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Introduction

A fishery management plan for the shrimp fishery in the Gulf of Mexico
was prepared by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and was
implemented as federal regulation on May (5, 1981. The principal thrust of
the plan was to enhance yield in volume and value by deferring harvest of
smali shrimp to provide for growth, This was achieved by establishing a
cooperative Tortugas shrimp sanctuary with the State of Florida to close 1o
shrimp trawling an area where small pink shrimp comprise the majority of
the population most of the time., A cooperative 435-day seasonal closure
was established with the State of Texas to protect small brown shrimp
emigrating from bay nursery areas. An area of Florida Bay was zoned
seasonally for either shrimp or stone crab fishing to avoid gear conflict.

Amendment No. | provided the Regiornal Director of NMFS with the
authority after conferring with the Council to adjust by regulatory
amendment the size of the Tortugas sanctuary or extent of the Texas
closure or to eliminate either closure for one year.

Amendment No. 2 updated catch and economic data.in the FMP, and
Amendment No. 3 resolved another shrimp-stone crab g&ar conflict on the
west central Florida coast. :

Amendment No. 4 identifies additional problems which have developed in
the fishery and revises the abjectives of the FMP accordingly. The annual
review process for the Tortugas sanctuary is simplified, and the Council
and Regicnal Director review for the Texas closure is extended to February
Ist. White shrimp taken in the EEZ are to be landed in accord with a
state's size possession regulations to provide consistency and facility of
enforcement with the State of Louisiana. This latter action is to be
implemented at such time when Louisiana provides for an incidental catch
of undersized white shrimp in the fishery for seabobs.

Descriptiod and Utilization Patterns

U.S. commercial landings of Gulf shrimp from 1980 to [986 ranged from a
record of 304 million pounds (live weight) in 1986 to 198 miilion pounds in
1983. The seven-year average was 244 million pounds. The exvessel value
of landings in 1986 was $600 miltion.

All U.S. shrimp landings for the five-year period 198!-1985 averaged 30é
mitlion pounds.

Supply cannot meet! the demand, and 1mports have made up the
difference. Each year since 1982 imports have set a new record, reaching
400 million pounds in 1986.

Gulf shrimp abundance continues to be the result of recruitment, largely
controlled by environmental driving forces. In recent years the
development of a strong inshore (bay) fishery on juvenile shrimp, whose
growth potential has not been reached, has resulted in lower recruitment to
the offshore fishery and lessened the potential for increasing yield by
deferring harvest in offshore waters, In 1986 some 62 million brown shrimp
at a size of 90 to 150 tails per pound were taken in Texas bays between
April 1 and May 15 before the opening of the bay season. Texas law

provides for a limited daily vessel catch for bait purposes, '



llI. Issues To Be Addressed

I..

2.

3

q.

-5.

There have been economic and social changes and changes in fishing
patterns since implementation of the FMP.

The FMP objectives need revision due to introduction of new problems
in the fishery.

The annual review process should be streamlined and criteria for change
of regulations do not address some issues. .

Regulations of some states are inconsistent with FMP regulations.

Shrimp trawis continue to catch and drown endangered species of sea
turtles.

IV. Propoased Action

l.

2’

3

4,

5'

6.

——_

Additional prnblems which affect management of the Guif shrimp
fishery are identified in this amendment.

An objective is revised to include minimizing surface as well as
underwater obstructions to shrimp vessels.

The annual review process for the Tortugas shrimp sanctuary is revised
to eliminate the requirement for annual publication of an intent not to
modify the extent of the sanctuary.

The annual review process for the seasonal closure to shrimping off
Texas is revised 10 add criteria and provide additional time for review.

White shrimp taken in the EEZ are to be landed in accord with a state's
size possession regulations.

Expansion of the sea turtie educational and headstart programs where
appropriate are recommended.

ACTION l: PROBLEMS IN THE FISHERY

Section 8.3 is revised as follows:

8.3 Problems in the Fishery

The Council has identified the following problems associated with the
fishery and the present management regime has prepared the plan abjectives
where possible to address and alleviate them. In a free access fishery a
management regime to maximize protein yield and economic return to the
fisherman is of importance.

l.

2,

Conflict among user groups as to area and size at which shrimp are to
be harvested.

Discard of shrimp through the wasteful practice of cuiling.



3. The continuing decline in the quality and quantity of estuarine and
associated inland habitats.

4, Conflicts with other fisheries such as the stone crab fishery in
southern Florida, the groundfish fishery of the north central Gulf, and
the Gulf's reef fish [ishery.

5. lImcidental capture of sea turtles.

6. Lossof géar and trawting grounds due to man-made obstructions.,

7. Partial lack of basic data needed for maﬁagemem. |

8. Increasing catch of smail shrimp in inshore waters.

9. Pulse fishing resulting from seasonal closure.

10. Loss of access to productive shrimp fishing grounds off Mexico.

11. Possible loss of shrimp to Mexico through transboundary migration.

12. Competition in shrimp sizes targeted by management with prevalent
sizes produced by foreign mariculture operations.

13. Inconsistency in some state and federal regulations.

14. Excessive fishing effort empiloyed in the fishery.

15. Limited enforcement capabilities.
Rationale: One former objective regarding the lack of comprehensive,
coordinated, and easily ascerntainable management authorities has been
deleted. Problems numbered eight through 15 are added as being presently
applicable to the fishery. Loss of trawlable area is broadened (v include
surface as weill as underwater obstructions.

ACTION 2: SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT OBIJECTIVES

Section 8.4.! Specific Management Objectives is revised as follows:

8.4.1 Specific Management Objectives

The following are the specific management obiectivé of this plan and are
propased to the appropriate authorities in charge of Gulf of Mexico shrimp
resources. These objectives are to:

l. Optimize the yield from shrimp recruited to the fishery.

2. Encourage habitat protection measures to prevent undue loss of
shrimp habitat,

3. Coordinate the development of shrimp management measures by the
Guif of Mexico Fishery Management Council with the shrimp
management programs of the several states, where feasible.



4. Promote consistency with the Endangered Species Act and the Marine -j
Mammai Protection Act.

3. Minimize the incidental capture of finfish by shrimpers, when
appropriate.

6. Minimize conflicts between shrimp and stone crab fishermen.
7. Minimize adverse effects of obstructions to shrimp trawiing.
8. Provide for a statistical reporting system. |

Rationale: Objective 7 previously addressed only underwater abstructlons.
Surface obstructions such as unlighted platforms or buoys are now ncluded
because they present a hazard to fishing activities,

ACTION 3: TORTUGAS SHRIMP SANCTUARY

Section 8.5.1.1, Measure |, paragraphs 4 through 7 are revised as follows:

NMFS wiil monitor the Tortugas shrimp fishery and advise the Regional
Director and Council of the findings by July 15th of each year. The Council
may utilize its Scientific and Statistical Committee and Advisory Panel to
review and advise on the findings.

The Regional Director shall have the authority, after consultation with
the Council, to implement action to revise this management measure through
the Regulatory Amendment process. Criteria to be considered in reaching the
decision to amend the regulations include:

1. Chankes in pounds of shrimp caught and/or gross and/or net exvessel
value to the industry resulting from the closure.

2. Adverse effects from an increase in fishing pressure in other areas as
" a result of the closure which causes a decrease in caich per unit-of
effort.

3. Identification of areas (a) within the sanctuary containing an
abundance of shrimp of harvestable size, or (b) outside the sanctuary
containing shrimp populations too smail for harvest.

4. Adverse effects from stress on support facilities for the shrimp fleet
because of fieet migration resuiting from the closure.

5. Any other information determined by the Regional Director to be
relevant.

The Regional Director may, after determining that benefits may be
increased or adverse impacts be decreased, take either of the following actions
to achieve the goals and objectives of the Shrimp Fishery Management Plan
consistent with the National Standards and other applicable federal laws. The
first action is considered to be less drastic and may be employed where a
lesser degree of change is required. '



I.  Modify by no more than ten percent the geographical scope of the
extent of the Tortugas shrimp sanctuary in the EEZ of the Gulf of
Mexico south of latitude 26° North,

2. Eliminate the closure of the EEZ off Fiorida for one season.

[f the Regional Director decides that either of the above actions is
necessary, he shail by August 15th publish in the FEDERAL REGISTER his
intent to take such action, the proposed effective date, and the duration of
such action. :

Rationale: Studies conducted on the Tortugas grounds over the pasl 35 years
consistently show that the sanctuary protects smmall shrimp which wiil
eventually recruit to the fishery. The need for the annual review process of
the same data and for publication of intent not to modify the sanctuary is
unnecessary. A monitoring report provided annually by NMFS should be
sufficient to trigger action when conditions change in the fishery. This action
reduces the annual assessment te a monitoring process and elirninates the
requirement that the Regional Direcior annually publish his intent to take no
action, Criterion one is revised to redefine the dollars received as gross
and/or net exvessel value to the industry, to consider profitability to the
operating vessels as well as total potential yield.

Expected Economic Impact: The elimination of publication of intent to take no
action to revise the sanctuary will eliminate some paperwork and publication
costs to NMFS. Consideration of vessel returns from the existing sanctuary
framework would provide Council and NMFS with a better understanding of the
economic impact of adjusting the sanctuary. In that this consideration leads to
better decisions, this action is expected to have a positive but unquantifiable
‘economic effect, '

Rejected Alternative: No Action

Rationale: An annual assessment of biclogical, ecological, and sociological
data would continue to be required. After review by the Regional Director and
recommendation by the Council, the Regiona! Director would continue (o be
required to publish notice of his intent to take action or not v take action, a
costly and time consuming exercise. :

Expected Economic Impact: Unnecessary paperwork and publication costs
would continue to occur. Full evaluation of economic impact to individual

fishermen would not be specified.
ACTION 41 COOPERATIVE SEASONAL CLOSURE TO SHRIMPING OFF TEXAS
Section 8.5.1.1, Measure 2, paragraphs ! through 5 are revised as follows:

Measure 2; Establish with the State of Texas a cooperative closure of the
Guif waters under Texas prisdiction and the adjacent U.S. EEZ when a
substantial portion of the brown shrimp in these waters weighs less than a
count of 65 tails to the pound {39 heads-on shrimp to the pound). The U.S.
Department of Commerce will close the EEZ, and the time of closing shouid
correspond to the closure by Texas of its Gulf waters, Closure normally occurs
June Ist to July |5th; however, the effects of climatic variation on shrimp



growth may necessitate [lexibility in the closing and opening dates Lo provide
for a closure of no more than 60 days. Provision is to be made to ailow taking
of roy;al red shrimp beyond the 100 fathom contour (where brown shrimp do not
occur

NMFS will monitor biological, economic, ecological, and sociological data
collected through implementation of the plan and provided by other surveys
and research. NMFS will assess hoth the adverse impacts and benefits derived
from the seasonal closure in the EEZ and advise the Regionat Director and the
Counci! of the findings by December 15th. The Council may use its Scientific
and Statistical Committee and Advisory Panel to review and advise on the
findings.

The Regional Director shai!l have the authority, after consuyltation with
the Councit, to implement action to revise this management measure through
the Reguiatory Amendment process. Criteria to be considered in reaching the
decision to amend the regulations include:

l. Changes in pounds of shrimp caught and/or gross and/or net exvessel

value to the industry resuiting from the closure on a state by state
basis.

2. Adverse effects from an increase in fishing pressure as a result of the
closure which causes a decrease in catch per unit effort.

3. Adverse effects from stress on support facilities for the shrimp fleet
because of fleet migration or any other changes in work patterns
resulting from the closure.

4. Any other information determined by the Regional Director to be
relevant.

The Regional Director may, after determining that benefits may be
increased or adverse impacts be decreased, take either of the following actions
to achieve the goals and objectives of the Shrimp Fishery Management Plan
consistent with the National Standards and other applicable Federal laws. The
first action is considered to be less drastic and may be employed where a
lesser degree of change is required.

1. Modify the geographical scope of the extent of the seasonal c!oslre
of the EEZ off Texas west, of a line beginning at latitude 29° 32'
06.78%" north, Iorgltude 93° 47' §1.699" west, drawn in the general
direction of 166.6" true and ending at the seaward limit of the EEZ at
latitude 26° [I' 26" north, longitude 929 53 00® west. (This line is an
extension of the of Texas and Louisiana through Lhe
territorial sea into the EEZ,

2. Eliminate the closure of the EEZ off Texas for one season.

The Regional Director shall by February st of the following year publish
his intent to take action as provided in ! and 2 above or not to take action.

Rationale: This action revises the date by which the NMFS assessment of the -

fishery is due from December lst to December l5th. This allows a needed



additional two week perrod for NMFS to complete the report. The date by
which the Regional Director must publish intent to revise or not [o revise is
moved from January [5th to February [st. This permits the Council sufficient
time (o convene its Scientific and Statistical Committee and Advisory Paneis
and to meet in January to develop a recommendation. The Regional Director
is also given time to review the reccmmendation, determine the course of
actior, and publish the notice.

Criterton one is revised to redefine the dollars received as gross and/or net
exvessel value to the industry. This would allow consideration of the
profitability to the operating vessels as well as total potential yieid.

Criteria 2 and 3 are revised to assure that the impact on the Texas shrimp
fleet is considered as well as the impact in other areas.

Expected Economic [mpact: The proposed change extends the time for review
and decision-making to a more reatlistic schedule at no change in costs.
Revision of criteria to be considered to include economic impacts to individual
vessels and to Texas as well as other states will increase the effectiveness of
the current framework provisions at little or no additional administrative
costs. To the extent that this economic information is incorporated into the
decision-making process, positive economic impacts are expected.

Rejected Alternative: No Action

Rationales Without a change in dates NMFS3, the Council, and Regional
Director would continue to be locked in a near impaossible Lime frame to
develop, review, and act on the report. The Christmas holiday season within
the review period creates a delay in convening the Advisory Panel and
Scientific and Statistical Committee until early January.

The wording of the criteria to be considered in review has been interpreled as
being limited to consideration of only overall total yield to the fishery,
disregarding the impact on the individual fishermen.

Expected Economic Impacts: Current costs would remain unchanged; however,
the results of the evaluation would suffer from rushed preparation and
insufficient analysis. Since value types would not be specified, there would
likely be less economic information available on which to base decisions which
could result in unidentified economic impacts.

ACTION 5: COORDINATION OF STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS
Section 8.5.1.1 is revised by adding a new measure 3A ai follows:

Measure 5A: White shrimp taken in the EEZ and transported into a

D-"a a(‘J respective state shall be in accordance with that state's landing and possession
laws with respect to size. This action to be implemented when Louisiana iaw
provides for a bycatch of undersize white shrimp in the seabob [ishery.

Rationale: The fishery for white shrimp in Louisiana is important (Table 1), in
September of 1984 Louisiana established a minimum size of 100 shrimp to the
pound which is difficult to enforce at dockside when there are no size limits in .
the EEZ. Shrimp smaller than 100 count have low value and have not achieved
growth potential. Fishing such small shrimp results in growth overfishing.
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Yield per recruit analysis recently developed by NMFS SEFC Galveston
Laboratory suggests that yield can be enhanced by delay of the harvest of
these small white shrimp until May, if natural moriality rates are low. In
1985, there were approximately 2 million pounds of shrimp smaller than
Louisiana's minimum count size taken from state waters (Areas 12-17) and
another 1.7 million pounds taken from adjacent federal waters for a total of
3,7 million pounds. With an average value of $0.43 per pound, the yield wouid
be $1.59 million. If deferred harvest increased yield by 19-37 percent to a
larger and more valuabie shrimp ($0.85 per pound), the yield would be 4.4-5.0
million pounds at $3.7-4.25 million or an increase of 700 thousand to !.3
million pounds at a value of $595 thousand to $1.1 million. Mortality rates are
not exact and recruitment and growth will vary depending on environmentai
conditions. In the example used, a mortality rate of 0.03 was used and the
spread of gain is from using different sizes of shrimp at commencement of the
model in November. In this simulation, fishermen could have gained up to an
additional 1.3 million pounds of shrimp valued at $1.! million by deferring
harvest from January until May. —

Most of the small white shrimp occur within Louisiana's three-mile territorial
waters; however, dockside enforcement is difficult if fishermen claim the
catch was made legally in federal waters. This enforcement difficulty
prompted the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries to request that
the minimum count size limit apply to shrimp taken in federai waters and
landed in Louisiana.

In December and January small white shrimp are driven by cold fronts from
the inshore water to warmer waters offshore. While Louisiana protects these
very small shrimp within its territorial waters, the presence of unprotected
small shrimp in the EEZ has made Louisiana law ineffective, Shrimp legally
taken in federal waters in accord with the Shrimp FMP may be landed
regardless of conflicting state regulations.

In 1986 and 1987 Louisiana issued 57 citations for taking undersized shrimp
where fishermen were caught in the act of catching them in Louisiana
waters. This does not include the instances where enforcement officers
encountered undersize shrimp on the dock or on a boat not in the act of
fishing.

As explained in the FMP, the use of a minimum size limit for shrimp in mixed
stocks can be wasteful when it resuits in culling, i.e., the retention of larger
individuals and discard of the smaller, dead individuals. However, a minimum
size limit can be effective if it prevents fishing moctality on smalil shrimp,
Small white shrimp occur in schools and would constitute a directed fishery
rather than an unwanted bycaich during this period. It is unlikely that they
would be culled and discarded in a fishery directed at larger shrimp. Large
shrimp are uncommon inshore in December and January in the areas where the
small white shrimp are found. _

Florida, Alabama, and Mississippi have minimum size counts of 47, 68, and 68
respectively, for whole white shrimp taken from their waters. Smaller shrimp
taken eisewhere may be legally landed in these states, Few small white shrunp
occur in federal waters off these states, however. For example, in 1985 of the
1.7 million pounds of white shrimp 100 count or smaller taken in the EEZ all



but about 30,000 pounds came from Statistical Areas 12 through 17
(Louisiana). Because these states have size regulations which apply only to
shrimp taken in their waters, the possession consistency would apply only to
fishermen possessing or landing shrimp in Louisiana.

Texas has no size counts but closes its Gulf waters out to seven fathoms from
December 16 through Februacy | to protect these shrimp.

This action would permit Louisiana to enforce its minimum {80 count size
possession limit at the dock. It would also provide some flexibility in the
federal regulations in the event that the Louisiana Legislature saw fit to
change this law next year. Additionally, Louisiana has two exceptions to white
shrimp size limit: it does not apply to bait shrimp nor to any shrimp taken
during the spring season. The other Guilf states' size limit regulations apply
only to shrimp taken in their jurisdiction and possession of smaller shrimp
taken elsewhere is allowed. However, this alternative waould aliow the other
Gulf states the flexibility to enforce their size limits on all shrimp landed in
their jurisdictions if they changed their regulations to do so.-_.

Fishermen in western Louisiana advise that seabobs, a smail species of shrimp,
are frequently mixed with smalil white shrimp resulting in a mixed catch which
is difficult to separate. (Seabobs are harvested at an average size of about 120
count and constitute a locally important fishery [Table 2).) Although seabobs
are usually a directed fishery with modified trawls, a mix of small white
shrimp is not uncommon (Figure [). Seabobs are usually taken close to shore
but may be found in substantial numbers in channels offshore as far as seven
miles,

By allowing a limited bycatch of undersized white shrimp in a traw) fishery for
seabobs, the disruption of the seabob fishery could be reduced or avoided. The
implementation of this measure 15 reserved until Louisiana establishes
regulations to provide for such bycatch.

Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries statistics reveal the issuance
of 49,920 shrimp gear licenses in 1987, all of which would have access to the
white shrimp fishery. Of these, 8,265 licenses were issued to vessels 26 feet or
more in-length which have the potentiai to participate in the near shore Gulf
fishery for seabobs.

Expected Economic Impact:

As an example of the economic impact of this measure, i 1985 there were 1.7
million pounds of white shrimp of 100 count or smaller caught in the EEZ and
landed. The value was 33 to 50 cents per pound or $600,000 to $850,000
depending on size. The extent to which this was a directed fishery is not
known nor is it known what amount of these shrimp will continue to be caught
but discarded.

If directed fishing and fishing mortality for these small shrimp is decreased
and natural mortality is low, this measure could result in an increased yield per
recruit, This would apply not only to EEZ waters but to Louisiana territorial
waters as well by more effective enforcement. Approximately two milhon
pounds of white shrimp smatler than 100 count valued from $700,000 to S1.0 -
million were landed from Louisiana waters in 1985, The effect of this



proposed action would be to reduce the catch of these small shrimp and
increase a later catch of larger, more valuable shrimp which survive.

The number of fishing craft involved in landing these shrimp is unknown.
Whether foregoing the $1.3 to $1.85 million worth of shrimp greater than 100
count from state and federal waters will result in a corresponding or greater
increase in the catch of larger shrimp later on is unknown but 15 the
presumption. Benefits from the current state regulation would be enhanced
since their enforcement would be more effective in protecting the small
shrimp in state waters.

Summary: The following list itemizes the additional information requested by
the Regional Director in his {etter of rejection of the previous submission of
Shrimp Amendment 4.

{. Landingst Louisiana white shrimp landings 1957-1986 are shown in Table
I3 53 million pounds (headless) were landed in 1986. There were 12.7 and
4,5 miilion pounds of seabobs landed in 1986 and 1987 (Table 2).

2, Participants: The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries license
statistics reveal the issuance of 49,920 shrimp gear licenses in 1987, all of
which would have access to the white shrimp fishery. Of these, 8,265
licensed boats 26 feet or more in length have the potential to participate
in the near shore fishery for seabobs.

3. Number of Cases Dropped: During the calendar years 1986 and 1987, a
total of 57 citations were issued for undersized shrimp and over %0
percent of these were either nol pros or no further action was taken. The
37 citations were in instances where the fisherman was actually caught in.
the act of taking undersized shrimp in Louisiana waters. [n other
instances where enforcement agents encountered undersized shrimp on a
dock or on a boat that was not engaged in fishing, no citation could he
1ssued and no record of such instances was maintained.

4, Culling Capabilitys Culling 120 count white shrimp from a mixed catch of
seabobs of the same size would be tedious and labor intensive. Therefore,
this action would be implemented after Louisiana establishes a provision
for bycatch of small white shrimp in the fishery for seabobs.

5. Financial Impact on Seabob Fishery: I[f implementation of this action
occurs after Louisiana has provided for a bycatch, there would be no
impact on the seabob fishery. Over the last five years, the average annual
value of the Louisiana seabob fishery is $3.1 million (Table 2).

6. Same [nformation for Other States: Because other Guif states do not have
possession or landing regulations for size of shrimp taken beyond their
jurisdiction, fishermen landing in those states would be unaffected, and
enforcement efforts by those states would remain unaffected.

7. Cost Benefits: Yield per recruit plots on small, overwintering white
shrimp simulated by the SEFC indicated an increase in yield at low winter
natural mortality rates of 0.07 and 0.03 by postponing fishing untii May.
If, however, the natural mortality rate is 0.15, a better yield is obtained
by fishing in January (see 8 below).

o



8. Increase in Catch and Revenue: [f the natural mortality rates are low (as
they are thought to be) increased yield could be up to 1.3 million pounds
valued at S1.1 million.

9. [mpact of Deferring Catch: By deferring harvest 3 months, the potential
yield to the fisherman would be increased 37 percent in volunie and 73
percent in value, which far exceeds any reasonable discount rate.

10. Effect on Operating Practices, Costs, Culling, and Market Demand:
Catches of small white shrimp generally occur in December and January
when there are few inshore shrimping opportunities other than seabubs.
some larger brown shrimp may be taken offshore by larger vessels. An
allowable bycatch of small white shrimp would not disrupt the fishery for
seabobs. Market demand for small shrimp is being partially met by
imports of pond-raised shrimp from China albeit at sonie unknown cost to
domestic fishermen,

1. Effects on Directed Fishing for White Shrimp and Seabobs, Financial
Situation of Those Affected: Because there are few available shrimp
during December and January, small white shrimp constitute the
predominance of the shrimp taken during this period. Most vessels are
small, owner-operated boats with few other shrimp [ishing alternatives
other than seabobs at this time, However, they would have the
opportunity to participate in the deferred and enhanced harvest in May,

Rejected Alternative l: Set a minimum size limit of 100 whole shrimgp to the
pound for white shrimp taken in the EEZ,

Rationale: This option would have been consistent with Louisiana's law except
for the exciusion of shrimp taken for bait or during the spring open season. [t
would have been inconsistent with the uther states; though because the size i3
smaller, it would not change the current practices there. The effect of a
specified count would provide less flexibility in the event a state were (o
change its law to be incompatible,

Expected Economic Impacts: This action would achieve the same results as
the preferred option but would provide less flexibility. [t could result In
additional costs in further amendment to the FMP if Louisiana or other states
revised their count laws.

Rejected Alternative 2: No action, i.e., no minimum size limit for white
shrimp.

Rationale: With no change, the [ishery for small white shrimp over 100 count
would continue in the EEZ off Louisiana (legally) and in Louisiana waters
(illegally). At-sea enforcement of Louisiana's law is difficuit, and the area of
capture is almost impossible to prove at the dock. If the catch of 3.7 M of
white shrimp over 100 count can he deferred until they return to inshore
waters at a larger and more valuable size, substantial gains in yield wouid be
accomplished,

Expected Economic [mpact: Louisiana would continue to face difficulties in
enforcement. Small white shrimp, perhaps up to 3.7 M (51,295,000 to

Il



$1,850,000) wouid be landed with the claim that they were caught in the EEZ
at some cost to increased, later landings of larger individuals.

Rejected Alternative 31 Establish a cooperative seasonal closure of state and
federal waters where and when smail shrimp are present,

Rationale: This action would protect small shrimp by establishing a closure of
inshore waters of the EEZ during some winter period. Larger shrinip of uther
species would not be available in the closed area, Lou;s:ana regulations wouid
dif fer but would be compatible, however. - :

Expected Economic Impact: Evaluating the economic impact of this
alternative would require a detailed analysis of the underlying biological
production factors as well as identification of the number and degree of {ishing
craft impacted. This has not been done. Since Louisiana officials indicate
that Louisiana's regulations are not compatible with this management approach
and are not likely to be changed to become so, it is not necessary to conduct a
detailed analysis of a non-feasible alternative. e
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Figure 1 Source: NMES SEFC
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1957
1958
1959
1960
1961
1962
1963
1964
1965
1966
1967
1968
1949
1970
1971
1972
1973
1974
1975

1976

1977
1978
1979
1980
1981

1583
1984
1585
1986

Table 1
Shrizp Catch (heads-off) in aillions of pounds and millicns of dallars
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ACTION 6: ENDANGERED SPECIES PROTECTION
Section 8.3.1.4 Measure 7 is revised as follows:

Measure 7: The Council recommends that NMFS develop and implement an
educational program to inform the sheimp industry of the following:

l. Current status of the sea turtle popuiations which are identified by
the Endangered Species Act on its endangered or threatened list.

2. Known locations in U.S. waters frequented by sea turtle species
described above.

3. Proper methods of resuscitation and return to the sea of incidentally
captured sea turtles.

4, Shrimp trawling procedures to reduce the catch and mortality of sea
turtles. -

5. Potential penalties for violation of the Endangeréd Species Act.

The Council also recommends an expansion of the sea turtle head start
and research programs under NMFS, where appropriate, with federal and
private participation and funding in compliance with ESA, the goal being to
remove sea turtles from the endangered or threatened species list. Funding of
this program should be through participation by governmental and shrimp
industry entities, domestic or foreign, and any other industries who negatively
impact the ability to remove these species from the endangered or threatened
species lists as identified by the ESA.

Rationale: All of the sea turtles that inhabit the United States Gulf of Mexico
are listed either as threatened or endangered and must be protected. The
shrimp fishermen, therefore, need to be informed of the necessity of following
good conservation practices in relation to this species.

NOAA has implemented measures intended to reduce caich and mortality of
endangered and threatened sea turtles in the shrimp fishery. This action is
taken under the provisions of ESA and would supersede any less restrictive
measures which could be implemented under the Magnuson Act. The Council is
concerned that factors other than shrimp fishing will continue to contribute to
the decline of endangered and threatened populations of sea turtles in the
Gulf. The above recommendations are intended 1o enhance action by NOAA
and support the shrimp industry in activities to restore sea furtle populations.

Expected Economic Impact: A suitable increase in the educational program
could cost 5100,000 per year. If additional turtie eggs become available from
Mexico and if the scientific community endorsed an expansion of the existing
head start program, the number of turtles released might be doubled at a
public and private cost of about $200,000 per year. Benefits would be in the
reestablishment of an endangered species.

Reiected Alternative l: Limit trawl duration to 90 minutes or less on vesseis
not equipped with TEDs in areas where sea turtles frequently occur.




Rationale: NOAA action to require gear modification under ESA supersedes
Council authority for less restrictive measures under the Magnuson Acl.

Expected Economic [mpact: The efficiency of trawi fishing would be reduced
by some unknown amount at a cost to the vessel operation.

ACTION 7: OBSTRUCTIONS TQ SHRIMP TRAWLING
Section 8.5.1.7 Measure 10 is revised to read as foliows:

Measure 10: The Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council will attemgpt
to reduce, where feasihle, the loss of cffshore trawlable bottom and hazards to
trawl vessels by establishing within GMFMC, a committee to monitor and
review construction of offshore reefs and surface obstructions, with attention
to the needs of the reef fish and shrimp user groups.

Rationaie: In the Gulf shrimp fishery, there is a considerable loss of gear and
time associated with trawls becoming entangled on artificial underwater
obstructions. The adverse effect of these obstructions must be minimized in a
way consistent with other national interests. Placement of unlighted surface
structures creates a hazard to night operation of vessels.

This action broadens the Council's interest to advising the appropriate agencies
regarding the presence or placement of unmarked or hazardous surface or
subsurface obstructions in navigable waters.

Expected Economic [mpact: Only a slight increase in administrative costs is
expected in Council operation with a slight loss in overall staff efficiency due
to reordering of priorities necessary 1o cope with the additional workiocad.
Elimination of trawl obstructions and hazards to navigation would enhance
vesse| efficlency and safety to some unknown degree.

Y. Environmental Conseguences

Physical Environment

The actions proposed in this amendment have no adverse impact on the
physical environment.

Fishery Resource and Human Environment

The effect of these actions is to simplify and clarify procedures for
regulatory amendment of the principal management measures, l.e., the
Tortugas shrimp sanctuary and the cooperative seasonal closure off Texas.
The establishment of a white shrimp size consistency provides compatibility
with Louisiana law and reduces the effect of growth overfishing.

Effect on Endangered Species and Marine Mammals

NMFS has determined that this action will not have any adverse impact on
threatened or endangered species or marine mammals. On Qctober |, 1987,
NOAA's final regulations became effective which require use of trawling
efficiency devices (TEDs) on shrimp trawls in U.S. waters when and where sea .
turtles are expected to occur. This action was taken under the ESA which
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provides more extensive authority than exists under the Magnuson Act for
these species. The actions proposed as part of this amendment are
compatible with those impiemented under ESA and would enhance recovery of
the endangered species of sea turtles, if enacted.

Effect on Wetlands

The propused action wiil have no effect on any [lood plains, wetlands, rails,
or rivers.

Shrimp Habitat

Recognizing that all species are dependent on the quantity and quality of
thewr essential habitats, it is the policy of the Guif Fishery Management
Counctl to:

Protect, restore, and improve habitats upon which~eommercial and
recreational marine fisheries depend, to increase their extent and to inprove
their productive capacity for the benefit of present and future generations.
(For purposes of this policy, habitat is defined to inctude all those things
physical, chemical, and biological that are necessary to the productivity of
the species being managed).

This policy shail be supported by three policy objectives which are to:

(1) Maintain the current quantity and productive capacity of habitats
supporting important commercial and recreational fisheries, including
their food base.

{This objective may be accomplished through the recommendation of no
toss and minimization of environmental degradation of existing habitat).

{2) Restore and rehabilitate the productive capacity of habitats which have
already been degraded. '

{3) Create and deveiop productive habitats where increased fishery
productivity will benefit society.

The Council shall assume an aggressive role in the protection and
enhancement of habitats important to marine and anadromous fish. It shall
actively enter federal decision-making processes where proposed actions may
otherwise compromise the productivity of fishery resources of concern to the
Council, :

The habitat requirements of shrimp and the Council's habitat and protection
policy were originally described in Sections 4.5 and 8.5.1.2 of the FMP as
revised November, [981.

The weakest link in the life cycle of shrimp is the estuarine phase of growth.
Natural and man-induced alterations of the fragile environment have removed
much of the area that would be considered suitable shrimp habitat. Natural
wetland losses resuit from forces such as erosion, sea leve! rises, subsidence, -
and accretion., According to Lindall, et al. {1979), the major man-induced
activities that impact environmental gradients in the estuarine 2one are:
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construction and maintenance of navigation channels;
discharges from wastewater plants and industries;
dredge and fill for land use development;

agricultural runoff;

ditching, draining, or impounding wetlands;

o1l spills;

thermal discharges;

. mining, particularly for phosphate and petroleum.
entrainment and impingement from electric generatmg stauona,
10. dams;

1l. marinas;

12. alteration of freshwater inflows to estuaries;

{3, saltwater intrusion; and

{4, non-point-source discharges of contaminants.

SO0 S O e B b —

The amount of remaining wetlands sultable for shrinip production in the Gulf
of Mexico has not been quantified. However, Alexander, et al. {193¢)
estimated that only about 5.2 million acres of salt marsh, fresh marsh, and
swamp wetlands remain. This represents about 46 percent of the wetlands of
these types that remain in the conterminous United States. The overasl! rate
of wetland losses similarly is not known since adequate mapping programs and
haseline data are not available. However, Alexander, et al. {1986} estimated
that for the last 25 years, coastal wetlands have been depleted at an average
rate of 20,000 acres per year. This rate may be even higher in the Guif of
Mexico, For example, Gagliano (1984) has estimated that natural and man-
induced forces contribute to a yearly land loss, including marsh, of more than
J0 square miles per year.

Natural wetland losses are difficult to control since often major
environmental manipulations are required, for example, rediverting
Mississippi River flows over marshes that are deteriorating. Other uvptions
relate to mitigation of wetland losses by restoration, generation, or
enhancement of habitat (Lindall, et al., 1979). Mitigation, however, often is
not desirable since some of the mitigation technologies are stili puoorly
understood. Wetland creation technology is an emerging science that requires
more development before it can be routinely appiied (Mager and Thayer,
1986). As technology improves and mitigation options expand, the Guif of
Mexico Fishery Management Council (GMFMC) will use its authorities to
stimulate the incorporation of appropriate mitigation as a management tool
when habitat losses cannot otherwise be avoided.

Man-induced wetland losses also are difficult to quantify, but can be
controtled by state and/or federal regulatory agencies. The Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA), for example, has responsibility to regulaie
wastewater discharges and the Corps of Engineers (COE) manages a program
which regulates physical wetland alterations (dredging, filling, impounding,
etc.). The amount of shrimp habitat affected by EPA's program is unknown,
but data on the effect of the COE's regulatory program in the Southeast are
availabie (Mager and Hardy, in press % Mager and Keppner (1987) have
provided data which show that a sample of 6,354 permit applications and COE
projects between 1981 and 1986 proposed the alterartion of almost 278,000
acres of wetlands in the Southeast.



Mager and Thayer (1986) have analyzed five years of data on the COE%
program and provided proposed alterations by state, by habitat type, and by
the type of alterations invoived (Tables 3 and 4). For the Gulf States, almost
174,000 acres of wetland losses were proposed by more than 4,000 projects.
This provides an indication of the significance of the COE's program and the
cumulative effect of wetland losses.

Environmental agencies sych as the National Marine Fisheries Service
(NMFS), the Fish and Widlife Service, and the EPA analyze projects
proposing wetland alterations for potential impacts to resvurces under their
purview, This is similar to the function of the CMFMC's Habitat
Commitiee, These recommendations are submitted to the COE where they
are included in a public interest review which determines whether or not a
permit would be issued for a given alteration. NMFS data reveal thar their
recommendations on more than 4,000 projects in the Guif States would have
resulted in the conservation of about 128,000 acres of wetlands and the
restoration and generation of more than 109,000 acres of wetlands {Mager and
Thayer, 1986) . P

It is evident that the conservation of shrimp habitat relies heavily on whether
the recommendations of agencies such as the NMFS and the GMFMC's
Habitat Committee are incorporated into permitting decisions. Mager (in
press) surveyed 857 projects where permits had been issued by COE Districts
in the Southeast to find out if NMFS recommendations had been incorporated
by the COE into issued permits. While treatment varied by district, NMFS
recommendations were fully accepted 350 percent, partially accepted 24
percent, and rejected 26 percent of the time. In terms of habitat, 22,054
acres of wetlands were proposed for alteration by the 857 projects, the NMFS
accepted alterations in 9,061 acres, and the COE issued permits to alter
11,617 acres or 2,556 acres more than NMFS had recommended.

in view of the above, it is evident that the continued cumulative loss of
wetlands should be minimized by giving greater weight to wetland values in
the COE public interest reviews. The GMFMC will use its authorities through
its Habitat Committee, to support state and federal environmental agencies
in their habitat conservation efforts and wiil directly engage the regulatory
agencies on significant actions which affect shrimp habitat. The goal is to
insure that shrimp habitat iosses are kept to the minimum and that efforts for
appropriate mitigation strategies are supported.

The quantitative effects of habitat loss and degradation on shrimp production
are unknown; however, information is available on the kind of environment
necessary for shrimp survival (Idyll, et al.,, 1967). Turner (1977) observed that
the yield of shrimp in Louisiana's estuaries is directly related to the acreage
of marsh, while that from the northeastern Gulf of Mexico is directly related
to the acreage of marsh and submerged grassbeds. He found no relationship
between yields and estuarine water surface, average waler depth, or
volume. His findings concur with the observations of Barrett and Gillespie
{197 3) that annual brown shrimp production in Louisiana is correlated with the
acreage of marsh with water ahove 10 ppt satinity, but not with acres of
estuarine water above 10 ppt salinity. These findings suggest that the brown,
white, and pink shrimp yields in the U.S. Gulf of Mexico depend on the

survival of the estuarine marshes, and grassbeds in their natural state. These ~

areas not only provide postiarval, juvenile, and subadult shrimp with food and
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protection from predation, but they help to maintain an essential gradient
between fresh and salt water.

Smooth cordgrass, Spartina alterniflora, an emergent intertidal grass,
provides important habitat for juvenile brown shcimp (Zimmerman, et al.,
1984). ' Thus, shoreline development which displaces this vegetation affects
production,

Costello, et al., (1986) found early juvenile pink shrimp in Florida Bay to be
most abundant in shoal grass (Halodule wrightii) beds and less abundant in
turtle grass (Thalassia testudinium). Shoal grass grows in an estuarine habitat
while turtle grass occurs in higher seawater salinities. Thus, water
management which alters salinity patterns could cause displacement of one
sea grass by another that is less favorable as a habitat for pink shrimp, There
is some evidence that Everglades water management may have coniributed to
the recent replacement of shoal grass by turtle grass in areas of Florida Bay.
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VII. CONCLUSIONS

Q

Mitigatring Measures Related to the Proposed Action

None

{Jnavoidabie Adverse Effects

None

Relationship Between Local, Short-Termt Users of the Resource and
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity

Compatible federal and state white shrimp reguiations will better enable
Louisiana to enforce its size limit at the dock, thus discouraging the catch of
very small, fow value shrimp with high potential for growth. This action
defers harvest until the shrimp can provide a higher but unquantifiabie yield.

Overall estimated economic impact of preferred alternatives may be
summarized as follows:

Action | - Problems in the Fishery: No impact.
Action 2 - Specific Management Objectives: No impact.

Action 3 - Tortugas Shrimp Sanctuary: Srnail decrease in administrative costs
and better economic evaluation of framework criteria resulting in better
decisions and probable positive economic impact,

Action 4 - Cooperative Seasonal Closure to Shrimping Off Texas: No change
in administrative costs but a more thorough economic evaluation in the
annual review of the fishery resuiting in better decisions and probable
positive economic impact.

Action 5 - Coordination of state and federal regulations (size for white
shrimp): Loss of $600,000 to $850,000 in shrimp from the EEZ with some
unknown gain in deferred catch of larger individuals. The deferred gain is
expected to exceed the loss. A simulation based on 19835 catch data suggests
a gain of $1.1 million,

Action 6 - Endangered Species Protection: Federal cost of $100,000 per year
for educational program and possible public and private cost of $200,000 for
expanding head start program if and when feasibie. Benefit is possibie
increase in turtle survival having unknown value to society at large.

Action 7 - Obstructions to Shrimp Trawling: Slight cost, possible safety
benefits, unquantifiable.
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Effect on Small Businesses

This action, if promulgated, will not have a significant adverse iipact on a
substantial number of smatl entities.

The major impact from this proposed action would be on small business
entittes engaged in harvesting white shrimp off Louisiana, There are
approximately 50,000 shrimp gear licenses issued (n Louisiana of which
approximately 8,000 are for vessels 26 feet or more in length. The latter
have the capability of fishing offshore for whité shrimp and seabobs. These
vessels are typically owner operated and may be valued from $50,650 to
$500,0Q0,

The effect of Action 5 would be to enhance catch in pounds ang value by
deferring fishing until shrimp are both larger in size and more valuable. All
vessels presumably would have the opportunity to participate in the enhanced
yield and therefore share in the benefits of the action. SN

By reserving implementation of Action 5 until the State of Louisiana provides
for a bycatch of small white shrimp in the seabob fishery, no adverse impact
on this fishery is expected to occur.

Coastal Zone Management Consistency

Copies of the propesed action were provided to the four Gulf states with
coastal management programs. Louisiana, Mississippi, and Florida found the
action to be consistent, No response was received from Alabama.

{rreversible or {rretrievable Commitment of Resources

None

Enforcement Caosts

The actions proposed in this amendment do not materially alter federal
enforcement costs. The compatihle size limit for white shrimp should reduce
enforcement costs by the State of Louisiana by providing the opportunity tor
dockside enforcement.

Vessel Safety

The actions do not impose requirement for use of unsafe (or other) gear nor
do they direct fishing effort to periods of adverse weather conditions. A
seasonal opening of productive fishing waters off Texas is an attraction (0
shrimp trawlers and promotes a concentration of vessels along the 400-imle
coast line. The brown shrimp fishery is seasonally productive and normaily
results in an accurnulation of fishing vessels during periods of high yield.

2



Recommendation

Finding of No Significant Environmenial lmpact

in view of the analysis presented in this document, ! have determiined thal the
proposed action in this amendment to the Fishery Management Plan for Guif
Shrimp would not significantly affect the quality of the human environment
with specific reference to the criteria contained in NDM 02-10 impleinenting
the National Environmental Policy Act. Accordingly, the preparation of a
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for this proposed action 1s not
necessary.

Approved:

Title Date

Responsible Agencies

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Lincoln Center, Suite 38!

5401 West Kennedy Boulevard

Tampa, Florida 33609

(313) 228-28!5

List of Agencies and Persons Consulted

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council's
- Scientific and Statistical Committee
- Shrimp Advisory Panel

Coastal Zone Management Programs
- Alabama
- Florida
- Louisiana
- Mississippi

National Marine Fisherjes Service
- Southeast Fisheries Center
- Fisheries Operations Branch - Southeast Regional Office

Trade Associations:

- Texas Shrimp Association
Louisiana Shrimp Association
Concerned Shrimpers of Louisiana
American Shrimp Processors Association
Center for Environmental Education
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List of Preparers

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
- Terrance R. Leary, Blologist
- Paul J. Hooker, Ph.D., Economist

National Marine Fisheries Service - Southeast Regional Office
- Andreas Mager, Jr.

Location and Date of Public Hearings

July 28 Galveston, Texas, Jury Assembly Rooin, Courthouse

Juily 29 Port Arthur, Texas, Justice Court, 525 Lakeshore Drive

July 30 Cameron, Louisiana, Cameron Elementary School

August 4 Houma, Louisiana, Council Meeting Room, C°Uf_.5b_°l_ise Annex
August 5 Lafitte, Louisiana, Firemen's Hatl

August 6 Biloxi, Mississippi, Assembly Room, Biloxi Cutturai Center
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Introduction

A fishery management plan for the shrimp fishery in the Gulf of Mexico
was prepared by the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and
was implemented as federal regulation on May L5, 198{, The principal
thrust of the plan was to enhance yield in volume and value by deferring
harvest of small shrimp to provide for growth. This was achieved by
estabiishing a cooperative Tortugas shrimp sanctuary with the State of
Florida to close to shrimp trawling an area where small pink shrimp
comprise the majority of the population most of the time. A cooperative
45-day seasonal closure was established with the State of Texas to
protect small brown shrimp emigrating from bay nursery areas. Anarea
of Fiorida Bay was zoned seasonaily for either shrimp or stone crab
fishing to avoid gear conflict,

Amendment No. | provided the Regional Director of NMFS with the
authority after conferring with the Council to adjust by regulatory
amendment the size of the Tortugas sanctuary or extent of the Texas
closure or to eliminate either closure for one year.

Amendment No. 2 updated catch and economic data in.-the FMP, and
Amendment No. 3 resolved another shrimp-stone crab gear conflict on
the west central Florida coast.

Amendment No. 4 identified additional problems which developed in the
fishery and revised the objectives of the FMP accordingly. The annual
review process for the Tortugas sanctuary was simplified, and the
Council and Regional Director review for the Texas closure was extended
to February Ist. White siirimp taken in the EEZ were to be landed in
accord with a state's size possession regulations to provide consistency
and facility of enforcement with the State of Louisiana. This latter
action was to have been implemented at such time when Louisiana
provided for an incidental catch of undersized white shrimp in the fishery
for seabobs. This proposed action was disapproved with the
recommendation that it be resubmitted under the expedited 6G-day
Secretarial review schedule after Louisiana provided for a bycatch of
undersized white shrimp in the directed {ishery for seabobs,

Description and Utilization Patterns

U.S. commercial landings of Gulf shrimp averaged 255 million pounds

~ (live weight) during the period 1983 to 1987. Landings in 1988 were 226

mitlion pounds down 12 percent from 257 million pounds in 1987. The
exvessel value of landings was $414 million,

All U.S. shrimp landings for the five-year period 1983-1987 averaged 330
million pounds,

Supply cannot meet the demand, and imporis have made up the
difference. Each year since 1982 imports have set a new record,
reaching 504 million pounds in 1988 (NMFS statistics).

Gulf shrimp abundance continues to be the result of recruitment, largely
controlled by environmental driving forces. In recent years the
deveiopment of a strong inshore (bay§ fishery on juvenile shrimp, whose
growth potential has not been reached, has resulted in lower recruitment



to the offshore fishery and lessened the potential for increasing yielg by
deferring harvest in oifshore waters.

Requirements to meodify trawl gear or trawling procedures to protect
threatened or endangered species of sea turtles by the Secretary of
Commerce under the Endangered Species Act have caused social and
economic disruption in the Gulf shrimp fishery,

II. Issue To Be Addressed

Regulations of some states are inconsistent with FMP regulations.

Iv. Propased Action

White shrimp taken in the EEZ and transported into Louisiana are 1o be
tanded in accord with Louisiana's size possession regulations when
possessed within the jurisdiction of that state,

PROBLEMS IN THE FISHERY

The Council has identified the following problems associated with the
fishery and the present management regime has prepared the “plan objectives
where possible to address and alleviate them.

1,

2"

10.
11,

12,

3.

Conflict among user groups as to area and size at which shrimp are to
be harvested,

Discard of shrimp through the wasteful practice of culling,

The continuing decline in the quality and quantity of estuarine and
associated inland habitats.

. Conflicts with other fisheries such as the stone crab fishery in

southern Florida, the groundfish fishery of the north central Gulf, and
the Gulf's reef fish fishery,

Incidental capture of sea turtles.

Loss of gear and trawling grounds due to man-made obstructions.
Partial lack of basic data needed for management.

Increasiﬁg catch of small shrimp in inshore waters.

Pulse fishing resulting from seasonal closure,

Loss of access to productive shrimp fishing grounds off Mexico.
Possible loss of shrimp to Mexico through transboundary migfation.

Competition in shrimp sizes targeted by management with prevalent
sizes produced by foreign mariculture operations,

Inconsistency in some state and federal regulations.



14. Excessive fishing effort employed in the fishery,

15. Limited enforcement capabilities.

SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVES
The following are the specific management object'ives of this plan.
1. Optimize the yield from shrimp recruited to the fishery.

2. Encourage habitat protection measures to prevent undue loss of
shrimp habitat.

3. Coordinate the development of shrimp management measures by the
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council with the shrimp
management programs of the several states, where feasibie.

4. Promote consistency with the Endangered Species Act‘*nd the Marine
Mammal Protection Act.

5. Minimize the incidental captwe of finfish by shrimpers, when
appropriate.

6. Minimize conflicts between shrimp and stone crab fishermen.
7. Minimize adverse effects of obstructions to shrimp trawling.
8. Provide for a statistical reporting system.
ACTION: COORDINATION OF STATE AND FEDERAL REGULATIONS
Section 8,5.1.3 is revised by adding a new measure 5A as follows:

Measure 5A: White shrimp taken in the EEZ will be subject to the
minimum size landing and possession limits of the State of Louisiana when
possessed within the jurisdiction of the State of Louisiana.

Rationale: The fishery for white shrimp in Loulsiana is important, ranging
from 22 to 53 million pounds in recent years (Table 1), In September 1984,
Louisiana established a minimum size of 100 shrimp to the pound which is
difficult to enforce at dockside when there are no size limits in the EEZ.
Shrimp smaller than 100 count have low value and have not achieved growth
potential. Fishing such small shrimp results in growth overfishing.

The 1989 shrimp stock assessment conducted by the Galveston Laboratory of
the Southeast Fisheries Center stated, in part, in reference to white shrimp:

"The average size of landed white shrimp has decreased since 1960.
"Growth is temperature dependent. Growth data are sparse for November to

February. A dramatic increase in growth of overwintering juveniles occurs
with spring warming,



"Best esuimates of natural mortality have ranged from .20-.35 cm on & monthly
basis, and the midpoint of 0.275 was selected for use in VPA analysis. Due toa
shortage of the necessary data, the estimates for the winter months are paor.

"There is growth overfishing in the white shrimp fishery. (Growth overfishing
15 defined as the condition which exists when the age at entry is less than that
which will support maximum yield. )"

Yield per recruit analysis recently developed by NMFS SEFC Galveston
Laboratory suggests that yield can be enhanced by delay of the harvest of
these small white shrimp until May, if natural mortality rates are iow. In
1985, there were approximately 2 million pounds of shrimp smaller than
Louisiana's minimum count size taken from state waters (Areas 12-17) and
another 1.7 million pounds taken from adjacent federal waters for a total of
3.7 million pounds. With an average value of $0.43 per pound, the yietd would
be $1.59 million. If deferred harvest increased yield by 19-37 percent to a
larger and more valuable shrimp ($0.85 per pound), the yield would be 4.4-5.0
million pounds at $3.7-4.25 million or an increase of 700 thousand to 1.3
million pounds at a value of $595 thousand to $1.1 million, Mgttality rates are
not exact and recruitment and growth will vary depending: on environmental
conditions. In the example used, a mortality rate of 0.03 was used and the
spread of gain is from using different sizes of shrimp at commencement of the
model in November. In this simulation, fishermen could have gained up to an
additional 1.3 million pounds of shrimp valued at $i.1 mitlion by deferring
harvest from January until May.

Most of the small white shrimp occur within Louisiana's three-mile territorial
waters; however, dockside enforcement is difficult if fishermen claim the
catch was made legally In federal waters, This enforcement difficulty
prompted the Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries to request that
the minimum count size limit apply to shrimp taken in federal waters and
landed in Louisiana.

In December and January small white shrimp are driven by cold fronts from
the inshore water to warmer waters offshore. While Louisiana protects these
very small shrimp within its territorial waters, the presence of unprotected
small shrimp in the EEZ has made Louisiana law ineffective. Shrimp legaily
taken in federal waters in accord with the Shrimp FMP may be landed
regardless of conflicting state regulations.

In 1986 and 1987 Louisiana issued 57 citations for taking undersized shrimp
where fishermen were caught in the act of catching them in Louisiana
waters, This does not include the instances where enforcement officers
encountered undersize shrimp on the dock or on a boat not in the act of
fishing.

As explained In the FMP, the use of a minimurmn size limit for shrimp in mixed
stocks can be wasteful when it results in culling, i.e., the retention of larger
individuals and discard of the smaller, dead individuals. However, a minimum
size limit can be effective if it prevents fishing mortality on small shrimp.
Small white shrimp occur in schools and would constitute a directed fishery
rather than an unwanted bycatch during this period. It is unlikely that they
would be culled and discarded in a fishery directed at larger shrimp. Large
shrimp are uncommon inshore in December and January in the areas where the
small white shrimp are found.



This proposed action will have no effect on the other four Guif states.

Florida, Alabama, and Mississippi have minimum size counts of 47, 68, and 68
respectively, for whole white shrimp taken from their waters. Texas has no
size counts but closes its Guif waters out to seven fathoms from December té
through February | to protect these shrimp. Smaller shrimp taken elsewhere
may be legaily landed in these states. Few smail white shrimp occur in federal
waters off these states, however, For example, in 1985 of the 1.7 million
pounds of white shrimp 100 count or smaller taken in the EEZ all but about
30,000 pounds came from Statistical Areas 12 through 17 (Louisiana).

This action would permit Loulsiana to enforce its minimum 100 count size
possession limit at the dock. Louisiana has two exceptlions to white shrimp
size limit: it does not apply to bait shrimp nor to any shrimp taken during the
spring season. The other Gulf states' size limit regulations apply only to
shrimp taken In thelr jurisdiction and possession of smaller shrimp taken
elsewhere is allowed. )
Seabobs, a small species of schooling shrimp, may be mixed with small white
shrimp resulting in a mixed catch which is difficult to separate. (Seabobs are
harvested at an average size of about 120 count and constitute a locally
important fishery [Table 21} Although seabobs are usually a directed fishery
with modified trawls, a mix of small white shrimp is not uncommon. Seabobs
are usually taken close to shore but may be found in substantial numbers in
channels offshore as far as seven miles,

Because of the possible disruption of the directed fishery for seabobs, the
Council requested on submission of Amendment 4 that implementation of the
white shrimp size compatibility with Louisiana be implemented at such time as
that state made provision for an allowable bycatch of undersized white shrimp
in the seabob fishery, NMFS went a step further and rejected this measure
pending the action by Louisiana, suggested the size apply only te Loulsiana
shrimp, and requested additional data.

At the recommendation of the Council, the Louisiana Legislature in 1989
passed a bill which allows a bycatch of up to ten percent in a directed seabob
fishery (Exhibit 3 and Exhibit 4},

Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries statistics reveal the issuance
of 49,920 shrimp gear licenses in 1987, all of which would have access to the
white shrimp fishery. Of these, 8,265 licenses were issued to vessels 26 feet or
more in lengih which have the potential to participate in the near shore Gulf
fishery for seabobs.

Expected Economic [mpact:

As an example of the economic impact of this measure, in 1985 there were 1.7
million pounds of white shrimp of 100 count or smaller caught in the EEZ and
landed. The value was 35 to 50 cents per pound or $600,000 to $850,000
depending on size, The extent to which this was a directed fishery is not
known nor is it known what amount of these shrimp will continue to be caught
but discarded.



If directed fishing and fishing mortality for these small shrimp is decreased
and natural mortality is low, this measure could result in an increased yield per
recruit. This would apply not only to EEZ waters but to Louisiana territorial
waters as well by more effective enforcement. Approximately two million
pounds of white shrimp smaller than 100 count valued from $700,000 to $1.0
million were landed from Louisiana waters in 1985. The effect of this
proposed action would be to reduce the catch of these small shrimp and
increase a later catch of larger, more valuable shrimp which survive.

Specific bycatch rates of small white shrimp in the seabob fishery are not
available, but the American Shrimp Processors Association {formerly American
Shrimp Canners and Processors Assoclation) concurs with the 10 percent limit,
based on the seabob harvest processed by its member facilities. Therefore, the
Council concludes that this action will not have a negative economic impact on
participants in the seabob fishery (Exhibit 5).

The number of fishing craft involved in landing these shrimp is unknown.
Whether foregoing the $1.3 to $1.85 miilion worth of shrimp greater than 100
count from state and federal waters will result in a corresponding or greater
increase in the catch of larger shrimp later on i1s unknown but is the
presurnption. Benefits from the current state regulation would be enhanced
since their enforcement would be more effective in protecting the small
shrimp in state waters.

The Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries has provided this
additional information on economics of the white shrimp fishery and relative
importance of the white shrimp and seabob fisheires to Louisiana, information
on the size distribution of white shrimp in Louisiana offshore waters and the
adjacent EEZ and these numbers have not changed significantly from those in
the earlier submission of this amendment, although there are year to year
fluctuations. The shrimp fishery is Louisiana's most valuable fishery and
" Louisiana contributes significantly to the Gulf Shrimp Fishery shrimp having in
excess of 30 percent of the total Guilf landings; white shrimp are a major
component of Louisiana's shrimp fishery. While white shrimp are landed in
Louislana year round, peak production occurs during late September through
early January with a smaller secondary peak occurring during May and early
June. Between 1980 and 1986, Louisiana's white shrimp landings ranged from
32 million to 53 million pounds, making up about 44 percent of Louisiana’s total
shrimp landings. Seabobs are also a component of the Louisiana Shrimp
Fishery, however they are of minor importance when compared to brown and
white shrimp. Seabob landings from 1980 to 1986 ranged from 3.6 million
pounds to 12.& million pounds or about 3.5 percent of Louisiana's total shrimp
landings. From a value prospective, white shrimp make up more than 50
percent of the total value of Louisiana's shrimp crop while seabobs contributed
about two percent from 1980 to 1986.

Summéry_: The following list itemizes the additional information requested by
the Regional Director in his letters of rejection of the previous submissions of
Shrimp Amendment 4.

1. Landings: Louisiana white shrimp landings 1978-1988 are shown in Exhibit
15 53 million pounds (headiess) were landed in 1986. There were 12.7, 4.5,
and 3.} million pounds of seabobs landed 1986, 1987, and 1988 (Exhibit 2).



10,

which would have access to the white shrimp fishery, Of these, 8,265
licensed boats 26 feet or more in length have the potential to participate
tn the near shore fishery for seabobs.

Number of Cases Dropped: During the calendar years 1986 and 1987, a
total of 57 citations were Issued for undersized shrimp and over 80
percent of these were either no! pros or no further action was taken. The
57 citations were in instances where the fisherman was actually caught in
the act of taking undersized shrimp in Louisiana waters. I[n other
instances where enforcement agents encountered undersized shrimp on a
dock or on a boatl that was not engaged in fishing, no citation could be
issued and no record of such instances was maintained.

Culling Capability: Culling 120 count white shrimp from a mixed catch of
seabobs of the same size would be tedious and labor intensive, Therefore,
this action is implemented after Louisiana established a provision for 10
percent allowable bycatch of smail white shrimp in the directed fishery
for seabobs. S
Financial Impact on Seabob Fishery: Because implementation of this
action occurs after Louisiana has provided for a bycatch, there is to be no
impact on the seabob fishery. Over five recent years, the average annual
value of the Louisiana seabob fishery is $3.2 million (Exhibit 2).

At the recommendation of NMFS, this action is to apply only to Loulsiana
whose law (Exhibit 4) has specified a minimum count size of 100 shrimp to
the pound except (a) during the spring open season as specified by
Louisiana regulations, {b} when taken under permit for bait as prescribed
by Louisiana regulations, or (c) when taken as bycatch not to exceed ten
percent in a directed fishery for seabobs, the directed fishery being
defined as one in which more than 50 percent of the catch by weight is
seabacbs.

. Cost Benefits: Yield per recruit piots on small, overwintering white

shrimp simulated by the SEFC indicated an increase in yield at low winter
natural mortality rates of 0.07 and (.03 by postponing fishing until May.
1f, however, the natural mortality rate is 0.13, a better yield is obtained
by fishing in January (see 8 below). Because enforcement can be
accomplished dockside, costs to the state will be decreased considerably,

increase in Catch and Revenue: [f the natural mortality rates are low {as
they are thought to be) increased yield could be up to 1.3 million pounds
valued at $1.1 million. A short term loss of $600,000 to $850,000 could be
replaced by the longer term gain of $(.1 million.

Impact of Deferring Catch: By deferring harvest 3 months, the potential
yield to the fisherman would be increased 37 percent 1n volume and 73
percent in value, which far exceeds any reasonable discount rate.

Effect on Operating Practices, Costs, Culling, and Market Demand:
Catches of small white shrimp generally occur in December and January
when there are few inshore shrimping opportunities other than seabobs.
Some larger brown shrimp may be taken farther offshore by targer
vessels. An allowable bycatch of small white shrimp will not disrupt the



fishery for seabobs. Market demand for small shrimp is being partially
met by imports of pond-raised shrimp from China aibeit at some unknown
cost to domestic fishermen. Shrimp processors have endorsed the action,

Ii. Effects on Directed Fishing for White Shrimp and Seabobs, Financial
Situation of Those Affected: Because there are few available shrimp
during December and January, small white shrimp constitute the
predominance of the shrimp taken during this period. Most vessels are
smail, owner-operated boats with few other shrimp fishing alternatives
other than seabobs at this time. However, they would have the
opportunity to participate in the deferred and enhanced harvest of white
shrimp in May.

12. Costs of culling smail white shrimp from larger white shrimp in the fall
season in Louisiana waters when count applies, is not known., The
requirement already exists under Louisiana law but is unenforceable
because of current inconsistency of federal regulations in the EEZ.

Rejected Alternative 13 Set a minimum size limit of 100 whcﬂ&shnmp to the
pound for white shrimp taken in the EEZ,

Rationale: This option wouid have been consistent with Louisiana's law except
for the exclusion of shrimp taken for bait or during the spring open season. [t
would have been inconsistent with the other states; though because the size is
smaller, it would not change the current practices there. The effect of a
specified count would provide less flexibility in the event a state were (o
change its law to be incompatible.

Expected Economic Impacts: This action would achieve the same results as
the preferred option but would provide less flexibility. It could result in
additional costs in further amendment to the FMP if Louisiana or other siates
revised their count laws.

Rejected Alternative 2: No action, i.e., no minimum size limit for white
shrimp.

Rationale: With no change, the fishery for small white shrimp over 100 count
would continue in the EEZ off Louisiana (legally) and in Louisiana waters
(illegally). At-sea enforcement of Louisiana's law is difficult, and the area of
capture is almost impossible to prove at the dock. If the catch of 3.7 M of
white shrimp over 100 count can be deferred until they return to inshore
waters at a larger and more valuable size, substantial gains in yield would be
accomplished.

Expected Economic Impact: Louisiana would continue to face difficulties in
enforcement. Small white shrimp, perhaps up to 3.7 M (51,295,000 10
$1,850,000) would be landed with the claim that they were caught in the EEZ
at some cost to increased, later landings of larger individuals.

Rejected Alternative 3: Establish a cooperative seasonal closure of state and
federal waters where and when small shrimp are present.

Rationale: This action would protect small shrimp by establishing a closure of
inshore waters of the EEZ during some winter period. Larger shrimp of other



species would not be available in the closed area. Louisiana regulations would
differ but would be compatible, however. The seabob fishery during this period
would be lost,

Expected Economic Impact:  Evaluating the economic impact of this
alternative would require a detailed analysis of the underlying biological
production factors as well as identification of the number and degree of fishing
craft impacted. This has not been done., Since Louisiana officials indicate
that Louisiana's regulations are not compatible with this management appreach
and are not likely to be changed to become so, it is not necessary to conduct a
detailed analysis of a non-feasible alternative.

Rejected Alternative 4: White shrimp taken in the EEZ and transported into a
respective state shall be in accordance with that state's landing and possession
laws with respect to size,

Rationale: The regulation wouid apply uniformly throughout the Guif EEZ and
would enhance the landing laws of all five states, if applicable.- Since no cother
Gulf state has possession laws applicable to shrimp taken beyond its
jurisdiction, the proposed action would apply only in Louisiana waters. NMFS
considers this to be open-ended with respect to these states and recommends
that the proposed rule be specific to Louisiana.

~ Expected Economic Impact: Same as the preferred alternative,

VL.

CONCLUSIONS

Mitigating Measures Related to the Propased Action

None

Unavoidable Adverse Effects

MNone

Relationship Between Llocal, Shorit-Term Users of the Resource and
Enhancement of Long-Term Productivity

Compatible federal and state white shrimp regulations will better enable
Louisiana to enforce its size limit at the dock, thus discouraging the catch
of very small, low value shrimp with high potential for growth. This
action defers harvest until the shrimp can provide a higher but
unquantifiable yield.

Estirnated economic impact of the preferred alternmative may be
sumimarized as foilows:

Coordination of state and federal regulations (size for white shrimp): Loss
of $600,000 to $850,000 in shrimp from the EEZ with some unknown gain
in deferred catch of larger individuais. The deferred gain is expected to
exceed the loss, A simulation based on 1985 catch data suggests a gain of
$t.1 million,



0 Effect on Small Businesses

This action, if promulgated, will not have a significant adverse impact on
a substantial number of small entities.

The major 1mpact from this proposed action would be on small business
entities engaged in harvesting white shrimp off Louisiana. There are
approximatety 50,000 shrimp gear licenses issued in Louisiana of which
approximately 8,000 are for vessels 26 feet or more in length. The latter
have the capability of fishing offshore for white shrimp and seabobs.
These vessels are typically owner operated and may be valued from
$50,000 to $500,000.

The effect of the action would be to enhance catch in pounds and value by
deferring fishing until shrimp are both larger in size and more valuable.
All vessels presumably would have the opportunity to participate in the
enhanced yield and therefore share in the benefits of the action.

By implementating the action after the State of Louisiané.r;provided for a
bycatch of small white shrimp in the seabob fishery, no adverse impact on
this fishery is expected to occur,

Coasta) Zone Management Consistency

Copies of the proposed action were provided to Louisiana which found the
action to be consistent. No other state will be affected,

o Irreversible or Irretrievable Commitment of Resources
None
o Enforcement Costs

The actions proposed in this amendment do not materially alter federal
enforcement costs. The compatibie size limit for white shrimp should
reduce enforcement costs by the State of Louisiana by providing the
opportunity for dockside enforcement.

0 Vessel Safety

The actions do not impose requirement for use of unsafe (or other) gear
nor do they direct fishing effort to periods of adverse weather conditions.

Recommendation

Finding of No Significant Environmental [mpact

In view of the analysis presented in this document, I have determined that
the proposed action in this amendment to the Fishery Management Plan
for Gulf Shrimp would not significantly affect the quality of the human
environment with specific reference to the criteria contained in NDM 02-
10 implementing the National Environmental Policy Act. Accordingly, the
preparation of .a Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for this
proposed action is not necessary.

10
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EXHIBIT 1

Louisiana Catch of White Shrimp
{Source NMFS Statistics)

(Millions of Pounds)

Year Total Offshore Inshore
1978 33 26 7
1979 22 17 3
1980 iz 24 2
1981 35 24 Soon
1982 27 19 ' &
1983 26 18 g8
1984 35 24 11l
1985 43 30 I3
1986 33 35 17
1387 40 26 14
1988 34 20 14



Year

1978
1979
13980
1981
1982
1983
1984
1985
1986
1987

1988

EXHIBIT 2

Louistana Seabob Landings and Values

Whote Weight in Miliions of Pounds and Millions of Dollars

(Source NMFS Statistics)

Weight
3.8

3.9
10.0
6.3
3.6
4.7
6.3
6.7
12.7
4.5

3.1

Value
l.l
3.7

13.4
2.8

9.1
2.1
2.4
2.5
3.1
3.4
2.5



Exmioit 3

State of Louisiana

CERARTMENT OF WALOUFE ANC FISHERIES

AMGMA AN SICRLE OET FRCE B KK ROOY SOEuEN
SECAE™ s BATON AOUGE, ‘A 70858 WL R
CJH C+l
July 11, 1589 Al ~ ~ A
v Uv-JUL.vJ*--\:;34

Mr. William D. Chauvin, Chairman ]
Gulf of Mexice Fishery Management Council S
3401 W. Kennedy Blvd. _
Tampa, Florida 33609

Dear Bill:

For the past several years, Louisiana has been working with the
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council (Council) and =-e
National Marine Fisheries Service {(NMFS) in an effort ts gert a
minimum size count on white shrimp taken in the Exclusive
Economic 2one (EEZ) to aid Louisiana in enforcement of .13
similar regulation. While the Council acted favorably con
Louisiana's request, the NMFS rejected the minimum white shrimp
count provision of Amendment 4 to the Fishery Management Plan for
the Gulf of Mexico Shrimp Fishery. In a December 5, 1888 letter
you said the reason given by NMFS for rejecting the white shrimp
measure in Amendment 4 was that the measure wculd create an apen-
ended deferral to changes in state size cocunt laws that would nct
be reviewable for conformance with the FMP., You also said chat
the NMFS suggested that the Council might wish to reccnsider and
resutmit the white shrimp count porticn of the amendment after
Louisiana developed a provisicn for bycatch of small white shrimp
in the seabob fishery.

The 1988 regular session of the Louisiana Legislature considered
a bill te allow up to a 10% undersized white shrimp catch In a
directed seabob fishery. This bill has now been passed by both
Houses of the Legislature and signed by the Governor. Loulsiana
is now requesting the Council resubmit the white shrimp measurs
of Amendment 4 to NMFS for their consideratien.

A-3

An Equml Dppartumity Emaicyer



‘nAanKs I3C Yweur continued asslstance.

Sincerely,

ULLjLLLLi, iiﬂbh éfLCLUQ»—«

Virginia van Sickle, Secretary

VS iman

o2: La. Wildlife and Fisheries Commissicon
Mr. Jerry Clark
Mr. William S. "Corky'" Perret .
Mr, Philip Bowman
Shrimp Task Force



Exnivis 4

206 - uAME = nB1477

Rogu.ar Segpign, 1349
«OLSE Diuk wQ. 14%7

B VEARESEWTATIVE MATT]

aN ACT

T3 smeret and reerdct R.5. 56:458 reiative f0 enrimp, to provide far

CIMITATioRE an MNP IMD taken or possesked, and O provide for
“tisted Natters,

toerecimd Oy e Leglalature of Louistena:

Sectfon 1. R.5, 54:498 s RereDy wmeroed and feenscimd To resd

as Followsi

WeP8. Sizm Limiv

A. CQuring the spring open caskon Sefined in k.S,
54:497¢A), thers 1Nl Do no {imitation a8 T9 count on any
saitwater ahrimp taken or neld in pesasaston.

0. The possession count on saltwater white shrime sheil
averdges nQ Mors Than ong hundred somc imens (o the pownd.  Tuch
count shall apply o the taxing eor Dedsess!on of Such BRring
sO0Ard & veasel or at the deck or to the possesaian af Eush
snrimp, when moce than Fffty percent of the catch by weight is
a4 Do, then & maximm ailoneDie Oy -catch of underaized whits
SAFITME ShALL De parmitted A an emount Aot to exceed ten parcant
oy walght of the totai catch,

C. The restriction #s to count provided '~ R.5. S&:404(0)
small »ot 2pgly to “vea DODS" (X1pNoperdua kroyeril, eise celled
“$1a GarDes", which may De tekén of €ald Shrough commercial
chernels (M MYy teaton only in outaioe waters, Thers sheil be
no slze Vit on Bait ahrimg taken 'n the manner prascribed im
R.3. Jé:497(0).

Saction 2. This Aet ahal| Decowm affest!ve upon 41 INRature by

the gavernar orf, 1f not Bfgned Gy the governds, upon sapiracien of
the time for Bllig to Decome lew willoul sigrature by the geverres,
aS praviged in Article i1, Section 18 of the Constitution of
Louisiana,
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BiLL BY PATTI
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000 -4J 57 . .
Reported w/out Ly Muresy wierci{a); resd; passed to M+d reading
$d §

Reparted faverably; R/3; resd § refecred to Leg Burtqu 34 4¥
Received in Sen:R/S:read ot & 2na time by titie;referced t0
NATURAL REBOLNCES -9. &6

Read; smarced; pasaed; TITLE sdiopted; sent fTo fenats By votw of
TEAS 096 NATS 001 -uJ 3§

xouse Floar shwndments adopted -vJ 38

Calieg from the calendsr -#J 18

Aead; returndd O calemier supject 05 call -wnd 23
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A-5



Ua o T -

Exhibit 5

AWM ERICIANES HRIMP
PROCIESSORSEAGS0CHATION

{(Formerly: Amarican Shrimp Cannsrs and Processors Associaton)

P. 0. Box 50774 « New Orleans, LA 70150 « Phone K04-368-167 1

KCW,S(
Kkl ¢ December 14, 1989
f

D

Mr, Jerry Clarke

Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Pisheries
P.0O. Box 38000

Baton Rouge, LA 70898-9000

Dear Jerry:
We are writing this lettear to express our support for
Amendment 4 of the shrimp fishary management plan.

Specifically, we are in agreement that the count sige
limitation proposed in this amendment for white shrimp will be
beneficial to our industry for the reasons given in the rationale
of the amendment, particularly that of assisting the state of
Louigiana with its enforcament of the state count laws.

Further, we agree that the ten percent by-catch provision
for the seabob directed fishery that was adopted by tne Loujsiana
legislacure, which allows up to ten percent incidental catch
while fishing for seabobs, is appropriate, considering our
experience with the seabov harvest processed by our member
facilities.

If I can be of any assistance in furthering passage of thia
amendment, please ¢all on me.

Sincerely,
William D. Chauvin
Executive Direactor

WDC/pmm
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