a very, very minor
wordsmithing, but, about three-quarters of the way down, where it
says, “can often respond more quickly efficiently that agency”,
shouldn’t it be “than agency or academic scientists”? It says,
“that agency”.

DR. PATTERSON: Yes, it should be “than”.

DR. TOLAN: Thank you.
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you for those comments. Let me read
this, real quick.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: The SSC endorses the collaboration between the
Florida Commercial Watermen’s Conservation group, NOAA Fisheries,
and the Florida Fish and Wildlife Conservation Commission in
monitoring red tide distribution, density, and effects on water
quality parameters. Efforts should be made to understand current
limitations to expanding the FCWC’s efforts and to potentially
recruit participation by other stakeholder groups into similar
research and monitoring efforts. The benefits of this form of
cooperative research and monitoring and likely to be immense, as
stakeholders on the water can often respond more quickly and
efficiently than agency and academic scientists when environmental
events, such as red tides, occur. Cooperative research also
facilitates data exchange and enhances communication among
stakeholders, researchers, agency scientists, and managers, thus
improving the efficiency of the research, assessment, and
management system. We have this motion made, and we have a second.
Any opposition to this motion? Hearing none, the motion carries
without opposition.

Any other -- I think this is a great -- Will, thanks for making
this, and, so, if there are no other motions, we will go ahead and
move on to -- Carrie, please.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Mr. Chair, I just wondered if we could
talk a little bit about next steps for the LAPP report, just to
make sure we’re on the same page about what you would like to see
at the next meeting. In talking with Dr. Lasseter in a little
bit, we’re going to set aside some agenda time, at a future
meeting, to pull those recommendations out and spend a little bit
more time discussing those and then perhaps providing, if
warranted, application or operatization of those into management,
and is that the plan?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I would like to see something like that, yes. 1In
looking at those, when I was reading over the materials, those
look like something that would be very supportive, supported by
groups, and probably a little more input into those and discussion
on those specific items would be good, and I think we can make
some motions based on those discussions. Do others feel that same
way?

DR. GRIFFITH: I do. I agree with you, Jim.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Anyone opposed to that idea? Hearing no
opposition to that, Carrie, I think that’s a way forward on that.
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Does that make sense, Carrie? Thank you. Will.

DR. PATTERSON: I think that’s a good idea, to let us dive into
this in a little more detail. I think it will helpful, and we
usually get this, and so maybe this is an unnecessary comment, but
just to have clear guidance from the council and council staff in
the terms of reference for the meeting, just to exactly what type
of commentary or what types of things the council would like us to
weigh—-in on with respect to the report.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think that’s wvery good, and that’s something
that Luiz was mentioning at the very end of the break, but I think
it’s -- Clear guidance is certainly welcome. Okay. Thank vyou
very much, everyone. Now let’s go ahead and move on to Item Number
IX. Trevor.

MR. MONCRIEF: Apologies, Mr. Chair, and I know we’re good to move
on to the next one, but I just wanted to ask, real quick, if we’re
going to do it for this NAS report and if we’re going to do it
also for the other as well.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Which other?

MR. MONCRIEF: Not the LAPPs, but the -- I can’t remember off the
top of my head, and does anybody want to fill in the blank for me?

MR. RINDONE: Trevor, are you talking about another NAS report?

MR. MONCRIEF: Yes, the Data Management Strategies for Recreational
Fisheries and Annual Catch Limits, if we’re going to go through
that -- If we’re going to go through an extended process for the
LAPP NAS report, do we also need to do it for the other as well?
We probably don’t have to have an answer right now, and I Jjust
wanted to bring that up. If we’re going to go into that one, we
might want to think about the other one as well.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Trevor, that’s a good
question, and 1it’s a matter of us discussing whether a formal
presentation, like Lee gave here today about this other study, is
something that we should bring before the SSC and then identify a
list of action items, or recommendations, that the SSC can review
in more detail and weigh-in.

Mr. Chairman, we can discuss this with staff offline, but, if this
is the will of the committee, I can coordinate with Sean Powers
and Steven Scyphers, who were also part of that study, and we can
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try and put something together and bring it to the SSC at some
future meeting.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think what we can do, Luiz, is talk offline and
be able to do that, but I think it sounds like it’s something that
the committee wants to see, and so I think that would be good.

DR. BARBIERI: Right on. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. I think we’re set to move on
then to Item IX, which is Dr. Cass-Calay. Shannon, are you on?

MR. RINDONE: Dr. Nance, I'm actually going to take care of this
one for Shannon.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: You are?

MR. RINDONE: Yes. It’s kind of a last-minute thing, and so,
Bernie, 1f you could go ahead and pull up that presentation,
please.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I was just going to say that Shannon’s wvoice got
a little deeper.

MR. RINDONE: Yes, Shannon has let herself go and turned into me.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: There’s a lot of trust here.

REVIEW: SIMULATION OF THE EFFECT OF MRIP-FES ON CATCH ADVICE FOR
THE HISTORICAL KING MACKEREL STOCK ASSESSMENT

MR. RINDONE: No worries. Some of you may remember that the
Science Center gave a presentation on a simulation that it had
done for the council in looking at the effect of the MRIP-FES
recreational landings estimates on the original SEDAR 38 stock
assessment, and they provided a step-wise model progression that
showed basically going from the original SEDAR 38 base model to
the current update.

There is this four-model setup here, and Model 1 is the baseline
model for SEDAR 38, and Model 4 is the update, which uses FES along
with the more advanced terminal year for the model of 2017, and it
also updates the shrimp bycatch.

When you guys were shown this table last time, a couple of the --
Model 2 and Model 3 had the same data included in them for the
ABRC, and that was an error, and this is just to show the corrected
table, which follows what would seem to make sense. Model 2 is
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essentially the base model from SEDAR 38, using MRIP-FES, with
data through 2012 and the 2012 shrimp bycatch estimate from the
original SEDAR 38 stock assessment, and, obviously, incorporating
FES here, as expected, shows a sizable increase in the projected
ABC.

Then, if you go to Model 3, which uses FES, but updates the shrimp
bycatch with data through 2012, vyou see a reduction in that
projected ABC, and then Model 4 is the SEDAR 38 update model, which
includes data through 2017, which also is reflective of the lower
recruitment that we’ve seen for kingfish and the lower yields that
correspond therein.

The point of this was just to circle back on this, since there was
that error in the original table, just to complete that feedback
loop here, and there is no action that is required of the SSC for
this. That’s all, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you, Ryan. I know that the -- Right
after the meeting, Shannon found the error in pasting, and the
report reflected the correct numbers, and so what we’re doing here
is just showing the presentation with the correct numbers.

MR. RINDONE: Yes, and it’s available, if anybody wants to dive
into a little bit more, but there is no action that’s required of
the SSC.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Perfect. Just to let the SSC know also
that the right numbers were -- When I did the presentation to the
council, we used the appropriate numbers during that presentation.
Thank you for that, Ryan.

MR. RINDONE: No problem.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Any comments or concerns or questions on that, on
the king mackerel stock assessment values? Okay. Perfect. Let’s
go ahead and go into Item Number X, which is Discussion of a Draft
Essential Fish Habitat Amendment and Data, and, Dr. Hollensead,
are you going to present, or do we have David Dale on the line,
also?

DR. LISA HOLLENSEAD: Yes, Mr. Chair. We have David Dale on the
line. 1If you would like me to, I could work through the scope of
work, briefly.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Why don’t you go ahead and do that and remind us,
because it’s been -- I remember when Trevor was -- We were talking
about this probably three meetings ago, and we had asked David
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Dale to come and give a presentation, and it’s taken us that long
to get to that point.

DISCUSSION OF DRAFT ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT AMENDMENT AND DATA

DR. HOLLENSEAD: Yes, that’s a correct review, and so Trevor had
asked for a little bit more information, based on our discussion
of the essential fish habitat amendment, on the consultation
process, to sort of get an idea, which is probably a good thing to
do, but just sort of an overview of what this document not only
entails, but to put it in context in how it’s used in that process.

Mr. Dale was there, three meetings ago, to present, and we ran out
of time, and he has graciously come back and will be ready this
afternoon to provide the presentation. Following his doing so, I
will review the draft generic amendment that we’ve got for
essential fish habitat here, as revised to-date, as well as give
you a progress report since our last discussion on this topic.
That sort of concludes my review of the scope of work, Mr. Chair.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you very much. I appreciate that, and so
we’ll go ahead and turn -- David, are you on?

MR. DAVID DALE: Yes, I am, Mr. Chair. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Good. It’s good to hear your voice.

MR. DALE: I want to thank you for the opportunity to talk to you
about essential fish habitat consultations today. My name is David
Dale, and I'm the National Marine Fisheries Service’s Essential
Fish Habitat Coordinator for the Southeast Region, and I work in
the Habitat Conservation Division in the Regional Office in St.
Petersburg.

I started working for the division back in 1989 in Galveston,
Texas, when I was still an undergraduate student of Dr. Nance at
Texas A&M. In that capacity, I was a field biologist conducting
consultations in Texas, and then, in the early 1990s, I moved to
the Panama City facility and did consultations in Alabama,
Mississippi, and Florida, and then I finally landed in St.
Petersburg in the mid-1990s, conducting consultations across the
State of Florida and Puerto Rico and the Virgin Islands, and then
I assumed the role of the region’s Essential Fish Habitat
Coordinator in the mid-2000s.

As I understand, I’'ve been asked here to help the SSC understand
how the council’s EFH identifications and descriptions inform EFH
consultations, and so, on your screen and in your briefing book,
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I have a provided a short handout that we’ve produced describing
the EFH consultation process, as background information, and we
can refer to that on the screen as necessary, but I thought I would
start with a brief introduction and background of consultations
performed by the Habitat Conservation Division. After that, we
can have discussion and questions.

In the National Marine Fisheries Service, two divisions conduct
consultations, under a variety of authorities, one of those being
the Protected Resources Division, who consults under the
Endangered Species Act, and also kind of a consultation under the
Marine Mammal Protection Act, and both of those acts were passed
in 1972.

The National Marine Fisheries Service, and our precursor agencies,
back when we were in the Department of Interior, have been in the
consultation business for a very long +time, wusing other
authorities, and, in the National Marine Fisheries Service, it’s
the Habitat Conservation Division, which has the ©primary
responsibility for conducting many of these consultations.

Those authorities include the Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act
that was originally passed in 1934, and amendments in 1946 required
consultation for modifications to any stream or other body of water
by any agency under a federal permit or license. The 1958
amendments are considered this Act’s present form, and it added a
provision requiring fish and wildlife conservation to receive
equal consideration among other public interest review factors.

In 1972, the Clean Water Act was modified. Section 404 regulates
the discharge of dredge and fill material into wetlands and waters
of the United States. The Environmental Protection Agency
promulgated guidelines for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to
follow when evaluating and issuing Section 404 permits.

The Corps of Engineers was given 404 permitting authority, likely
because they had been permitting anything impacting navigable
waters of the United States since 1899, under Section 10 of the
Rivers and Harbors Act of that year. The Corps and Engineers and
the Section 404 permitting program is by far the largest customer
of Habitat Conservation Division consultative services, and that
has been going on since the early 1970s.

Another authority is NEPA, the National Environmental Policy Act,
and that was also passed in the early 1970s, and we review and
provide comments on environmental assessments and environmental
impact statements. Again, the Corps of Engineers is our major
customer here, because the activities that they take are authorized
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under the Water Resources Development Act, and these acts are
enacted every few vyears, authorizing wvarious projects, such as
flood control, port and channel maintenance, shoreline and beach
stabilization, and these are really large-scale projects with
large-scale impacts, and these projects are becoming increasingly
time consuming for our consultation biologists.

One of the strongest authorities that NOAA Fisheries has, other
than the Endangered Species and the MMPA, is the Federal Power
Act, and, specifically, Section 18 authorizes the National Marine
Fisheries Service to issue mandatory improvements for fish passage
at hydropower facilities, and these are regulated by the FERC, the
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission.

Fish passage ©prescriptions are non-optional and must Dbe
implemented, and the Habitat Conservation Division generally works
hand-in-hand with the Protected Resources Division on many of these
license applications, Dbecause of ESA-listed species, such as
sturgeon, and these consultations will receive priority, because
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission licenses have thirty to
fifty-year terms, and so, when these come around, it 1is an
opportunity that we cannot miss.

This brings us up to the 1996 amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens
Fishery Conservation and Management Act, which introduced a
requirement for councils and the National Marine Fisheries Service
to identify and describe essential fish habitat for federally-
managed species.

It also requires federal agencies which license, permit, fund, or
undertake any activity that may adversely affect EFH to consult
with the Secretary of Commerce, which has been then delegated to
the National Marine Fisheries Service, and address comments and
recommendations we provide for the conservation of the EFH.
Interim rules went into effect in 1999 and were formalized in 2002.

We’ve been in the consultation business for a long time before the
EFH regulations became effective in 1999, and so what did the EFH
regulations change, or the EFH provisions change? Prior to EFH,
we consulted and provided recommendations to protect and conserve
generally any living marine resources, and, for the Habitat
Conservation Division, that would be those resources that are not
covered by the Endangered Species Act, threatened or endangered
species, or those species protected by the Marine Mammal Protection
Act.

We were not, and we are still not, limited to consulting and
commenting only on Magnuson-Stevens Act managed species. What EFH
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did, however, do was place a focus on those federally-managed
species and the waters and substrates necessary for those species
for spawning, feeding, breeding, and growth to maturity. That is
the definition of EFH that is provided in the Magnuson Act itself.

In my opinion, the biggest change with EFH was that agencies were
now required to specifically respond back to the National Marine
Fisheries Service regarding how they would or would not incorporate
our EFH conservation recommendations. This is written in the Act,
but not the regulations, and it is not required under many of the
other conservation authorities that I talked about earlier that
are undertaken by the Habitat Conservation Division.

It is specific to EFH and the effects on species managed under the
Magnuson Act, and so, other than fishway prescriptions under the
Federal Power Act, comments provided by NOAA Fisheries Habitat
Conservation Division, wunder those other authorities, would
normally be addressed in the decision documents produced by federal
agencies, and those would include things such as statement of
findings for Corps of Engineers permits or in NEPA documents, such
as final environmental assessments and findings of no significant
impact or in environmental impact statements and the associated
record of decision.

What it means for EFH is our recommendations provided cannot be
buried while addressing other comments and other competing
interest reviewed factors. The federal agency must respond, in
writing, directly back to the National Marine Fisheries Service,
on how they are incorporating our recommendations or the reasons
they are not.

The Habitat Conservation Division does not 1limit ourselves to
commenting only on projects affecting EFH, but now we place a focus
on EFH, largely because of the overwhelming consultation load and
limited staff and other resources of the program.

There are a few types of consultations identified in the EFH
regulation, abbreviated and expanded, which are project-specific
consultations, and they are based on the scope of the project, and
they have just slightly different timelines.

Programmatic consultations are for large numbers of similar
activities with largely known effects, and I would consider
something like the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers nationwide permit
program as a type of programmatic consultation. Once those
nationwide permits are issued, following a consultation, we never
see the individual implementation of those nationwide permits.
Nationwide permits are effective only for five years, and so we do
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reconsult on that program every five years, and we also have a
programmatic consultation with the Bureau of Ocean Energy
Management, and that is linked to their NEPA analysis for their
0il and gas leasing program, which comes around every five years
in the western and central Gulf of Mexico.

The final type of consultation in our regulation is called a
general concurrence, and I consider this also to be a type of
programmatic consultation, and we have several of those in place
in the Southeast region. We have them with the U.S. Coast Guard,
for their marine events, such as boat parades, offshore fireworks,
offshore boat races, and we have them within our agency, with the
Sustainable Fisheries Division, for their review of letters of
acknowledgement and permits for scientific research and exempted
fishing permits, the ©National Marine Sanctuaries, for their
research activities in the Southeast, and we also have one with
the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, for their research
activities.

The consultations which take most of our time are project-specific
consultations, and the vast majority of these consultations are
incorporated into the environmental review procedures that existed
before EFH was introduced in the Magnuson Act in 1996.

Again, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers is our biggest customer,
and so we have agreements 1in place with them to use their
procedures for conducting EFH consultations on their permits and
federal construction activities, 1like I said, since we’ve been
consulting with them on those procedures before the enactment of
the EFH provisions in 1996.

Up on the screen, you will see the general EFH consultation
process. At 1ts most basic, an EFH consultation consists of a
federal agency providing the National Marine Fisheries Service
with an EFH assessment, and the National Marine Fisheries Service
responding with EFH conservation recommendations, and then the
federal agency’s response to our EFH conservation recommendation.

However, as you can see on this chart, a lot of coordination can
occur before the EFH assessment 1is received, and there are some
processes afterwards that can be used to settle differences between
the National Marine Fisheries Service and the federal agencies.

Generally, an EFH consultation begins with an EFH assessment, and,
by regulations, an EFH assessment must include a description of
the proposed action, an analysis of the potential effect of the
action on EFH and managed species, the federal agency’s conclusions
of the effect on EFH, and any mitigation measures they are
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proposing. This 1s where the regulated public and regulatory
agencies rely on EFH identification and descriptions made by the
councils.

For relatively simple projects, EFH assessments can Dbe Dbrief
statements, focusing their conclusions on the effects on the waters
and substrates identified as EFH. For example, a Corps of
Engineers public notice will describe filling a small area for
commercial or residential development or building a dock or pier
over seagrasses. For more complex projects, EFH assessments can
dive deeper into how the project affects the spawning, feeding,
breeding, and growth to maturity functions on managed species, and
that are those life history functions identified in the Act that
define EFH.

The council is required to identify and describe EFH for each major
life stage of each managed species, based on the best scientific
information available and consistent with National Standard 2. If
no information exists on a given species or life stage, and the
habitat usage cannot be inferred from other means, like similar
species or another life stage, then EFH should not be designated
for that species life stage.

Our existing EFH identifications and descriptions were completed
in 2005, and they used seven major life stages for all council-
managed species except coral, and so those were eggs, larval, post-
larval, early juvenile, late juvenile, adult, and spawning adult.
All EFH information is required to be reviewed every five years,
and the Gulf Council undertook those reviews both in 2010 and 2015.

Anywhere EFH is identified and described for any managed species,
we are to consult and provide conservation recommendations on
activities that may adversely affect the EFH to the appropriate
federal agency. The regulated public sometimes gets confused by
our EFH designations, which appear to be overly expansive, not
realizing that they are a summation of habitats required by
multiple life stages of the many species managed by the council.

I will finish up my comments here, noting that there is a subset
of EFH called habitat areas of particular concern, which councils
are encouraged to identify as well. These areas are to be based
on one of four factors: importance of the ecological function
provided by the habitat, the extent the habitat is sensitive to
human-induced degradation, the extent the habitat is or will be
stressed by development activities, and the rarity of the habitat.

Habitats identified as HAPCs are not afforded any extra protection
in the consultation process. However, we use the HAPC designation
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to give higher priority and greater scrutiny to any activities
affecting HAPC. The Gulf Council has largely limited its essential
fish habitat HAPCs to coral and deepwater corals, and so we don’t
utilize this EFH tool much in consultations. BOEM has longstanding
lease stipulations, in their o0il and gas leasing program, which
avoid these areas, and we also largely expect that these HAPCs
will be avoided for both the emerging wind and aquaculture
industries.

While the council has restricted fishing activities in HAPCs they
have designated, that is not a requirement. An HAPC designation
does not automatically equate to fishing restrictions, and so, if
the council should choose to identify nearshore or inshore habitats
as HAPCs, according to the criteria mentioned above, we would apply
that additional ©priority and scrutiny to any consultations
affecting those designated areas. With that, I will stop and take
any questions, and hopefully I'm leading you guys down the right
path.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I thought it was an excellent summary, and I
really think you presented that in a manner that’s very easy to
interpret and hear. Any questions?

MR. DALE: I don’t know if that’s good or bad.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Trevor, did that address some of your questions
that you had?

MR. MONCRIEF: Yes, and I think it clearly articulated the vast
amount of things that you have to deal with on a daily basis, Mr.
Dale, and I do appreciate you going through all of that stuff, and
I think it will help me better understand the choices we make, as
far as EFH goes, what Lisa is going to present to us.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Any other comments? From my perspective,
David, it was very clear. I think it presented a very concise
view of how the consultation process works, and so I appreciate
you doing that for us.

MR. DALE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I wasn’t quite sure what was
needed by the committee, and I know that the council and the
committee doesn’t see EFH that often.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: No, but I think the key is, when we were having
that presentation on essential fish habitat, several times ago,
some questions and concerns came up about the consultative process
and what was involved and how it went down the different avenues,
and so I think this was perfect, and the presentation about how it
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works and what is involved, from an agency perspective, but also
from a perspective for the states and things like that. I don’t
really have anything. Does anybody else have questions for David?
Harry, please.

MS. ROY: Harry, you’re self-muted. Dr. Nance, he doesn’t seem to
be unmuting.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Harry, if you can unmute yourself, it would

be great to hear from you. As Harry 1s trying to do that, does
anybody else have a comment or a question? Seeing none, I guess
we can move on from this item. Lisa, is there anything that you
have?

DR. HOLLENSEAD: Yes, Mr. Chair. 1If you’re amenable, I was going
to walk through the draft document. If you recall, when I gave
the last presentation on EFH, I sort of gave an under-the-hood
look of what the different methodologies would entail, to get some
feedback from the SSC, but I did not quite go -- I went through a
little bit of the alternatives, but I didn’t go through the
document, and so, at this time, it might be good to have the SSC
just review that a little bit and get any feedback, 1if anybody
would like to provide some at this time.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: That would be great. Thank you for that.

DR. HOLLENSEAD: Okay. While Bernie is getting that up, one of
the things that I did just want to alert the committee to is, when
I gave the presentation, there was a lot of good comments from
members, including really taking some deep consideration into the
spatial data layers that were going to be used to inform the
various methodologies, specifically looking at that Alternative 2,
which would be sort of our current methodologies, and I will kind
of review those again for folks.

That, of course, would have a pretty big influence on what those
results would be, and, at the time, I had provided a sort of list
of the metadata, and so for the various spatial layers, and so it
gave an idea of like the time period of when the data was collected,
and this is specific to habitat data layers, for example seagrass
and mangroves, sort of the spatial extent, a little bit, what state
agencies, or what agency, had been responsible for collecting those
data.

It was nice to see that in the 1list, and it was a little Dbit
informative, but, for these sorts of data, it is much better to
visualize these things. One of the things that is very stark about
the visualizations 1is you can kind of see, pretty quickly, the
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different types of experimental design used to collect those data,
and some are transects, and some are satellite and photo imagery,
these sorts of things, so that you kind of see, when you pull them
up really quickly, just how different they are, and so you get a
better understanding of, when you clip these 1layers to these
ecoregions and other habitat layers, and the life history tables,
why they sort of develop in the way that they do.

I had wanted to show this to the SSC, based on the previous input,
but I wanted to make sure that that was nice and polished before
I do that, and, generally, we have been talking about the
methodology that we already have here, sort of clipping these data
layers with habitat and the species life history tables, and I
talked a little bit about the kernel density estimates and the
boosted regression tree, but it might also be nice for the SSC to
look at those raw position data as well and then put up maybe some
example maps.

I know that, last time, I had used gag grouper, and so maybe do
something like that again, so you can get an example of where those
broad data points are and what those raw data spatial habitat
layers look like and then, perhaps, the finished, quote, unquote,
sort of product of each of those for an example for gag grouper
and put those in like a web-based portal that committee members
could then sort of click through and get a better idea and what
you’re looking at and what it is using to, like I said, inform
these alternatives.

That’s going to take a little bit of time, and we’ve already made
some progress on that, but it’s not quite ready for primetime just
yet, and I’'m hoping perhaps by the March meeting that that would
be made available to you, or certainly before the April council
meeting, so that this committee could provide some feedback then
at the council level after that, and so that’s progress sort of
being made behind the scenes, but, in the meantime, I wanted to
get the committee’s feedback on the document.

Some of you folks may remember the stock determination criteria
document, and this was sort of a large document that considered
just about every FMP that the Gulf Council manages, and sort of
this big document looked at it species-by-species.

Well, this document is similar to that, and so it’s in the same
vein, and so it’s sort of a non-traditional document, as opposed
to something like our catch level documents and those sorts of
things, and, as David Dale had gone through, the council is
required to have descriptions of EFH for all managed species down
to these life stages, and so I’'ve even got it a little more broad
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than he does, initially, or at least what appeared in the 2005
amendment.

Right now, I'm Jjust considering, in the document, those eggs,
larvae, juvenile, and adult species, and, when you break that out
by managed species, you’re looking at over -- If you assign EFH
for each of those life stages, for each of those managed species,
you’ re talking about easily over 200 decision points, which is not
the way to start a new year, and so, instead, the IPT level has
decided that, okay, what is the best way to perhaps present this
information to the council in a single-action alternative that
gets at things a little more simply and is based on the data
available to hopefully reduce the number of those decision points.

One way of thinking of it 1is what I’ve got presented in this
document here, and so certainly I would welcome any SSC member, if
they have any comment or anything that they would like to see that
they think could be improved, throughout the document, and I would
certainly welcome that feedback during this time, but,
specifically, I had a couple of questions for the committee
regarding the layout and the structure of the alternatives, as a
way to perhaps present this to the council.

Certainly, if I could have a summary of the discussion of which to
sort of bolster that discussion at the council level, it might
help council members better digest something that the alternatives
could be sort of from a defensible standpoint scientifically, that
this still gets at what the council needs to do, in terms of
describing EFH, and, at the IPT level, those folks are all happy,
and the Habitat Conservation folks also feel that this sort of
fulfills all the stipulations of not only the amendment, but also
this five-year review that’s required. Mr. Chair, it looks like
Trevor has a question. If you would like me to stop, I can answer
his question.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: You bet. Trevor, go ahead. Thank you.

MR. MONCRIEF: Sorry to interrupt, and I was racking through my
head all those past conversations, and I have the bulk of what I
remember, but I kind of remember specifically what is my question,
and the reason that I wanted to bring this up, is we had talked
about gag, and we had talked about the options and defining
essential fish habitat for it.

Then I had brought up the case of something like mangrove snapper,
which has had a significant range of expansion and is seen in the
estuarine areas all the way to the offshore areas, and that large,
expansive habitat and everything else may trigger an EFH
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consultation every time someone does anything anywhere, and I
remember that one coming up.

I guess, when I’'m thinking about this, if we’re going to go with
species-by-species examples, it may be useful to have one that is
like gag, that is kind of a region-specific species, and then one
that might have a much larger distribution across the board that
could really impact this process, like two opposite ends of the
spectrum.

DR. HOLLENSEAD: Yes, I think that’s a good idea, Trevor, actually,
and that’s certainly something we can do as we sort of develop
this visualization portal, and I have made a note here that we can
use gag grouper, but we could also use something, a different
species, if we have the data to look at those.

Actually, that brings me to a point, and so, just real quick, to
review the process with which the council current describes EFH,
Bernie, if you wouldn’t mind to scrolling down to Table 1.1.1, and
then Figure 1.1.1 is also underneath that.

Currently, the Gulf is broken out into these larger ecoregions
described in the table and in the figure below it, and so this is
generally how those are categorized out, and then, if we scroll
down to the next figure, as well as looking at some depth
information, and so you’ve got these offshore boundaries, inshore
boundaries, and so to take into account depth into these
considerations as well.

Then, if we scroll down to the top of the next page, these are the
various habitat types that are considered within those ecoregions
and within those depth strata types, those offshore boundaries, or
inshore boundaries, estuarine boundaries.

Then these are linked up with life history tables for each species
and life stage, and so this would give you some information from
the literature, looking at some species, like juvenile red drum
associated with submerged aquatic vegetation, and so you would
look at any area where you have submerged aquatic vegetation, and
then you would say, okay, this is likely what we would describe as
EFH for juvenile red drum, for example.

Most of our species have this sort of data, Trevor, and so kind of
getting to what you were talking about, and so something like gray
snapper might fall under something like this. We’ve got some
really good literature data, and we’ve also got some of these
really good sampling programs that have been looking at these
habitat layers and guantifying where these areas actually are, and
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so then you would spatially go in, and you would overlap those
layers, those ecoregions, the depth boundaries, as well as these
habitat types, and you would say, okay, and that’s how you would
create your map.

That’s how it was initially done in the 2005 amendment, and, of
course, we’re looking here to wupdate that with some more
contemporary data sources, updated literature sources, and that’s
also what the five-year review does, and so it updates some of
those things, and then it updates the maps. However, this
amendment would then actually put that on the books, right, and so
this would be the formal description passed by the council.

If we scroll down to Table 1.2.1, like I said, most of our species
that we manage are going to fall within that group. However, there
are a few species with which we do have a little bit of information
broken out for juvenile and adult life stages.

Currently, I have some presence data, and, in some cases, I have
an early juvenile and a late juvenile stage, and then an adult
stage, and I don’t have spawning adult information for any of these
species, but these are the only species that we have some presence
data with which we could use these more quantitative methods that
I had outlined before, in the last presentation, the kernel density
estimate, which just looks at the presence of the species, and
then uses it kernel density estimation methodologies to then
produce a core area, as well as an extent area.

Then, additionally, the other modeling technique would Dbe the
boosted regression tree modeling, and so that not only takes into
account the species presence, but 1t also can model 1in some
environmental covariates, to actually get at a better level of
what, like David had described, the actual definition of EFH, and
so getting some idea of functionality of that habitat into perhaps
informing why those fish are there, and get a 1little bit of
presence, and this is areas, perhaps, essential, and these are the
reasons why, but these are the only species that those alternatives
would apply, just due to data limitations, if that makes sense to
everyone, hopefully.

Then, if we scroll down to the action, I guess I should also
mention that the council has seen a version of this document, and
they reviewed the purpose and need and looked at the actions a
little bit, but, when I presented this information to them, I also
went through some of the methodologies and things that I had given
to you all, and so they haven’t had a whole lot of time to really
look through these alternatives.
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This 1s currently how the alternatives are laid out. The
alternatives reflect the methodologies considered, and so, for
example, Alternative 1 would retain the no action, and so,
basically, it would maintain the descriptions and identifications
of EFH as they are in Amendment 3, which was published back in
2005.

Alternative 2 would consider the use of that habitat mapping and
life history association tables, but it would be updated with
contemporary data sources, and that 1is what I am currently
compiling. I had a list of metadata the last time, but I will
also provide the SSC some visualized maps and things like that, so
that the committee can better see what those contemporary data
sources are.

Then Alternative 3 would be using that presence-only methodology,
that kernel density estimate, and we would have a cluster of
points, and we would sort of draw an area about that, such that
you can get an idea of core or extent area, and that’s what those
options below that mean, and so like Option 3a, the 50 percent
kernel density estimate, would give you an idea of a core area,
and so what’s the smallest area with which 50 percent of the
occurrences happen, up to 95 percent.

Then Alternative 4 would use that boosted regression tree modeling
approach. Again, it’s got sort of various levels of degree of
precision with which you could apply that modeling technique and
then pull out areas of core area, and so that 30 percent boosted
regression tree, for example, would be sort of analogous to a core
area in the kernel density estimate.

Like I said, you can imagine, 1f you did this for each species,
for each life stage within that, you run into hundreds of decision
points, which is less than ideal, and so the IPT has sort of been
wondering how do we best present this, and, if we scroll down to
the top of the next page, one of the thoughts that I had, perhaps,
was, 1instead of looking at it species-by-species, and ending up
with all of these points, was instead to look at it by life stage,
because that’s sort of the most precise characterization that is
required for the identification and descriptions for EFH.

Right now, I’'ve got that down as eggs, larvae, juvenile, adults,
and spawning adults, and I guess we could have some discussion
with the Habitat Division folks if any more life stages needed to
be added, or perhaps consolidated, based on the data that we have
available, but, when you do this, instead of going from several
species, we’ve Jjust these life stages to consider, and another
thing 1is, for the various alternatives, we have some data for
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those, but not for all, and so, for example, the egg life stages,
there’s enough to implement Alternative 1 and Alternative 2, and
so that’s sort of the habitat map clipping with the life stage,
based on the literature. The same with the larval stage.

When vyou get into Jjuveniles, there is enough information to
implement the newer modeling approaches in Alternative 3 and 4,
but only for those seven species that were outlined in that
previous Table 1.2.1. The same thing goes for the adults and
spawning adults, and there is only information available for those
seven species.

In that case, those could be decision points, and so maybe,
potentially, the document could have something where it’s got ten
or so decision points, and that’s still quite a bit, but at least
it reduces it from going species-by-species, and so that was my
initial thought process.

Certainly, if anyone on the committee had any recommendations, as
to perhaps how to approach the structuring of the alternatives in
such a way that sort of still completes the goals needed for the
document, or had any other comments on any other part of the
document, I would certainly would welcome them at this time, Mr.
Chair. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Any comments? Lisa, you’re right in
the fact that it gets very complex quickly, with all the different
species and all the different life stages that are in existence.
Any comments on how to facilitate the document so that it’s a
usable piece of material? It doesn’t look like there are any
comments at this time. Anything else that you want to discuss?
Lisa, does that end your presentation or what you wanted to discuss
today? Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and, Lisa, thank you for
that overview. Obviously, this is a lot to digest, and so I think
you can understand why we’re sort of still kind of looking at this
and still trying to figure out what the next step is.

Dave, the same compliment goes to you, and I think that was a lot
to go through, in terms of the description of all the components
of the program and how it ties into other different agencies, and
so thank vyou for presenting a summary that was actually
understandable and really easy to understand.

Lisa, where does this go from here? Harry had asked the question,
and it was up there in writing on the screen, regarding whether
this, I guess, would come back to the SSC, or in what stage of the
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council process is this?

DR. HOLLENSEAD: Thanks, Luiz, and so it’s still early on. What
I would like to do is to present this version of the document to
the council at their January meeting and sort of give them an
overview, similar to what I’ve done here today, and also introduce
them to this table that we’ve got here within the alternatives, as
a way to perhaps tackle this thing one bite at a time and try to
limit the number of bites we’re taking.

If, instead of looking at it by each species, do we just consider
each life stage, and then that’s how the rest of the subsequent
chapters are sort of formatted, or do they just speak very broadly,
where they have to, in terms or, perhaps, information on eggs and
larvae, but can get a little bit more specific to juveniles or
adults, and those may be parts of the 1life stage that have
recruited to the fishery, and so there’s some economic data, those
sorts of things, and just to get a 1little bit of feedback on
whether or not the council was sort of amenable to moving that
forward.

If they are sort of okay with this sort of skeletal elements of
the structure for the alternatives, and, if they felt like, hey,
that’s something they can kind of wrap their head around a little
bit, the next step would be to come back to the SSC with those
various data layers, both the updated contemporary data layers
visualized, an example using gag grouper or perhaps a more
expansive species, something 1like a shrimp species perhaps,
something like that, so you can get like a bit of comparison.

So you would have an example of, hey, here’s our raw data layers,
and here is a life history table of our example species, and here’s
what the end product would look like, and so you can see all of
those things, and then here is all of our presence locational
points for gag grouper or brown shrimp, that sort of thing, and
here is the kernel density estimate map and the boosted regression
tree from that that those locational positions produce.

This is how, visually, Alternative 2 is different from Alternative
3 and is different from Alternative 4, and having that all in one
space, most likely a webpage portal that you could toggle between,
to get an idea of how things change throughout this process, and
then the idea being those few species with which we have enough
data to look at all four alternatives, and perhaps some decision
points could be made there.

Like, for example, obviously, the boosted regression tree model is
sort of the Cadillac of models, and it would probably maybe be
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appropriate for the species and life stages that we have for red
snapper, I’'m thinking, for example, but maybe something like one
of the coastal migratory pelagic species, and maybe that kernel
density estimate, where it’s mostly water-column associated, and
so, therefore, Jjust its presence might be sufficient enough to
describe EFH in that way.

That would help, I think, inform a little bit of those decisions,
between do we pick Alternative 2, 3, or 4 for those that we have
the data for, and most of the species that we manage will fall
into Alternative 2, simply because of data limitations. We don’t
have the data available to run these models, or any presence data
associated with them, and all we have is some literature that says,
hey, these are the type of habitats that they hang out in, and
then we have spatial data layers that say, hey, that’s where you
can find this habitat, and so that’s where most of your species
are going to fall under, is this Alternative 2.

I think where the sticking points get a 1little bit is, for the
species that we have information enough to construct models to
inform Alternative 3 and 4, how do you then pick between that, and
you can see where the council would probably lean heavily on the
SSC at those sort of crossroads, is my thinking for the next steps,
and so I am hoping to have that portal, like I said, that sort of
visualization, for these sort of stepping points, so you can see
how the description of EFH changes between the alternatives for
review for the SSC in March, as well as the raw data, the metadata
to go with it, and so, if any SSC member has some information on
a more contemporary source of those data, or something like that,
they could bring that up then, and we could include it before we
get too deep into the document.

I think that’s one of the things that I definitely want to avoid,
is let’s say the SSC is ready to go, and so is the council, on
picking an alternative, but then, later, something comes up, in
terms of actually -- You know, you may have missed this in this
step, and this changes things a little bit.

I know, at some point, we have to put a pin in something, and I
know that data is always being collected all the time, in order to
progress the document, but I certainly wouldn’t want to miss on
something that may be out there right now while we’re in this
beginning process, and so those are my thoughts for moving forward.

DR. BARBIERI: Mr. Chairman, if I might.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes.
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DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Lisa, for that, because I think this
helps a lot. It was nice for us, today, to get this broad overview
of the different components of how the process goes and then how
this draft regulatory amendment is being built and some of the
criteria and different data that will be available for different
species, but, like you mentioned, I think it would be easier for
us to weigh-in in more detail as we go through those decision
points, that you might engage us with review of specific points
that you want to discuss, or decisions that you are trying to make,
on how to move forward. I appreciate your review here, Lisa, and
thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank vyou, Luiz. It seemed like, at the June
meeting, and was it June when we went over this, and we did the
four different alternatives, and I think we provided -- Since
Alternatives 1 and 2 seems to be usable by all the different
species, but then we looked at Alternatives 3 and 4 and gave some
advice Dback about what we needed to see with regard to the
different models, and so is that kind of where we’re at now, is to
take a couple of different species and use Alternative 3, and show
the results of that, and then use Alternative 4 on those same
species, or some other species, and see the results of those, and
is that kind of where we’re heading for our March meeting?

DR. HOLLENSEAD: Correct, yes. In an ideal world, I would be able
to have something where all the spatial projections are the same,
and so it would be like an apples-to-apples comparison, and, then,
as you sort of move through the different alternatives, you might
even get a percent change in area covered, and so I may not get
down to the point where you would be able to see small regional
differences, but you could at least get an idea of wvisually, and
then perhaps get a percent change of coverage of how those would
look between those, to help sort of inform some of those decisions
between one or the other, and, yes, that’s what I would like to
do.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think, from my perspective, I think that would
be good to see. We will, obviously, have to use species that are
data rich, in order to run some of those higher-level models,
especially for Alternative 3 and 4, but it would be interesting to
see the differences that those alternatives make in the essential
fish habitat that’s being viewed for each of those species.

DR. HOLLENSEAD: Yes, correct, and, thinking back to Luiz’s point,
I appreciate the SSC taking the time and allowing me to present
today, and it’s a little bit of a ten-thousand-foot view of this,
and I guess I just wanted the SSC to kind of keep this in their
back pocket, because certainly there is a bit of a rabbit hole
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that you could jump down for some of the species where we have a
lot of -- Some good data to do these models, but keeping in mind
that we’ve got to pull back out and put this in a document that is
going to have decision points that will have to be selected as
preferred, and so, like I said, I don’t want to get into a situation
where we end up with hundreds of decision points, and so I
certainly appreciate the committee just looking at this, and we
can get into what I also consider the fun stuff in March, and kind
of tinker around with some of these data layers and see what they
look like.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think that would be great to see, for sure.
Thank you. Any other comments from the SSC members? Lisa and
David, thank vyou for those presentations. They were both
excellent. Thank you. With that, it looks like we are kind of
wrapping up for today. At this point, I will start the public
comment period, if we have any comment from the public, and we’ll
be able to entertain those at this point in our meeting. Michael,
we will go ahead and take your comments, please.

PUBLIC COMMENT PERIOD

MR. MICHAEL DREXLER: Good afternoon. This 1is Michael Drexler
with Ocean Conservancy. Thank you, Chair and SSC, for moving the
public comment format. It often felt like it was designed to be
as ineffective as possible, and this shift is a big improvement,
and so thank you for that.

Also, thank you in advance for all of your careful considerations
to the Great Red Snapper Count items this week. As you consider
modifying catch advice for red snapper, I would like to remind the
SSC of two important points that often get lost in the red snapper
discussions.

The first is that red snapper is still in a rebuilding plan. The
rebuilding plan was most recently assessed based on SEDAR 52, and
the ABCs were established to meet the rebuilding requirements of
the MSA and rebuild the stock by 2032. Any ABCs put forward by
the SSC need to demonstrate that target will be met.

An interim analysis using the bottom longline survey is able to do
this, as it modifies the SEDAR 52 projections. However, interim
advice based on the Great Red Snapper Count cuts that tether and
is unlikely to be compliant with rebuilding requirements.

Second, the Great-Red-Snapper-Count-informed assessment is not an
interim analysis. The terminology may not have been intentional,
and maybe it was, but the classification of the Great Red Snapper
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Count as an interim assessment has the effect of suggesting this
is a minor tweak in red snapper management advice and skirts a
full peer review by SEDAR and CIE reviewers.

There is still outstanding concerns raised with the Great Red
Snapper Count beyond the supplemental analysis that you’ll be
seeing on the agenda tomorrow, and this should be reconciled.
Namely, that the eastern and western estimates are not comparable
and should not be combined, due to different sampling methods.

The proper place for this research is a SEDAR stock assessment and
not an expedited interim analysis. An integrated approach will
allow you to re-estimate productivity, fishing mortality, biomass,
and integrate the Great Red Snapper Count.

Not doing this throws out forty years of historical data collection
and trends. Previous catch advice from the Great Red Snapper Count
was fraught with political pressure to increase quotas, based on
unfinished science. This pressure was further amplified by the
council, resulting in the resignation of the former SSC chair and
effective firing of the new chair for allowing ABC advice not based
on the Great Red Snapper Count.

This pressure 1s a clear violation of the Scientific Integrity
Report published by the White House Office of Science and
Technology, which was released today. I hope the process is not
repeated again and that the SSC can make a recommendation without
undue influence.

Meanwhile, the bottom longline index update, which has been
surveying unconsolidated bottom habitat for over twenty-five
years, suggests the stock is declining and is failing to make
adequate rebuilding progress. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Any comments from SSC members to those
point? Michael, thank you for those comments. I appreciate those.
Bob.

MS. ROY Bob Zales, you will have to unmute your line to speak.
Bob Zales, you should just click your microphone button until it
turns green, and that should unmute you. Dr. Nance, why don’t you
move on to Ashford Rosenberg for now?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Ashford Rosenberg, please.

MS. ASHFORD ROSENBERG: Good afternoon. Thank you. I'm Ashford
Rosenberg with the Gulf of Mexico Reef Fish Shareholders Alliance.
I want to echo appreciation for changing the public comment format
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for these SSC meetings. I think this is going to be a lot more
accessible and fruitful to your discussions, and so Jjust a big
thanks, and I appreciate your flexibility on that.

I also wanted to express thanks to the SSC members and to the
scientific community and to those who served on the NAS committee
for the LAPP report, and I appreciate the SSC reviewing that today.
Generally, I also wanted to express support for similar
opportunities for the SSC to 1look at economic analyses of
commercial fisheries and the impacts that trickle into the supply
chain, and I think, when we see economic analyses in an amendment
and in other proposed management changes, sometimes the full scope
isn’t seen, and so, if there’s an opportunity for the SSC to have
that done, or if there is ways to incorporate new or more economic
data into these analyses, I think that could be very fruitful.

I also Jjust wanted to express some general support for that
cooperative research discussion on the red tide, and the work
that’s happening over there is really impressive, and I think it’s
always encouraging to see commercial fishermen and scientists work
together, and that’s something that the Shareholders Alliance also
supports, and so we appreciate you looking at that research today.

Lastly, just very quickly on red snapper, as you consider the Great
Red Snapper Count and the information coming out that tomorrow, I
just wanted to share that there was public testimony from
commercial fishermen at the last council meeting expressing some
concern about the stock and seeing a lot of localized depletion,
and so, as you look at that data, and I know that the bottom
longline survey does show a downward trend, but we’re hearing that
on the water as well, across the Gulf, and so, from a commercial
fishermen’s standpoint, the stock is definitely better than it
was, but there is starting to be some troubling signs on the water,
and so I just wanted to raise that with you guys. I appreciate
your time, and I’'m happy to answer any questions.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you so very much for those comments. Any
SSC member have comments or questions? We certainly greatly
appreciate all of those comments, and it’s nice to be able to hear
from you each day, so that, as things progress, we’re able to keep
in touch, and I think that’s the purpose of certainly the public
comment period.

MS. ROSENBERG: Thank you so much. I appreciate it.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: You’re very welcome. Bob, were you able to get
unmuted?

119



QO J o Ul wbdh

SR RD D DDA AN WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNNNR R R R R R
WJdJO U B WNRPOWOWO-JAUDWNRFROWO-JOO® WNRFROWOOL-JU S WNR O W

MS. ROY: Bob is there, but it looks 1like he’s having trouble
unmuting. An option would be to switch to telephone audio, Bob.
Dr. Nance, give us just a second. We’re going to try and reach
him another way.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. We’ll do that, and we have a few moments
to spend, and so that would be great to hear from Bob.

MR. BOB ZALES, II: Bob Zales, II, representing the Southern
Offshore Fishing Association and also the National Association of
Charter Boat Operators. In the discussion about the LAPP stuff,
and I appreciate Lee’s talk on that, on that LAPP thing, as
everybody should know, it’s not just about the difference in rec
and commercial.

It has to do with the internal sector on the commercial side,
because part of the unintended consequence of creating the IFQs,
especially in the red snapper fishery, was, after the first five
years, when that fishery was limited only to fishermen, the trade
and sale and whatnot amongst themselves, but, after five years, in
the Fisheries Service’s infinite wisdom, they opened it up to
anybody throughout the world that wanted to buy IFQ shares, and
you didn’t have to have a boat, and you didn’t have to fish, and
you didn’t have to do anything, and all you had to do was have
some money and a telephone, and you could buy the quota, and then
you could lease it out one day a year and knock down several
hundred thousand, or more money than that, and that created
significant problems in the fishery, except when 1t came to
leasing.

It drove leasing prices up, and it drove clearly the price of the
quota itself up, so that plain old, regular fishermen couldn’t
really afford to get into the fishery, and so what you also have
is, because of the increase in the red snapper stock, you have
fishermen like the longline red grouper fishery, and they encounter
red snapper far more often now than they ever did in the past, and
so you’ve got these guys out there that can’t afford to lease the
quota, and so your discards, and discard mortality, has increased
over time because of that, because these fishermen -- It’s much
more profitable for them to be able to land a fish that might pay
a dollar, or two-dollars, a pound, versus leasing something, on a
red snapper, where they’re only going to clear fifty-cents to a
dollar or a dollar-and-a-half a pound, and it doesn’t make economic
sense.

Although they don’t want to discard these fish, they have to do
that, and it has also affected their catches of red grouper,
because they try and get away from red snapper to catch the red
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grouper, and that has created a significant problem, which also
created a problem in the local fishing communities, with fish
houses being consolidated into groups where the fish houses buy up
some of the quota, and they have boats, and so they’re going to
offer leasing to other boats that sell specifically to them, and
so the real small fish houses, the mom-and-pop places out there,
that have traditionally been able to purchase and sell red snapper
from fishermen, have diminished, and so it has created the problem.

The key problem is the problem that you have with what we call the
haves and have-nots, and so you’ve got these fishermen, or not
fishermen, but you’ve got these shareholders who own quota who
have absolutely no dog in the hunt, and the council is trying to
address that, and hopefully we’ll get that addressed and get it to
where it will be a more fair representation and get back to the
original concept of the IFQ, to where that fishery -- Those IFQs
were supposed to be to help the fishermen be able to fish when it
was profitable for them, when the weather was best, when everything
was best for that fisherman to do, rather than having to worry
about the economics of it and trying to get in there.

Another key problem is, when you try to new entrants into this
fishery -- If you can afford to buy red snapper, you don’t need to
be in the commercial fishing business, because you’re pretty well
off, and so you’ve got that in there.

Then another part of the thing is, with this Great Red Snapper
Count that we’ve been dealing with now for, what, about a year and
three or four months into it, since it was released, that it was
going to have all these great big red snapper out in the Gulf of
Mexico, and we’ve been battling back and forth with this whole
thing, and hopefully, at this meeting, you all will be able to
finally get to some kind of point to where you can provide
recommendations to the council to do something to let’s get off
the ball and do something for this red snapper fishery that’s out
there.

That stock assessment is coming up here before too long, and it
looks like we’re just kind of kicking this can down the road until
we get to that stock assessment before we can get anything
substantial done, and, in the meantime, you’ve got fishermen, both
commercial and rec, that are sitting here scratching their heads
and saying, okay, we see all this great fantastic data, but where
is the benefit for the fishermen, and, right now, there is none.

Other than that, that’s pretty much it for today. Thank you all
for doing what you’re doing, and I appreciate you letting the
public testimony be like it is now, to where it spreads it out, so
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you don’t have to wait until the final end of the thing, and, if
anybody has got a question, I will be glad to try to answer it.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Bob, thank you so much. It’s always great to
hear from you. Any questions or comments for Bob? Okay. I
appreciate all those public comments we had this afternoon.
Tomorrow, we will start at 9:00 a.m., Eastern Standard Time, and
we’ll get into red snapper management, and so we look forward to
everybody being on tomorrow, and thanks for everybody’s input
today. See you tomorrow.

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed on January 11, 2022.)

January 12, 2022

WEDNESDAY MORNING SESSION

The Meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Standing and Special Reef Fish, Special Socioeconomic & Special
Ecosystem Scientific and Statistical Committees reconvened on
Wednesday morning, January 12, 2022, and was called to order by
Chairman Jim Nance.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Good morning, everyone. We’ve got a full day of
presentations and discussions today. We’ll go ahead and start out
with Item Number XI, which 1is Status Update of Red Snapper
Management and Outstanding Council Motions, and I think Dr. Simmons
is going to lead this discussion for us.

STATUS UPDATE ON RED SNAPPER MANAGEMENT AND OUTSTANDING COUNCIL
MOTIONS

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Good morning. Thank you, Mr. Chair.
I have just a couple of slides, just to kind of put in perspective
the rest of the agenda for today and why those materials are kind
of organized the way they are for the SSC to review.

Just as a reminder, and I think a lot of the SSC members who were
reappointed may recall, from the March/April SSC meeting in 2021
last year, we reviewed the draft Great Red Snapper Count report,
as well as some NMFS bottom longline interim analysis catch advice
and looking at various scenarios from the Science Center during
that meeting.
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At the council meeting, the following council meeting, in April of
2021, we had to take that catch advice and quickly develop a
framework action that modified the ACLs for Gulf of Mexico red
snapper, at that meeting, and that was done very quickly, and I
think that resulted in an increase of 300,000 pounds, and this has
been transmitted to the agency. It has not been approved by the
Secretary yet, and, to my knowledge, we have not seen a proposed
rule for this document.

At the same meeting, the council also reviewed and took action on
the recreational data calibration and recreational catch 1limit
calibrations, and this was also reviewed by the SSC, I believe at
several meetings, 1in coordination with the Office of Science and
Technology and the working group’s efforts with the states.

This framework action was requested Dby the council to be
implemented in 2023, due to some of the issues with the federal
system and concerns about outliers in the small states and
calibration to that federal program. This document has also been
transmitted, and it has not yet been implemented by the Secretary,
or rejected.

At that very same meeting, after these difficult deliberations and
actions on these amendments, or these framework actions, the
council discussed the fact that the Great Red Snapper Count that
was reviewed by the SSC was a draft, and it wasn’t a final draft,
and we knew, from Dr. Stunz and his team, that they were going to
go back and address some of these peer-review comments, to the
best of their ability, and I think there was a lot of anticipation
that this would come back to the SSC, later in 2021, and that did
occur in September.

Along that discussion, during that discussion, there were also
items that came up that were not able to be discussed during the
March/April SSC meeting, such as some other fishery-independent
indices of abundance that might give us a better idea about the
red snapper stock in the Gulf of Mexico, and not only the NMFS
bottom longline survey.

All of this, if you read the minutes, was discussed during the
April 2021 meeting, and that resulted in the council passing the
following motion, which was to request the SSC consider new
information and the revised report, the Great Red Snapper Count
report, to provide catch advice for red snapper for 2021 and
beyond, and, as part of the discussion, the SSC should consider
the existing ABC Control Rule, as well as the National Standard
Guidelines, and that motion carried with no opposition.
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Just to kind of remind everybody, that’s why we’re revisiting this
again, and that’s why the items that you see throughout the day on
the agenda have been set up this way, and so, Mr. Chair, thank
you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you very much for that synopsis, and I think
it’s very well laid out, and we’ll have a -- I'm just going to go
through the agenda real quick here, because Ryan Rindone is going
to give us a summary of SSC discussions and recommendations on the
Great Red Snapper Count report, and Dr. Stunz and Dr. Patterson
are going to give us a reanalysis of Florida natural unconsolidated
bottom.

Dr. Siegfried, from the Center, is going to give us the discussion
of results of a post-stratification analysis by the Southeast
Fisheries Science Center, and the Great Red Snapper Count team for
Florida, and we’re going to then have Dr. Switzer is going to give
us a —-—- It looks 1like the fishery-independent indices update for
red snapper.

Then Dr. Walter, from the Center, is going to give us a review of
the estimated commercial effort over uncharacterized bottom in the
Gulf of Mexico and also a review of estimated recreational effort
over uncharacterized bottom, and so, really, it’s a full day of
presentations, and I think Dr. Simmons gave us a good outline of
what we need to be thinking about while we’re listening to these
presentations, so we can have great discussion and be able to make
some formative motions. Lee, please.

DR. ANDERSON: Thank you. I have two questions, one for Carrie,
and you said there are two things that are waiting for NMFS
approval, I guess, and can you tell me the reason for the delay?
It is it bureaucracy, or have they stated any hang-ups?

The second question, and I don’t know who it’s for, but just for
my background, we’re saying we want some information to make a new
catch advice, and what is the existing catch advice, if we do
nothing? What is the status quo that we are trying to work against,
or to change?

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair, I can take them both.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Ryan.

MR. RINDONE: As far as why implementation may be delayed on the
other two framework actions, that’s really a question for the
Southeast Regional Office, and they are best equipped to answer
that. I do know that they have been vocal, during the council

124



QO J o Ul wbdh

SRR DS D DDA AN WOWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNNNR R R R R R
WJO U B WNRPOWOW®O-JAUDWNRFROWO-JOO® WNRFROWOWOO-JU S WNR O W

meetings, with respect to the calibrations document and its delayed
implementation, of the measures that are recommended therein, that
that delay they don’t think is in line with Magnuson, and so taking
a further look at that could be part of that delay, but the
Southeast Regional Office had also made clear, previously, that
they didn’t want to implement the ratio calibrations separate from
any modifications to the red snapper catch limits, but, beyond
that, the ball is their court to explain that.

As far as what the catch limits are, currently, the regulations
that are on the books are an overfishing limit of 15.5 million
pounds and an acceptable biological catch of 15.1 million pounds.
The modified catch limits from the SSC meeting are -- I think it’s
25.6 million pounds for the OFL and 15.4 million pounds for the
ABC, and that is the framework action, or one of them anyway, that
hasn’t been implemented yet, and so we’re presently still operating
under that 15.5 and 15.1 catch limit scenario. Did that answer
your questions?

DR. ANDERSON: Yes. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Ryan. Jason, please.

MR. ADRIANCE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Mine is another technical
question, and so, given that those two things are in limbo that
Carrie mentioned, and the council motion asked for a
reconsideration of advice from 2021 and beyond, are we expected to
make a retroactive sort of advice, or will it Jjust apply for 2022
forward?

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, please.

MR. RINDONE: Any catch limit recommendations that the SSC makes
are made in real time, and nothing is applied retroactively, and
so we already have a finalized and transmitted framework action to
modify the catch limits based on the SSC’s previous motion to
modify those limits, and this kind of gets into the next agenda
item, the discussion about what you guys have done so far.

That’s already put out there to be put on the books, and NMFS will
either accept it, modify it, or not accept it. Any modification
will come back to the council for further consideration though,
and, if you guys recommend something here today, or into tomorrow,
or whatever the situation may -- However it may pan out, for how
to set up a catch limit analysis for your March meeting, then
whatever comes from all of that effort, and all of that discussion,
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that would be a new catch limit recommendation that would -- The
council would then have to consider it, and, if it moves forward
with a framework action for that and transmits that, then that
would replace the one that has already been transmitted, and so
nothing is put in place retroactively. It’s all in real time.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Does that address your question, Jason?
MR. ADRIANCE: Yes. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Ryan, thank you for that. Peter Hood,
please.

MR. PETER HOOD: Can you guys -—-
MR. RINDONE: We could for a second.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Peter, while you’re fixing your microphone, Doug,
go ahead.

MR. GREGORY: Thank you. I understand Jason’s question, because
that motion said for 2021 forward, and my question is -- Or not
question, but my understanding is that the council is asking us to
look at both OFL and ABC, and you might recall that, back in April
of 2021, OFL was much higher than ABC was, because the two
different methods were used for either one. The Great Red Snapper
Count was used to set OFL, and the interim assessment, using the
bottom longline indices, was used to set ABC, and so the council
is asking us to look at both of those, and I guess we’ll do that
in March.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: That’s correct, Doug, yes. The action we took on
both of those, the council will ask us to readdress those two
items, vyes, but that’s why we’re going to have all the
presentations and discussions today and then set up for that
meeting in March, depending on what we come up with today and
tomorrow.

MR. GREGORY: Thank you.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Peter.

MR. HOOD: Thanks. I just wanted to indicate that what we’ve done
with the two actions is we’re combining them into one rulemaking,
and we’re proceeding with that rulemaking, and, right now, if we
can, we’re going to try to get the proposed rule out sometime this
spring, and we’ll be taking final action later in the year, and so
we’re not really dragging our feet or anything like that, and we'’re
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trying to go through the normal process to get a rule out, and I
just wanted to make that clear. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Peter, thank you for that input. Roy, please.

DR. CRABTREE: Ryan, Jjust in terms of timeline, so the SSC will
meet again in March, and, if we did come up with a new catch level
at the March meeting, that would go in front of the council in
April, and is that correct?

MR. RINDONE: That’s correct, and I guess, just for all of you,
since we’re on this topic and Dr. Scyphers asked me last night, I
am looking March 8, or the week of March 7, preferably probably
March 8 through 10 for the March meeting, and I will be sending
you guys a doodle poll about that, and agenda items for that will
include any subsequent analysis, review and outfall from today’s
agenda items about red snapper, the red grouper interim analysis,
and the review of the NAS LAPP study.

DR. CRABTREE: Okay, and so we get -- If something gets in front
of the council at the April meeting, and then I guess the council
has a June meeting, and assuming it takes two meetings for the
council to take final action on a framework, then it goes to the
Fisheries Service, and they have to go through a proposed and final
rule, and I really think, realistically, the timing of this, that
probably anything we do would go into effect in 2023, and it’s
probably possible to get something in place late in 2022, but,
most likely, it would be effective in 2023.

MR. RINDONE: Dr. Crabtree, I would agree with that. I don’t see
us getting anything nailed down, and through all the hoop jumping,
before the end of the year, before the end of the calendar year.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Ryan. Thank you, Roy. Benny.

DR. GALLAWAY: Thank you, Jim. I just wanted to point out that we
are preparing a comprehensive response to all the comments and
suggestions that were received from our presentation of the
Louisiana data, of the Louisiana red snapper estimate, and it’s my
understand that we will be allowed or can present that in the March
meeting, and is that true, and will that be considered as part of
the process? Thank you.

MR. RINDONE: Sorry, Dr. Nance. I forgot, and I do have time
carved out for LGL to present their response to reviewer comments,
their revised analysis, and also the sample design presentation
that was requested by the SSC the last time this item was talked
about, and so that’s the other item.
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Perfect. Thank you. Dr. Simmons.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I guess, back
to something Peter said, just to make sure we’re clear, and it
sounds like that the final rule for the 300, 000-pound increase for
the ACL for red snapper 1is going be tied to the calibration
amendment, and so that probably won’t be realized until late 2022
or early 2023, and is that correct?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: That’s what it sounded like to me. Peter.
MR. HOOD: That’s what we’re looking for.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Does that take care of that, Carrie?
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Okay. Steven, please.

DR. SAUL: Good morning. Thank you, Mr. Chair. I was just curious
how the timeline, regulatory timeline, kind of would fit into some
of the updated analyses that we heard yesterday, and that we’ll
hear today, and kind of how those update -- Then, also, just to
clarify what I heard a few minutes ago, and so are we -- I guess
I have a second question, and would we be expected to use these
sort of updated analyses to develop, and, again, just to clarify,
but updated catch advice for this calendar year, or would that be
then for 2023? Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: From my perspective, we would be using the
presentations today to recommend new catch advice. That new catch
advice would then go through the process and be implemented
probably in 2023.

MR. RINDONE: There is no catch advice that’s being expected to be
recommended from today. What you guys are being asked to look at
today 1s the totality of available information, as of when we
organized this meeting, as it’s associated with the Great Red
Snapper Count in response to the council’s motion, for you guys to
look at all of this stuff and to inform the Science Center of how
you would like any subsequent catch analysis for red snapper to be
parameterized.

Generally, things like which estimate of absolute abundance do you
think is most appropriate, the percent utilization of the
uncharacterized bottom, the application, in part or in full, of
post-stratification that’s going to be discussed by Dr. Siegfried,
and looking at the NMFS bottom longline and the SEAMAP video survey
data and the trends therein and seeing how that plays into how you
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think about just scaling anything, and so there’s a lot to go
through today, and I feel like we’re kind of touching on little
bits and pieces of this stuff as we have these discussions, but
all of this is to set up what to tell the Science Center to do for
the March meeting, as far as any catch analysis is concerned, so
that they’re not doing seven different things and hoping that they
did the one that fits the bill for what you guys wanted to see.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, and I think the key is we need to
listen to each of these presentations today and have discussions
about those presentations and then, after those presentations in
totality, be able to come up with our recommendations to the Center
for analysis for our March meeting to make the catch advice, and
so I think that’s what we’re trying to accomplish today, and so
it's good, and I think this is a great outline that the staff has
put together, that will allow us to be able to do that as we go
through these presentations. Roy.

DR. CRABTREE: I think this is a path forward, and I'm a little
concerned -- For example, I think I heard Benny say that they would
present a response to the concerns with their Louisiana estimate
at the March meeting, and so one thing I think we’ve got to be
careful of is that we come into the March meeting and we make a
decision about what numbers we’re going to use, and, well, then
those are going to have to be taken by the Science Center and
pulled into these interim analyses that we’ve done, and I don’t
know quickly they can redo all of that, and I hate to get to March
and have things being done on the fly, without much time to think
about it or look at it.

To the extent we could have all of that squared away and look at
that before we come in in March, so that we would know that, if
you go with this estimate, here’s how it affects things, and that
would be very helpful, because, if we do come in in March, and we
end up changing a lot of numbers, we’re going to be scrambling, as
we all know, and so, Ryan and the Science Center, to the extent we
can get all of these things done and get it to the SSC in time to
look at it, prior to the meeting, that would certainly increase
the odds that we’re able to get this done.

MR. RINDONE: Roy, if we have nine SSC meetings, I’'m sending you
a bill.

DR. CRABTREE: Come on. The more the better.

MR. RINDONE: I think I still twitch a little bit from that year.
Anyway, we’ll have the information from Dr. Gallaway’s group in
short order, to be able to make available with plenty of advice
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notice for you guys to peruse, very similar to how we did with the
follow-up information from the Great Red Snapper Count, and we got
all of that -- We got the final report posted I think at the end
of June for that, and you guys reviewed it in September, and so
there was plenty of time for digestion, and so we’ll make all of
that stuff immediately available, as soon as possible, and I will
work with our admin team here to get that page built out as soon
as possible.

As far as the order of operations, I will work with the Chair and
Vice Chair on the development of the agenda to set all of that up,
and you guys will have, at your fingertips, whatever information
that we have.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Perfect. Benny, to that point, please?

DR. GALLAWAY: I put my hand down, and I think Ryan answered it,
and we have basically completed most of the difficult part, and
it’s just a matter of writing it up, and so we’ll get it in and
available for review as soon as possible.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Doug Gregory, please.

MR. GREGORY: It’s two things. Originally, I was curious, given
that we’re talking about implementation timelines, and when can we
expect to see the SEDAR 74, and I think that’s what it is, report
from the research track, and how does that fit with the timelines
we’re talking about now?

That was my initial question, but, also, given what Roy said, since
we haven’t concluded what Louisiana data to use for the Great Red
Snapper Count, how can we ask the Science Center, at this meeting,
to provide us a certain amount of data? It seems like that’s what
we would do at the March meeting, and then make a conclusion at
the subsequent meeting, and so, one, when do we expect the get the
research track report, and, two, 1s this timeline kind of too
ambitious? Thank you.

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, please, Ryan.

MR. RINDONE: So the council’s motion is specific to the Great Red
Snapper Count data. As far as the SEDAR 74 research track being

completed, its completion, at this point, is actually
inconsequential to this, because the research track does not
generate management advice. The subsequent operational

assessment, for which you guys will review and have to approve
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terms of reference for before it can begin, isn’t expected to start
until 2023 sometime, at the culmination of the completion of the
research track.

I would not anticipate the council, or you guys, reviewing that
operational assessment’s results until probably sometime in 2024,
and the council not taking final action on anything resulting from
it until sometime after that, and then you have a minimum six-
month regulatory window for NMFS for doing the proposed and final
rule packaging and implementing the rule. The results that come
out of SEDAR 74 are -- They seem far off in the distance now, and
it’s probably not as far as we think it is, but they are still
several years out from where we are right now.

MR. GREGORY: If I may, Chair?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, please, Doug.

MR. GREGORY: Real quick, I am more interested in the research
track report, rather than the operational assessment, because it’s
my feeling that the process of the research track will more fully
vet how to incorporate the Great Red Snapper data into an
assessment, to provide catch advice, and it’s much more involved,
and so that was my concern, that we had the benefit of that analysis
from the research track people, because we have now been presented
with some video surveys that are the result of the research track,
and so what other information that’s being developed in the
research track would be helpful to us, and so I'm just nervous
about going forward quickly without more input. Thank you.

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, please.

MR. RINDONE: There are no results from the research track yet. A
lot of these indices have been developed in preparation for it,
but they have not been analyzed in total with everything else
that’s been provided and the interplay between those indices of
abundance and perceptions about total and spawning stock biomass
levels, and like none of that has been completed yet, and so we
shouldn’t expect to see anything from any of that until into 2023.

From a timing standpoint, that’s all well off in that direction,
and I feel like we’re —-- We keep getting into the next agenda item,
and so, with your permission, I would like to just go ahead and do
that, because I feel 1like there is answers to some of these
questions about maybe where we came and from where we are that are
answered by that, and this is just a discussion thing, and I don’t
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have anything to present to you guys, because I presume that you’ve
already gone through all of the background information that’s been
provided.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Ryan, before you -- Let me have Jason ask his
question, and then we’ll move on to your discussion, and I think
that’s well taken. Thank you. Jason.

MR. ADRIANCE: Thank you, Mr. Chair, and hopefully I won’t stall
this any longer, but it’s Jjust more that I want to get a
clarification, because I think, in the round-and-round, I may have
gotten confused again, or maybe I need another cup of coffee.

We had this previous catch advice that was the April 2021 motion
to reconsider, but then all these other things have happened, and
the timing of this, I guess, has just not worked in our favor, and
so that other catch advice we gave 1s essentially going to
disappear while we move forward through this other process, and do
I understand that correctly?

MR. RINDONE: 1It’s all at the pleasure of the council, Mr. Chair,
and so the current catch limit is the 15.5 million pounds whole
weight for the OFL and 15.1 million pounds for the ABC. The SSC
recommended an OFL, based on the Great Red Snapper Count, of 25.6
million pounds whole weight and an ABC of 15.4 million pounds whole
weight, Dbased on the NMFS bottom longline survey, at its
March/April meeting.

Then you guys reviewed the finalized Great Red Snapper Count report
in September, and you didn’t have any other changes that were
explicit, as far as the review is concerned, but you do recommend
that it go through the SEDAR process, to be considered as part of
a larger, global examination of red snapper in the Gulf of Mexico.

I can have that -- I can have Bernie pull that motion up here in
a minute, and so that’s kind of where we are now, and so, if you
guys recommend something else in March, or at some point after
March, whatever the situation is, or not at all, or whatever it is
that you do -- If you recommend any new catch limits for red
snapper, they still have to be reviewed by the council and
implemented.

The council cannot exceed your ABC recommendations, and so, 1if
whatever is on the books now doesn’ t exceed the ABC
recommendations, then the council can do nothing, if it chooses
to, or it can accept the ABC recommendations and modify the ACL,
the annual catch limit, accordingly, but all of that changing of
the annual catch limits 1is essentially at the pleasure of the
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council, unless the current annual catch 1limit exceeds vyour
recommended acceptable biological catch.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Let’s go ahead and hold off questions right
now, and I’'m going to let Ryan go through your summary of SSC
discussions and recommendations, and then, following that, which
is Item Number XII, then we’ll take questions again, and I think,
like Ryan said, a lot of the questions and concerns probably will
be addressed in his remarks, and, if not, we’ll be able to discuss
those at the end of that, and so, Ryan, why don’t you go ahead?

SUMMARY OF SSC DISCUSSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS ON GRSC REPORT
FROM MARCH/APRIL 2021 AND SEPTEMBER 2021 MEETINGS

MR. RINDONE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. We kind of touched on some of
this, and so you guys met in March and April of 2020, or 2021,
excuse me, and the scope of work there is wrong. You met in
March/April of 2021, and we had a rigorous peer review, including
SSC members and Gulf Council-contracted independent consultants,
to examine the Great Red Snapper Count.

This was a review unlike anything that the SSC has had put in front
of them in recent memory, and this review resulted in numerous
recommended modifications to the work that was done for the Great
Red Snapper Count. That team addressed almost all of these
modifications, and there were some that they were not able to
address, for reasons related to how the data may have been
collected and just things of that nature that you all are familiar
with in having your own work reviewed.

The results of the modified final Great Red Snapper Count report
were presented in September of 2021, but, specific to this meeting,
to the March/April meeting, you guys recommended an overfishing
limit of 25.6 million pounds whole weight, based on the results of
the Great Red Snapper Count report, and you recommended an
acceptable biological catch of 15.4 million pounds, and so the SSC
defines the overfishing limit for Gulf of Mexico red snapper for
2021 as 25.6 million pounds whole weight in CHTS, Coastal Household
Telephone Survey, units, based on the Great Red Snapper Count
interim analysis, using 13 percent of the unconsolidated bottom
and using a three-year average at F 26 percent SPR, which is the
FMSY proxy for red snapper, on the structured bottom representing
the exploited fishery.

Then the next motion for the acceptable biological catch, the SSC
defines the ABC for red snapper for 2021 as 15.4 million pounds
whole weight 1in CHTS, based on the Science Center’s interim
analysis using the NMFS bottom longline survey, which used a
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terminal year of 2019 and the harvest control rule’s five-year
moving average.

In this particular instance, you used one set of data for the OFL,
and you used another set of data for the ABC, and so, after this
meeting, the Great Red Snapper Count folks took all the peer review
comments from the SSC and from the independent consultants and
they reworked the study, and they generated their final published
report, which came out in June, the end of June 2021, that you
guys reviewed in September of 2021.

If you scroll on down to —-- It’s only twenty-eight pages, and it’s
not so bad. These things are becoming novels. I am just going to
put in there that Roy and Doug asked a lot of questions, next item.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: But I will tell vyou though, Ryan, that, even
though they’re big, they’re good for information.

MR. RINDONE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Review of the Finalized Great
Red Snapper Count Report, and so the findings of the revised report
were discussed by the co-PIs, and there’s a motion down there that
I was going to read to you guys.

You guys recommended that the design and the data from the Great
Red Snapper Count are suitable for consideration in SEDAR 74, and
these data and everything have already been submitted to the
Science Center for that assessment process. The SSC also
recommends further evaluation of the estimates of absolute
abundance and the methods and analysis used for estimation of the
red snapper population. That was the final motion that you guys
have made with respect to the Great Red Snapper Count.

As you can see in the paragraph that precedes that motion, another
thing that you guys stated is that you were clear that the Great
Red Snapper Count and the LGL study should be treated completely
separately and not be directly compared, and so, to the degree to
which you want to walk back the assertions that several of you had
made during that meeting, and, again, you can review the verbatim
minutes from the September meeting to see those discussions in
greater detail, and you guys would need to discuss that again, or
at least I think it would be prudent to discuss it again, to make
sure that the record 1s well developed as to whatever vyour
reasoning may be for whatever decisions you might make.

That is essentially where we are today, and we have -- In response
to the March/April meeting, the council developed that framework
action that Dr. Simmons talked about, and we’ve transmitted that,
along with the ratio calibrations, to NMFS. As Mr. Hood said,
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they’re working on those right now, and so, obviously, they’re not
implemented yet, but rulemaking is its own process, and so we just
have to be patient for that, and in front of you today is all the
information that has been requested that vyou take a look at,
everything that we have available to us today for you to look at,
with respect to the Great Red Snapper Count, which was the subject

of the council’s motion. Mr. Chair.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you for that synopsis. Now questions?
Joshua.

DR. KILBORN: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I am relatively new to this
whole management process here, and this is my first stint on this
committee, and so I am wondering 1if somebody could help me
understand, and how does everything that we’re talking about now
reconcile with the fact that snapper 1is supposed to be in a
rebuilding plan?

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, please, Ryan.

MR. RINDONE: We can’t pull red snapper out of a rebuilding plan
without a stock assessment, and we need a stock assessment to tell
us what the total and spawning stock biomass levels are against
fishing mortality and make sure that we have reached a current
level of spawning stock biomass that is above not only the minimum
stock size threshold, which gets us out of being overfished, but
reaches the spawning stock biomass at the MSY proxy of 26 percent
SPR.

That second part, that’s where we’re not at yet, but we need an
assessment to be able to tell us that. We can’t glean that from
the interim analysis, and so the next time that we would have the
opportunity to see whether we have reached that point and, if not,
how far away from it we are, is going to be after the operational
assessment for SEDAR 74, which, again, you guys are unlikely to
see until probably late 2023 or 2024, at the earliest.

The interim analyses just -- They’re not designed quantitatively
to answer that question in that way, and so we’re still in a
rebuilding plan, despite whatever catch 1limits Thave Dbeen
recommended prior to this meeting or could be recommended between
the March meeting and when you guys review the operational
assessment for SEDAR 74, and we will remain in a rebuilding plan.
We need that assessment to tell us that the rebuilding plan has
been met.
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DR. KILBORN: Right, and so then doesn’t a rebuilding plan come
along with kind of a prescription on how to carry on, and what are
we going to be doing today, or this week, that is going to kind of
affect the status quo? I guess I'm a little confused, because it
seems like, i1f we’re in a rebuilding plan, then things are pretty
well laid out what we need to do, but we apparently are modifying
that, or attempting to modify that, and is that correct?

MR. RINDONE: No, that is incorrect. We’re not modifying the
rebuilding plan in any measurable way.

DR. KILBORN: No, not the rebuilding plan, but the actual activity
that goes on in the fishing sphere.

MR. RINDONE: All of that activity that’s being modified during
the rebuilding plan 1s all set to meet a target rebuilding
timeline, which, for red snapper, is 2032. In the last several
assessments, the stock has been rebuilding faster than the
projections from the previous assessment would have suggested that
it would have, and, 1f we are looking at the Great Red Snapper
Count as a source of information to help tell us a little bit about
that, and it could be because there are more fish out there than
we previously thought there were.

If there are more fish out there, then presumably there’s been
more reproduction, and the stock has been growing under the fishing
limits that we have been setting in the past, up to a certain
point, but all of those catch limits are constrained to continue
to work towards rebuilding the stock at or by 2032. As an example,
if we had constrained the catch limits to what they were coming
out of say SEDAR 31, we would presumably have rebuilt before 2032,
all other things assumed to been held constant and equal and
unchanging. Does that make sense?

DR. KILBORN: Yes, and so I guess that leads to a follow-up
question, in that, in previous meetings, since I’ve been on this
SSC, we have taken votes about whether or not certain surveys would
be used as interim analyses, and so did that happen with the Great
Red Snapper Count, prior to me coming on to this committee? Is
this an official interim analysis?

MR. RINDONE: The definition of “interim analysis” we debated a
little bit with respect to red snapper, because of the amount of
information that was -- The amount and type of information that
was being used to generate the catch advice, and that’s why we’ve
been calling it a catch analysis, because it deviates a little bit
from a traditional interim analysis, which focuses on one fishery-
independent index of relative abundance, and, for red snapper,
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essentially what happened is we used the Great Red Snapper Count,
which was an estimate of absolute abundance, for the OFL and the
NMFS bottom longline survey, which 1is an 1index of relative
abundance, for the ABC.

There were two different datasets that were ultimately used. Now,
you guys only set those for 2021, but, from a regulatory
standpoint, when that is implemented, it’s for 2021 and subsequent
years, and so it remains that way until it’s changed. For all
species, we currently lack the resources and bandwidth to update
all catch limits annually, and so that’s just the nature of that
beast.

DR. KILBORN: Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Ryan, that’s an excellent summary. Thank you.
David.

DR. GRIFFITH: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I do recall a lot of
discussion where we actually compared these two studies that
evidently aren’t comparable, but I was wondering if maybe Will
Patterson could just briefly tell me the difference between these
two studies, and was the LGL study only done in Louisiana, or --
I mean, what was the difference between them, and why do we treat
them completely separately? I vaguely recall all the discussion,
but it would be nice to have a little refresher course. Thank
you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Let me kind of take it. David, the Great Red
Snapper Count looked at each of the different areas in the Gulf of
Mexico, Texas, Louisiana, Alabama, Mississippi, and Florida, and
it came up with catch estimates for those individual areas.

In the Great Red Snapper Count, there was not any data collected
for Louisiana, per se, and they used some of the catch in Texas,
or the estimates from Texas, to be able to come up with estimates
for Louisiana. The LGL report had some catch that they used, catch
analysis that they used in Louisiana, to come up with estimates
for the Louisiana area in a totally separate study, and, Will, why
don’t you go ahead, and I probably said something incorrect.

DR. PATTERSON: Thanks, Jim. No, I think that’s essentially
correct. The one thing that I would add is that there were some
Louisiana data in the Great Red Snapper Count, or there were some
Louisiana samples, I should say, in the Great Red Snapper Count
study, but Jim is right in that much of the estimate for the
Louisiana portion of the shelf was imputed from nearby data
sources, and so that’s the key difference.
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They were funded through different processes, and then, when LGL
presented their -- When Benny presented the LGL estimates, during
the SSC meeting when we considered that, and I forget exactly when
that was, there was discussion about aspects of that, similar to
the review, although there wasn’t an external peer review, like
occurred with the Great Red Snapper Count. The SSC reviewed that.

Part of the process, and comments given to LGL, was with the idea
that perhaps that estimate could be utilized jointly with the Great
Red Snapper Count to fill in some of the Louisiana estimate,
provided Louisiana estimate, or complement the work that was done
in the Great Red Snapper Count.

As a member of the Great Red Snapper Count team, we haven’t had
any discussions about how that might happen, and different members
of the team weighed-in during the review, and you can go back to
the minutes and see what was said there, and so I think there might
be some differences of opinion about how to do that, or whether to
do that, and so, as of now, there hasn’t been any type of process
to try to reconcile those two studies with respect to Louisiana,
and I see that Sean has his hand up next, and so he will probably
offer some perspective there as well.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Will. Sean, please.

DR. POWERS: Just to add to Will, and, for full transparency, I
was also a co-PI on the Great Red Snapper Count, but the other
issue is that the Louisiana study, the LGL study, was about six to
nine months later in this process, and so, when they presented
their results, the SSC had some concerns about sampling design and
about statistics and extrapolation, and that’s what Benny referred
to, 1s they need to respond to those, and so, right now, the two
just aren’t equivalent, as far as the level of review and response,
yvet.

Again, Will’s point is we’ve never really had discussions amongst
the PIs on how to reconcile the two, and a little bit of that is
just because the timelines of the study aren’t lined up, and LGL
still has some responses to do to the reviewers’ comments, and the
reviewers being the SSC. That’s it, Jim.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank vyou, Sean. Thank you. Doug Gregory,
please.

MR. GREGORY: Thank you. The first sentence in the paragraph above
the motion caught my attention. I don’t recall us saying that the
two studies are completely independent. I thought the direction
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we were going was to see if the LGL study, and not the one what
was presented today, or yesterday, but the LGL study of Louisiana
would substitute -- That data would substitute for the data that
was 1n the Great Red Snapper Count for Louisiana.

They are separate, but there was consideration, if the LGL study
is found to be a better estimate by whoever, us or SEDAR, that
they would substitute.

The only thing I can find in the verbatim minutes related to that
sentence is a comment by Dr. Mickle that says, to that point, my
opinion is that we should treat them completely independent from
each other and vote on them if they’re appropriate for management.

That is the only thing I can see where it says, in the minutes,
that we separate them, and so would we vote, potentially, for the
Great Red Snapper as appropriate for management, and also the LGL
is appropriate for management? I don’t see that, and I thought
our Jjob was to try to reconcile the two, or the SEDAR’s job is to
reconcile the two, and I am not referring to the study that was
presented yesterday. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: From that perspective, Doug, they are two
separate, totally separate, studies, and, as we discussed in that
meeting, we need to look at them, and my feeling is look at them
totally separate. We may find that the LGL study gives a better
estimate of Louisiana, and we would be able to use that, but we
have to still take these studies independent of one another. Roy.

DR. CRABTREE: Ultimately, if we do come up with a new ABC, we'’re
going to accept an analysis, an interim analysis, done by the
Southeast Fisheries Science Center, and then we’re going to base
the OFL and the ABC on that. Now, the question is going to be
should that interim analysis use the LGL estimate for Louisiana or
the Great Red Snapper Count, and they’re quite different, and so
we can review them and think about them separately, but it does
seem, ultimately, that you’ve got to decide that you’re going to
use one or the other in the estimate of abundance.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think that’s correct, Roy. That’s correct, but
they are separate studies, but we can use one over the other for
Louisiana. Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and, to the point that Roy
just made, and I see Harry and Benny coming after me here, and so
they might be able to clarify this, but I had the same question
that Roy just posed on whether we use the LGL study to supplement
the Great Red Snapper Count numbers for Louisiana or not, and can
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somebody from Louisiana, the state that commissioned that study,
or, Benny, you, if you can give those details, if you have those
details, explain what was the reasoning behind having this study
commissioned and how or whether it ties into the Great Red Snapper
Count, Jjust so we have that clarification, because Roy is right
that, at some point, if we go forward with an interim analysis
that will be conducted by the Center, they are going to want some
guidance, in terms of what datasets are to be included there, and
so I think we need that clarification. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Ryan, I’'m going to put you up front for right
now.

MR. RINDONE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I was going to see if Jason
wanted to speak to this first, and, if not, I was going to recall
conversations that I have had with LDWF specifically about this.

MR. ADRIANCE: You can take it, Ryan.
MR. RINDONE: Okay. In my direct conversations with LDWF about

this, the State of Louisiana commissioned this study, through the
agency, to LGL to determine an estimate of absolute abundance for

the purposes of the state’s information. It was the state that
paid for it, and it was the state that was curious about the
information, and the state worked with -- The state here is the

State of Louisiana.

The state worked with LGL Ecological Associates to frame the study
and provide guidance on how it was going to be conducted, and LGL
took the lead on doing that work, but the purpose of it was not to
be in direct contravention to anything else that had, at that
point, been done or was being done, and it was to inform the state
for the state’s own management purposes for managing red snapper
and to expand its own edification of that subject matter.

DR. BARBIERI: Just may I have a follow-up to that point, Mr.
Chairman?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Go ahead, Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Ryan, thank you for that, but why -- If this is
something that is specific for the State of Louisiana, why is the
SSC supposed to review this analysis, and what is the purpose of
this review? 1Is it to develop catch advice based on this review
or not?

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair?
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, please.

MR. RINDONE: Originally, we had received comments from multiple
SSC members and from folks at NMFS about the ability to review
this particular study, the LGL study, and that it may offer answers
to what was going on in Louisiana, since, as Dr. Patterson pointed
out, and Dr. Stunz has pointed out prior to, that not all, but a
good portion, of the data that are used in Louisiana are imputed
from nearby, mostly in Texas, and I think some of the exceptions
to that is the pipeline data.

Anyway, it was thought that perhaps the study could help inform,
more empirically, what was happening in waters off of Louisiana.
You guys reviewed the work, and you had a lot of comments about
different things that you wanted to see done, or things that you
didn’t want to see, or things that you didn’t think were correct,
and the LGL group has worked to address those, and you will see
the results of that in March, but you also had questions about the
study design and the independence of the manner in which the
samples were collected, and answers to that are also expected in
March.

That information wasn’t available, and there are also the comments,
for this meeting anyway, and there are also the comments by SSC
members prior to today, and today, about the desire to treat these
as separate studies, for various reasons, including the staggered
overlap of when those samples were actually collected, some small
differences in methodologies, and just et cetera, and so you guys
have all said these things, and we have verbatim minutes,
thankfully, and so that’s where we are with this.

The council is not asking you to set catch limits based on the LGL
study. In speaking for the council, I think it would be the
council’s expectation that, like the Great Red Snapper Count, the
LGL study would be offered for consideration as part of the SEDAR
74 research track assessment, which is designed to look at whatever
is available, and so that, ostensibly, should include the LGL
study, and the SEDAR 74 research track process can chew on the
totality of all known information and spit out something great,
and then we’ll do the operational assessment, based on the frame
of the car that’s been built through the research track process,
and then the operational assessment will drop a motor in it, and
we’ll see how it runs, and you guys can make any management
recommendations after reviewing that operational assessment.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you, Ryan.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Ryan. This really helps clarify it for
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me. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Harry, please.

MR. BLANCHET: Thank you. A lot of what I was going to say has
already been addressed. However, I wanted to say there is one
path that we have not really discussed, and this is not really an
either choice, but there is also the potential to use the data
from both the Great Red Snapper Count, or the outputs from both
the Great Red Snapper Count and the LGL study, as part of SEDAR
74 .

We have regularly, with red snapper, used data from similar sources
that are not directly comparable, and think in terms of state-run
creel surveys versus MRIP in various flavors, whether CHTS or FES,
and none of those are directly analytically perfectly meshed, but
they can be used together, and, whether that can or cannot be done
in this specific case, we won’t know until we get into the weeds
with all of this, but I would hold out some hope that perhaps the
information from both sources could be used in the future, and
certainly that would be the intent of having that data out there,
is that it be used.

The other point, to Will’s point and Sean’s point, is there
actually was an external review of the initial report from LGL,
and that was three eternal reviewers, and so, essentially, the
same level of review that is accepted as peer review by most
journals, and so whether -- Now, this body did not appreciate the
value of that review when it considered it last time. However, I
did want to make that point, that that review was done, and so
that’s all I’'ve got.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Harry. Benny, please.

DR. GALLAWAY: We’ll address most of these issues at the next
meeting, and I was just going to say the same thing that Harry has
already said, that it was subjected to external peer review, and,
in addition to that, I want to make clear that -- It was said the
State of Louisiana, and just so it’s understand that both state
and federal waters, out to the edge of the shelf, were included in
the study, as well as the various habitats across all depths and
regions. Thanks.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Benny. Josh, please.

DR. KILBORN: Thank you. If both of these surveys had the same
goal of estimating absolute abundance of red snapper, and the Great
Red Snapper Count had a Louisiana-specific component, wouldn’t the
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expectation be that there would be some level of concordance
between these two sets of results. Unless the LGL study happened
to pick up some sort of major spawning or mortality event, I would
expect that we would get close to similar results, 1f they were
both correct, and so this concept of one maybe being better than
the other and having to choose one seems wrong to me, and I feel
like having them both be different calls both of the studies into
question, in my opinion, and so I just want to get people to think
about that a little bit.

Really, like I said, and maybe I'm wrong, but wouldn’t we expect
them to have close to similar results, if they’re both attempting
to estimate absolute abundance in the State of Louisiana?

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair, Dr. Frazer would like to take this one,
I think.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Tom, please.

DR. TOM FRAZER: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I guess I'm looking at
this from the council’s perspective and what is being asked of the
SSC, and I feel like the discussion, at least from my perspective,
is getting a little off track.

I think what we would like to see is, by this body, a review and
recommendations to the Science Center, coming out of this meeting,
with regard to the Great Red Snapper Count, independent of the
recommendations that might be made for the LGL study, which is a
separate action item in the March SSC meeting, and so, ultimately,
as was said earlier, as you go into SEDAR 74, both of these data
instruments certainly can be analyzed and used for that assessment,
but they can move forward independently in the next few months.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Dr. Frazer, thank you for that input. Jason,
please.

MR. ADRIANCE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I would just add, to Ryan’s
little synopsis about where this came from, and Harry could correct
me if I’'m wrong, but it originally started as a legislative
directive, I think back in 2018, and so it was around the same
time that the Great Red Snapper Count was spinning up, just to add
a little bit more context.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Will, you’re next.

DR. PATTERSON: This is in response to the few comments that Josh
made there at the end, and so there are three estimates for the
western Gulf of Mexico about what the population size is for red
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snapper in that region, one derived from the stock assessment, and
then one from the Great Red Snapper Count, and then, for just
Louisiana, from the LGL study done in Louisiana, in federal waters
off of Louisiana.

All of those are done with different methods, and so this idea
that, if you produce different estimates, then they all must be
called into question, doesn’t really make sense to me.

Secondly, we know that all of these are estimates, and they’re
wrong. They are model-produced estimates of abundance, but what
we have to do, as the SSC, is evaluate which of these do we think
are more plausible, and to discern where the differences lie and
what causes them, and to do a reconciliation process by which we
decide where things could be missed in one model versus the other
and one approach versus the other.

We know all of these —- None of these produce a 100 percent accurate
estimate of population size off of Louisiana, or any of the other
regions where work has been done, but, Jjust because you get
different estimates, it doesn’t mean that all of them are equally
wrong, and that doesn’t make sense to me.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Will. Sean.

DR. POWERS: Building on Will’s point, the other thing, in addition
to methodology -- I mean, Will pointed out yesterday how simple
attraction avoidance of gear could influence your estimate, and
that builds on his methodology comment, but, more specifically,
it’s the sampling design and the extrapolation that we use in the
model, and, I mean, there was this notion that the Great Red
Snapper Count is a model-free estimate, and that’s just ridiculous,
obviously, and all of these estimates have some model behind them,
and so there were some real gquestions about the statistical design
and the ability to extrapolate, and those designs differed very
much among studies and, in the Great Red Snapper Count, amongst
states within the studies, and so that’s really, to me, where the
big questions still are with the LGL study.

You will see that Will and Greg, I think, are going to talk about
some lingering gquestions with the Great Red Snapper Count, and all
of these have to do with sampling universe and sampling design,
and so I Jjust want to reinforce what Will said, and it doesn’t
mean that -- Just because they give different answers, it doesn’t
mean that all the studies are incorrect, and we have to understand
the sampling design, as well as the methodologies, and then go in
and decide which one is the appropriate one for the region and
area they used, and I appreciate Tom’s comment, and so I won’t go
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on any more, that we are way off-point with what the council has
asked us to do.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thanks, Sean.
DR. KILBORN: Can I respond, Mr. Chair?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes. Go ahead, Josh.

DR. KILBORN: I just want to push back a little bit, because, I
mean, I am not expecting both of these surveys to come up with the
exact same number. However, if they are meant to estimate absolute
abundance in one specific spatial area, then, regardless of whether
or not you have different methodology, you should still converge
on something close to a similar result, and, within statistics,
that’s one of the foundational things that we teach, that, if you
can get a similar result with multiple methodology, then that adds
more credence to your statements, and so, again, I am not saying
that both of these studies are right or wrong, but what I am saying
is that, if they don’t have close to a level of agreement -- I
mean, one of these studies was far, far higher numbers than the
other one, and then they’re not estimating the same thing.

I know they’re not comparable, because of those reasons, but --
Because of the survey and methodology reasons, but I still think
that, if they had the same end goal in mind, then you should get
close for both of them.

I mean, I think -- Again, I don’t remember the actual numbers, but
I feel like one of those surveys had like twice as many individuals
as the other, and that’s wildly different, in my opinion, and so
I feel 1like there should be some sort of reconciliation between
the two, 1f we’re going to ultimately use both of them in the
future, but, again, I just wanted to kind of push back a little
bit on that. Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Doug, and then we’re going to move on
to Item Number XITTI.

MR. GREGORY: Yes, I think so, and I just wanted to say that what
Will said probably should be put in verbatim in our minutes and
highlighted. I agree with it, and the thing that hits me, as it
has from the very beginning, is how complex this is. The next
items we’re going to look at are about post-stratification and
issues with the State of Florida’s estimates of red snapper, and
then we’re going to look at some survey data, and I will just save
the rest of my comments until then. Thank you.

145



QO J o U Wb

BSERD D DDA DA DN WOWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNNONNR R P R R
WJdJO U B WNRPOWOW®O-JAUDWNRFROWO-JOO®WNRFROWOWOO-JU S WNR O W

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thanks. Let’s go ahead and, Steven, we’ll take
your comment after this next topic, but let’s go ahead and -- Dr.
Stunz and Dr. Patterson, let’s go ahead with your report for Item
Number XITI.

GREAT RED SNAPPER COUNT REPORT: RE-ANALYSIS OF THE FLORIDA
NATURAL/UNCONSOLIDATED BOTTOM-TYPE DATA TO INCLUDE THE RANDOM
FOREST DESIGN STRATIFICATION

DR. GREG STUNZ: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This report centers
around, of course, that addendum that’s in your packet, and so,
Mr. Chairman, there’s a lot of moving parts here, and so it’s sort
of hard to -- I think what T will do is sort of give a little more
of an opening and sort of set the stage, because this hinges
exactly on what Doug Gregory Jjust said about there is a lot of
moving pieces that all need to come together, I think, before you
guys really start debating, and so I will kind of get through it,
and you can stop me where you want to.

Ryan, I think, did a good job of explaining this, and I wanted to
just tell everyone -- Roy Crabtree, I think it was, made a comment,
a long time ago, when we were doing all these different reruns and
things, of how do you keep track of that, and all of this is
summarized, with the timeline and details, at snappercount.org,
just so it’s archived in one spot, and I even have a hard time
keeping track of everything, and I know there is new SSC members,
and so they’re coming into this without really understanding or
hearing everything that everyone else has and how we arrived where
we are, and so maybe I can clear a little bit of that up through
my presentation today.

It's just an oral presentation, Mr. Chairman, other than pulling
up that addendum here in just a few minutes, and so, as Ryan
mentioned, we performed the original analysis that went out to
peer review, and that produced 110 million red snapper across the
Gulf. That review was definitely -- I don’t think anyone would
argue that that was the most intensive review of our career, by
some of the best statisticians in the world, and it was very
rigorous, and I think we spent nearly a week going through that,
but it was a good process, in the end, because that resulted in
this better study and different ways to capture variances.

We addressed all of those concerns in detail, where we could, as
it was pointed out, but one of the major things that leads to this
presentation today was that it was recommended that we remove this
random forest routine, in terms of our design and sample, and go
to a general stratified random sample, and this is for Florida
only that I am talking about here for the random forest, and
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certainly Will can chime-in on that in just a minute, once I give
a little more of the overview, and so keep that in mind, that this
was just for Florida.

Our official estimate, and so that was let’s just say Analysis A,
to keep it straight, and so that got reviewed, just like we would
do in any peer review process, and then we produced a final report
that contained Analysis B and that did everything they asked us to
do, including the stratified random sampling design for Florida
and removal of the random forest routine, and that’s what was
presented to you all back in -- I think that was September of last
year, and so last fall.

Removing that random forest routine, but still capturing more
variance, resulted, interestingly enough, that the estimate went
up to 118 million fish, from 110. At the last minute, before we
were about to present that to everyone here on this committee, the
Science Center asked us -- They felt that it was important that we
go back to our original design, and stay true to our original
design, and incorporate that random forest model back into that,
with all the other new information as well, and, again, this was
just for Florida only, and we did that, but you didn’t have a lot
of time to review that, because literally the request came in a
couple of days before the meeting, and we scrambled and got it
together, and that’s in that addendum, and, just so you all are
prepared, if you want to pull that Table 1 on page six in a minute,
and that’s what I am referring to.

That resulted in Analysis C, and so our official analysis still
remains Analysis B, and you all were debating with or without this
random forest, and, fundamentally, things didn’t change, other
than these analytical procedures that were used, and so we did
talk -- We did spent a substantial amount of time talking a