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The Mackerel Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in Salon I and II of the Baton Rouge Marriott, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, Wednesday morning, August 16, 2006, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Roy Williams.

CHAIRMAN ROY WILLIAMS:  Good morning, everyone.  I would like to call the Coastal Pelagics Management Committee to order this morning.  Chairman Riechers has asked me to chair the meeting this morning.  Myron Fischer used to be the chair and Vernon Minton was the vice chair and Vernon is not here and, of course, Myron is not here anymore either and so he’s asked me to chair it.

Members on this committee would be Stevens Heath, Mr. Adams, Dr. Crabtree, Ms. Foote, Mr. Horn, and myself.  There are six of us.  The first order of business would be to adopt the agenda, which is at Tab C, Number 1.

I have one other business and that’s to discuss the joint meeting with the South Atlantic Council Mackerel Committee, to have a joint meeting with their mackerel committee at their September meeting.  Does anybody have any other changes to the agenda?  Are there any objections to the agenda then with that change?  Hearing none, that’s adopted.  I’m going to recognize for just a moment Chairman Riechers, who has a message for us.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  Just for planning purposes of today, for the council members, if we do finish this committee meeting any early, we may go into our closed session, which was scheduled for the end of today.

The other planning purposes, just for the audience as well as the council members to think about, I’m going to recommend when we get to full council that we move committee reports D, E, and F, which is Sustainable Fisheries, Administrative Policy, and Migratory Species Committee, and move them into today’s agenda in place of the Reef Fish Management Committee and move that to tomorrow, since we may get comments on that during our open public comment time.

Also, since the issues of BRD certification and the open public comment period -- I think we’re going to get a lot of bleed-over comments.  The bycatch reduction device certification will probably bleed over into the issues we’re also going to hear in the open public comment period.  

I would suggest, or will be suggesting, that we merge those in the agenda and we give everyone five minutes and that we just have one comment period time for this meeting.  Just a heads up and be thinking about that, whether or not you would have any objections to that.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The next item of business then is Approval of the Minutes, which occur at Tab C, Number 2.  Are there changes to the minutes?
MR. PHILIP HORN:  Move we adopt.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  There’s a motion to adopt the minutes by Mr. Horn and second by Karen Foote.  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection?  Hearing none, the minutes are approved.

The next item of business then would be to Review the Joint South Atlantic and Gulf SSC Report, which appears at Tab C, Number 3.  Who is doing this?  Rick, are you going to do it?

DR. RICK LEARD:  I guess I’ll do it, because I don’t think we have any of the SSC members that were at that meeting here.  I’ll refer you to Tab C, Number 3.  This is the report.  I think it’s fairly short, but I think that’s probably good, because it summarizes what we’ve been going through since we started the SEDAR-5 assessment of Gulf and Atlantic group king mackerel.

I’m not going to really read through this to you.  I think most of you probably have had a chance to read it and certainly you can read the executive summary and get the gist of the problems that we’ve been dealing with.

Primarily, I think it surrounds the mixing zone and the mixing zone is pretty much an area from Volusia/Flagler on the east coast of Florida around to Monroe/Collier County.  This area, during the winter months, November through March, has been considered in the past to be 100 percent Gulf group fish.

That’s been mostly for management purposes, but no scientific advice has ever really indicated that that is 100 percent, although tagging studies back in the 1970s indicated that it was probably largely Gulf group fish.

The mixing zone from April through October then switches to where Monroe County and the rest of the Atlantic side of Florida becomes 100 percent Atlantic group fish.  The problem has been in that winter area.

We know that there are some Atlantic group fish during that winter time and in the process of doing the SEDAR data, assessment, and review workshops, the assessment workshops basically looked at this again and indicated that the data supports something around --

The data supports that it’s not 100 percent Gulf and it’s not 100 percent Atlantic and the best that we can come up with was something around 75 to 25 percent.  

On the other hand, because of some other problems of sensitivities -- I’m not a population dynamics person and so I’m not going to get into a big discussion of that, because I don’t know what I’m talking about, but there’s problems with the sensitivity of the model to not only what would normally be minor changes to the age structure of the Gulf group population, but also sensitivity of the model to changes in the mixing percentage as you go from 100 percent Gulf to let’s say 75 percent Gulf or 50 percent Gulf or 25 percent Gulf.

They did some of these runs looking at what would happen based on the size of the stock, the size the TAC could be and so forth, during the assessment workshop.  The assessment workshop and most of the members of the review workshop agreed that because of these two major uncertainties that the best management advice was to stay with the 100 percent criterion until these things could be resolved.

Subsequently -- I should back up a little bit to say that the SEDAR process has changed.  The Steering Committee has worked to modify this.  

Back when we did the SEDAR-5 workshop, we had industry members, we had SSC members, and we even had NMFS members that actually sat on the review panel along with a couple of CIE representatives.  Now the review panel is made up entirely of CIE people.  

At any rate, that was the advice from the SEDAR process.  Then the South Atlantic Council’s SSC met and because -- I think primarily, and George can correct me if I’m wrong, but primarily because we know that the stock is not 100 percent Gulf during that period, the South Atlantic Council’s SSC rejected the stock assessment.

The Gulf, we convened our SSC.  We didn’t have a quorum and so they basically made no recommendations.  We convened them again and they agreed with the advice of the review workshop.  Then the Steering Committee decided to pull together a group of SSC members from the South Atlantic Council and from the Gulf to try to resolve the issue.

They met and that’s this report that you’re looking at.  I guess the real take-home message from this report is that because of the small amount of data that we’ve got and the same types of uncertainty, that they felt like the mixing rate is somewhere between 20 percent Gulf and 80 percent Gulf.
They did suggest at least one way of possibly resolving that, which would be basically a random bootstrapping technique of percentages between 80 percent and 20 percent to come at some final percentage that would be used to rerun the assessment.

That’s really not based on data.  That would be based on just random probability and you would probably, if you did it enough, you would end up at 50 percent anyway, but that’s the best scientific advice.

Our SSC met just a week or so ago to look at this again, to look at this report.  The South Atlantic Council’s SSC has looked at it and still believes that obviously we need to change the mixing percentage to something other than 100 percent Gulf.

Our SSC re-looked at some of the studies that Will Patterson had done, which is the main study that gets you this 80/20 percentage, because it’s based on essentially two years of work.  One shows 80 and one shows 20.  They wanted to further study that report and have a conference call meeting and readdress that.  

I don’t know that that’s going to -- Personally, I don’t know that that’s going to help us with the problem and I think the South Atlantic Council -- Bill Daughdrill will go into their report, but I think they’re suggesting that we have a joint meeting of the mackerel committees of each council to try to resolve this issue finally.  In essence, in summary, that’s what the joint SSC came up with.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Thank you, Rick.  You’ve really covered both Items III and IV in the agenda, right, the SSC Recommendations on the Joint SSC Report as well?

DR. LEARD:  Yes, I thought that was easier.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The next item on the agenda then is South Atlantic Council Actions on SSC Reports.  Bill Daughdrill, you were there, right?  George can chime in if he has something to add to it as well.

MR. BILL DAUGHDRILL:  George, jump in there.  All I’m going to do is read the motion that was made under the Mackerel Committee.  I don’t know whether you all have this or not, but I’ll --

Motion 1, the council voted to develop a regulatory amendment to set the Atlantic migratory group king mackerel TAC at 7.1 million pounds, set the Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel TAC at 6.7 million pounds, and change the Atlantic migratory group Spanish mackerel trip limits to track the new fishing year, March 1 through the end of February.

Motion 2, the council established a control date of 6/15/2004 for the Atlantic migratory group king mackerel fishery.  Motion 3 was the council voted to conduct scoping meetings on mackerel issues.
The only thing I have to add to this is that -- I’ve called several of these guys, Doug Devries and Will Patterson, and it keeps coming up and Nancy Thompson keeps repeating to me over and over and over again that it’s a 20/80 or 80/20.  I got confused there when I kept hearing them say 20/80.  It could be either one, which is pretty broad science, and that it’s not 100 percent is what I keep hearing.  Anyway, I would just encourage, if this council votes to have the joint meeting, that we get this thing solved.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  George, do you have anything to add to that?  There’s really nothing in that that we need to act on.

MR. GEORGE GEIGER:  If I just might add to Bill’s comments.  He’s correct and I appreciate Rick Leard’s comments.  Everything he said was accurate.  The only thing is that the joint committee meeting will not just be to address this mixing issue.

We have had on the table for two years now a scoping document and an effort to go forward with Amendment 16, which is a new mackerel amendment, and issues that we need to address and discuss and reach resolution on jointly and we met in Key West.

We discussed most of these and put final decision in an HIA status based on the outcome of the mackerel SEDAR, which was imminent at that time.  We now have that SEDAR and hopefully we can move forward and address all the issues that are contained in this decision document that we both have to act on for scoping so we can move forward with our amendment.

Both the Gulf and the South Atlantic Council have independent actions in this scoping document and so that’s what we’re going to address and the mixing issue is one of those issues that are contained in this document.

MR. DEGRAAF ADAMS:  George, your motion at your council meeting was to set the king mackerel TAC at 7.1 million pounds and what is it today or what has it been historically?

MR. GEIGER:  The current TAC is ten million pounds.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Do we need to act on that?  We don’t, do we?  We don’t have to approve that anymore, do we?

MR. GEIGER:  We both have to approve each other’s -- Maybe we don’t. 

MR. ADAMS:  Your historic TAC was ten million and what percentage was that ten million based upon, the Gulf stock in the mixing zone?  When it was set at ten, then you’re assuming that X amount of fish were coming out of the Gulf.

MR. GEIGER:  In this particular fishery, it’s different, because the allowable biological catch is a range and we pick a point within that allowable biological catch to establish our total allowable catch and the South Atlantic Council has historically picked the midpoint in that ABC range for its TAC.

In developing the ABC range via the stock assessment process, they considered all the fish in the mixing zone to be Gulf fish and that does affect the number, the total number for both councils.  What that specific number is, I don’t know.  It depends on what they consider the percentage of the mixing rate to be.

We have recognized for a long time -- Back in June of 2004, our advisory panel came to us and recommended that we reduce the TAC, which was artificially high at ten million pounds, and consider reducing it.  At that time, our council took -- We put it in abeyance pending the receipt of the mackerel SEDAR, which was then pending.

MR. ADAMS:  What was the landings last year based on ten million?

MR. GEIGER:  Off the top of my head, I don’t have that, but I don’t believe we’ve ever met our South Atlantic quota since 1987.

MR. MICHAEL MCLEMORE:  Under the mackerel plan, the way the framework is set up, the South Atlantic Council can independently set certain management measures, and TAC is one of them, for their respective groups that they manage.

The problem that I see here is that the recommendation of this TAC is based on a mixing ratio that’s different than the TAC that the Gulf TAC is set on and so I don’t know if that raises questions in terms of making the overall TAC for the overall fishery questionable or if it’s a problem or not.

I think you need to address whether you need to agree on the mixing ratio or not in setting your TAC.  I don’t know if it makes a difference overall or not, but I think that’s a question that needs to be discussed and resolved in the record.

MR. ADAMS:  That’s sort of what my original question was, Mike.  If they’re setting a seven million pound TAC for next year, they must be assuming a certain proportion of stock mixing and if the ten million used to be set based upon the Gulf stock being 100 percent, I was asking George what percentage are they using for the seven million TAC and I don’t think I heard an answer.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Really, in going to 7.1 million pounds, that would apply to everything north of Cape Canaveral and then in the summer months everything from there south as well, but in the wintertime, that would still, under what you’re doing now, that would still be Gulf group until we agree to some kind of change in the mixing zone.

Really, there’s no -- What you’re doing is just lowering the existing TAC to 7.1 million pounds based upon the now existing lines of demarcation between the two groups, right, George?  No, that’s not what you’re doing?  I’m confused then.  You could do that fairly quickly and you wouldn’t need us for that. 

MR. GEIGER:  According to the Director of the Southeast Science Center, we don’t need to wait on anything to take an action and what she has recommended both councils do, based on minutes that I have here, but she’s recommended to us to move forward with our action to amend our TACs or change our TACs and that ultimately the Southeast Science Center will be the final arbiter as to whether or not the plan is approved.

We’re going forward with an assumption and we’ve requested a 50/50 mixing be utilized to develop the ABC range from which we will select our TAC.

DR. LEARD:  I was going to say the same thing that Mike said and that is that the framework allows the South Atlantic to set TAC differently and the framework also gives the South Atlantic Council even the authority, when the mixing zone includes Gulf group fish on the Atlantic side of Florida, it gives them the authority to set certain measures, such as trip limits and so forth, for the commercial fishery.

In setting the TAC at 7.1 million, whatever assumption I think that they’re making about changes to the mixing zone -- 7.1 million, in my opinion, would be even more conservative.

If some lesser percentage of those fish are Gulf group fish and more of them are considered Atlantic -- To me, right now, during that winter zone, they’re all Gulf and now they’re going to be a certain percentage Atlantic, yet they’re still dropping their TAC from ten down to seven.
I think, in my opinion, they’re basically two separate issues.  You can resolve the mixing percentage and there are other things in that Amendment 16 options paper, the decision document, which was looking at possibly setting a permanent split and two separate FMPs, similar to the way the Spanish mackerel fishery is currently managed.  Still, it’s going to be -- I think they’re two separate issues in terms of them setting TACs.

MR. HORN:  I have several questions I wanted to ask George, if he has the answers.  You mentioned that you’re setting your TAC within an ABC range.  What was the range that you all received I assume from SEDAR or the stock assessment or somewhere?  What was the range?

The second question was what’s the largest year of harvest that you’ve had on kings and the third question is are king mackerel or Spanish mackerel, either one, listed as being overfished?

MR. GEIGER:  The range, off the top of my head, we had discussed, based on the SEDAR, there was a range of 8.9 to 13.3 million pounds, which was a no action.  That was the current range and then with a TAC of 7.1 million pounds, the range was 5.3 to 9.6 million pounds.

Then we had some other range options in there as well, but I believe the point estimate that was provided by the last SEDAR is 5.3 to 9.6 million pounds, I believe, but I don’t have that document in front of me.  That was one of the options that’s contained in this scoping document that’s gone to the public.

The second question you had was, I believe, what is our largest take and I don’t have that data in front of me.  Perhaps Phil Steele can look that up and provide it, I don’t know.  Are they overfished or overfishing?  No.  As a matter of a fact, they’re considered to be recovered.

MR. HORN:  Then why do you want to reduce harvest on a fish that’s not overfished, it’s fully recovered, overfishing is not taking place?  I don’t understand why you would want to do that, take fish away from the fishermen when it’s not really necessary?

If it were in a state of emergency of any sort, I could understand, but if you don’t have overfishing and it’s not overfished, then it doesn’t make sense to me that you would want to cut out anything.  Fishermen need to harvest whatever they can.

It’s a resource that needs to be utilized.  If it’s not overfished and you’re leaving stuff out there -- I know it’s making the stock better, but if they can’t catch all of their quotas or allocations or bag limits now, why do you want to reduce it?

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  George, you told us that the new ABC range from SEDAR is 5.3 to 9.6.  Did I write that down correctly?

MR. GEIGER:  I think that’s right.  That’s Option Number 2 in the scoping document.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  You have a ten million pound TAC?

MR. GEIGER:  Currently, it’s ten million pounds.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Your TAC is outside your new ABC range?

MR. GEIGER:  Yes, and we know that.  If I can respond, Phil, you’re right.  The intent here is not to take any fish away, because the current landings are below what we would set our new TAC at.

The new TAC of 7.2 million pounds is below the landings, which I think average somewhere around six-point-something or Phil is saying seven million pounds.  The problem is that we have made regulatory changes and put in place some significant regulations on our reef fish fishery, including closures.
During the closure months, fishermen are looking for other things to do and we’ve got geographical effort shift that’s taking place amongst our states and so then the reef fishery is closed in North Carolina for grouper, these people are moving south and entering this king mackerel fishery and we have a potential here of exceeding what would be our normally conservative approach to managing the fishery.

Historically, the South Atlantic Council has always placed the TAC at the midpoint of the ABC range.  I don’t believe we’ve ever violated that.  We have always selected that as our target.

MR. HORN:  What is the time of the year that your closure on the reef fish --

MR. GEIGER:  March and April.

MR. HORN:  That’s the time of the year that should you have a closure in the mackerel fishery in March, which is during Lent, which is one of the peak seasons for the commercial industry to sell king mackerel and/or Spanish mackerel, which is a big item all up and down the east coast -- It’s a tremendous fish that we don’t utilize in the Gulf like they do up there.

If you’re going to have a closure because of increased harvest, then you’re going to have it at the time of the year that you don’t want to have it.

MR. GEIGER:  Presumably if there’s a closure, it’s not going to occur in March and April.  I believe the fishing year starts for king fish in March.  You’ve got the beginning of the season that’s going to be open.  If there’s going to be a closure, it’s going to be later in the year.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  They changed it last year.  Previous to that, it had been different.  They changed it to March 1 about a year ago or something like that.

MR. GEIGER:  Again, Phil, in defense of the South Atlantic Council, they have always managed this fishery in a conservative manner and the fishery has come back strong.  The initiatives to lower this TAC were not raised by the council.  They came from our advisory panel, made up of the fishermen.

They’ve got a very workable fishery down there.  It’s a hook and line fishery and the fish are very valuable.  They’ve got an established market and they want to see it stay a viable, valuable fishery.  They came to us and we took their advice and are moving forward.

MR. CORKY PERRET:  I’m not on your committee, but, George, I have a question for you.  I see that our scientists say, and I quote, that there’s no scientific data to justify the continued acceptance of the 100 percent Gulf and that they agreed by consensus, due to otolith chemistry and so on, that the range is somewhere between 20 and 80 percent for this mixing zone and that they’re contributed by Atlantic fish.

Then I read that the SSC panel concurred that no one value between 20 to 80 percent was more defensible than another.  Yet, I think you said the recommendation was 50 percent and how did you come up with the 50 percent when the scientists say no one value is more defensible than the other?

MR. GEIGER:  I apologize to your committee that you don’t have this document in front of you and I also apologize that I’m going to read to you, but to answer your question, Corky, and to make sure it’s accurate, I’m going to read.

These are direct quotes from Dr. Thompson, who appeared at our last council meeting and spoke in regard to this particular issue.  

I’m going to quote her here by saying: In all honesty, I’m really trying to figure out what it means.  You have 20/80, 80/20, and all the combinations in between and what the bootstrapping means is that you take any random combination that falls between that range and you do 10,000 of these things, or however many numbers of them you come up with, with the probability distribution and with the actual mixing rate, that is.  If you take 20/80 and 80/20 and you do all of these, you end up with 50/50.

It goes on here: My advice has been, and will continue to be, that you guys do something and then the Gulf Council will do something and then it will come to me -- It will presumably come to me eventually for certification as being based on the best available information and I will make a decision and I’ve said this.

Also, to go on and paraphrase: But I think it’s pretty clear if you have bounds that 20/80 and 80/20 that the midpoint is 50/50.  Then there’s three or four more, but they all say the same thing.  She just went on to elaborate.

MR. PERRET:  I figured the 50/50 came from 20 and 80 is 100 divided by two, but is that the best science?  I don’t know.

MR. ADAMS:  Phil and Corky, I think the problem is we don’t have all of the reports and data that were given to the South Atlantic when they made their decision and so this thing that I just passed out comes from that report and what it’s telling us is that current TAC is 10.2 million pounds in the Gulf and ten million pounds in the Atlantic.

It shows the SEDAR assessment, based on the mixing stock being assumed at 100 percent coming from the Gulf, and then it moves over to this arbitrary or bootstrap 50 percent mixing zone and the SEDAR is recommending that the Atlantic TAC be reduced to 7.1, which evidently they’ve put into a motion and an FMP amendment to go to that number, to seven million.

If you look above it, it looks like we’re going to get stuck with the remainder, which is 5.7 million.  Our TAC, under this plan, would go from 10.2 million to 5.7 million.  I think we’re on the backend of this thing, being left with whatever is left over, based on the new SEDAR assessment and based upon a bootstrap changing of 50/50 mixing.

I don’t think I have other comment or motion, but that’s just my opinion of where we’re standing right now.  We don’t have the documentation from the SEDAR, but it looks like this is what we’re going to be told.

MR. RIECHERS:  I apologize that apparently we don’t have all the documents within the briefing book, but if you do go through the document, the SEDAR document, there is also several statements by that group that basically says -- There’s some conflicting language, basically.

One says that using a percentage ratio index, whatever you want to say, that you used in the past is no reason to continue it, which would be 100 percent going to the Gulf.  There’s also several statements throughout that document that basically says there’s more uncertainties within this assessment that would affect this just as great or greater and there’s not really a good reason to change that mixing rate at this time.

In light of that, that’s what SEDAR has told us and like I said, if you do get those reports before you go to this meeting, you do need to look at them.

I think what Nancy basically is saying is that in light of a 20/80 document or two studies that have a 20/80, her belief is to make the call at 50/50 unless we can come up with a better solution at the policy level between the two councils and I think that’s what we’re going to have to work towards.

MR. PERRET:  I think I cast my first vote on this council in about 1989.  We’ve had this mixing problem since then.  Obviously there’s not enough science to tell us one way or the other since, but going from 100 percent and dropping it in half to 50 percent, Robin, I totally disagree that that’s appropriate and based on any best science.

If we’ve got the science to do it, fine, but Nancy is taking 20 to 80 and 80 to 20 and saying 50 percent.  Heck, I can add 80 and 20 and divide by two and that’s 50 percent, but is that good science?
MR. RIECHERS:  Corky, I don’t disagree with you.  In fact, I can even argue the point that since we’ve been several generations in the model with it 100 percent allocated to the Gulf that in reality that’s a standard coefficient within the model and let’s just keep it the way it is.

I could argue that side of this equation and probably would try to argue that, but the reality of it is I think what she’s saying is if the South Atlantic Council goes forward with something and ours does not -- If we can’t find a solution between us, she’s going to make a call and at least at this point, she’s indicated that call is going to be 50/50.

I can’t remember which meeting she came to, but it was in Florida, if I’m remembering my locations correctly, and she basically made that statement to our council as well, but I agree with you.

Having only two points and then saying we do a bootstrap -- As long as the two points are equidistant from zero to 100 -- They’re at 20 and 80 and if we’re assuming a normal distribution, you’re going to get a 50/50 split.

DR. LEARD:  I don’t know where this handout came from, but in the stock assessment, as I mentioned before that was done by Mauricio Ortiz --

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Hold on just a second.  The handout you’re talking about is this Table 3 here?

DR. LEARD:  Yes, this table.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  For the record, let’s get it clear where it came from.

MR. ADAMS:  For the record, it’s the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council Mackerel Committee AP Meeting in separate committee meeting, Framework Actions for Amendment 18 to the Coastal Migratory Pelagic Fishery Management Plan that was presented at their June 2006 meeting.

DR. LEARD:  Like I said, the figures seem different from what we reviewed and the simulations that were done by Ortiz in the assessment workshop.  If you bear with me and let me read you a little bit here, Ortiz conducted additional simulations of the effective Atlantic group contribution to the winter mixing landings.

He simulated the effect of assuming zero percent, that’s the base 2004 VPA; a 50 percent; and a 98 percent of the winter mixing zone landings are Atlantic fish.  The estimated stock size of the Atlantic migratory group increased as the percentage of winter landings contributed to it increased.

Atlantic group stock status estimates were unaffected by the simulation values, because it currently is not estimated to be overfished or undergoing overfishing, but as might be expected, increasing the contribution of Atlantic group to winter landings had a negative effect on the Gulf group stock status.

As stated above, results of the base VPA model, zero percent Atlantic, indicated there was only an estimated 17 percent probability that B in 2002 was less than MSST and an 18 percent probability that F in 2001 and 2002 was less than F at MSY.

In the 50 percent Atlantic group simulation, the probability that biomass in 2002 was less than MSST increased to 44 percent.  The probability of F in 2001 and 2002 was less than F at MSY increased to 65 percent and more than two million pounds would have to be cut and in other words, from 10.2 million pounds to 8.1 million pounds from the VPA base to avoid further overfishing.

Those figures are different from the figures that are here and that’s the last figures that I know of that were done in a stock assessment.  You also have to bear in mind the zones that the Gulf has set up in terms of breaking down the quotas of the Gulf group TAC.

If there is a change in the mixing zone, the fish, the majority if not all of the fish, that would be changed from Gulf to Atlantic will be in the eastern zone during the winter mixing period.

It won’t be fish in the western zone, Alabama to Texas.  It won’t be on the west coast of Florida and it won’t be in the gillnet fishery and it won’t be in the western zone hook and line fishery in the northern sub-zone.  It will come off of that eastern zone.

One of the problems, I think, scientifically that we may have to wrestle with is if you actually do have to reduce by two million pounds, there’s only about a million pounds over there, the way we’ve currently got the sub-zones divided up.  The allocation is only about a million pounds and so where does the other million pounds come from?  I don’t.

Again, all this is based on 2002 data.  It’s 2006 and a lot of things have changed, including in the Gulf the last couple of years we haven’t caught our TACs in all zones.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Let me say something occurs to me.  In looking on this Table 3 -- Rick is saying he doesn’t know where this came from and so we’re not even sure that it’s right, but on the 50 percent Gulf -- The mixing area being 50 percent Gulf, it comes up with the midpoint of the ABC range is 5.7 and in the Atlantic group it’s 7.1.

The SSC pointed out that ecologically that doesn’t make a lot of sense, because if you look at the Gulf and you look at the South Atlantic, the Gulf has the great shrimp fisheries, much greater than the South Atlantic.  They’ve got the great menhaden fishery that’s much greater than the South Atlantic.

They’ve got far more grouper and they’ve got far more snapper.  Historically, they had more Spanish mackerel.  It doesn’t make any sense.  Ecologically, the great productivity is in the Gulf of Mexico, driven probably by the Mississippi River.  It just doesn’t make any --

Somebody on the SSC said it doesn’t make a lot of sense that the Gulf would end up with such a low productivity compared to the South Atlantic in this and they just thought it didn’t pass the ecological logic test in some way.

MS. JULIE MORRIS:  I have just one short comment.  It seems like the science tells us that at least the smallest number that should be attributed to the Atlantic would be 20 percent and that 100 percent attributed to the Gulf is not supported scientifically.

It seems like we need to move in the direction of some of the mixing zone being allocated to the Atlantic and the lowest number that would be scientifically supported to move would be 20 percent.

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  The bottom line here is if you accept what the scientists are all telling us, that the mixing rate is not 100 percent Gulf and that it’s between 20 and 80 percent, then regardless of where in that it is, both councils current TACs are too high.

Given the uncertainty involved in it, it would be justification for reducing the TAC some more, but both TACs are too high.  The problem we’ve got is the mixing zone is Volusia to Dade County and the fish that are caught in that area have to be assigned to one quota or the other.

That means there has to be operationally a decision made about what percentage of those fish will count against the Gulf quota and what percentage of this fish will count against the South Atlantic’s quotas.

My hope is that when we have this joint committee meeting that the councils will reach a decision about how that’s going to go, but it seems to me we have no choice but to make a decision about how that’s going to be and the science is telling us that it’s not 100 percent.

You’re not going to get the science to tell you exactly what it is, because it’s a moving target.  It probably varies from year to year and it’s somewhere between 20 to 80 percent.  We’re going to have to come to some agreement about that and if the councils can’t come to an agreement about it, I don’t see an alternative other than the Fisheries Service to say this is how we’re going to count the fish.

Regardless of the uncertainty here, both councils TACs, based on what I’m seeing, are too high.  Now, we do have some problems, as Rick brought up, that the F estimates we have, I believe, are based on 2002 and so they are relatively old and we don’t have the landings for the last few years.

I’ve asked the Science Center to provide us the landings and they, I believe, have committed to get those to us by September 1.  I’ve also talked to the Science Center about the possibility of rerunning the projections using the updated landings so that we could get some idea of what the status of our stock is and where this leaves us.

I think we’re going to have to resolve these issues and my hope is that the councils will come to an agreement, but we’re going to have to decide how to partition the catch between these two quotas.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Let me just interject before I recognize Corky and just follow up on something that Dr. Crabtree said and that is back when we did our tagging in Florida -- We did a lot of tagging down in this particular area, this mixing area, and a lot of this, I suppose, is our fault, so to speak, but at that time there was -- 

When you would mark fish in southeast Florida in the wintertime, more of them went into the Gulf of Mexico than stayed around in the South Atlantic.  I believe that we said that it looked to us like maybe 60 percent of them were Gulf group fish.  It was real hard to estimate, because you didn’t know what the various pressures were in each area.

When you would get a distribution of tags, you really didn’t know what the fishing effort was in each area and so how to scale those tag recaptures, but clearly even back then we never considered them to be 100 percent.

I don’t know.  An SSC or SAP group decided that they had to be managed one way or the other and since they were more Gulf than Atlantic, they decided to manage them as Gulf and so I personally have never believed that those fish are 100 percent Gulf and I still don’t believe that, but I also believe that what the SSC has said about these various ratios between the Gulf and Atlantic makes a lot of sense to me.

It doesn’t make sense that the Gulf would end up with such a small potential yield in standing stock compared to the South Atlantic.  Ecologically, it doesn’t follow.

MR. PERRET:  I’m not on your committee, but first off, that was an excellent summary you gave a few minutes ago about Gulf fisheries and productivity and I totally concur.  Dr. Crabtree, you mentioned our scientists and our councils getting together on this and if we don’t, I’ve heard that Nancy has already got her mind made up that it’s going to be 50 percent, which I don’t think is accurate.

There’s another solution.  Every one of these joint plans that we have had, we’ve had nothing but problems with.  Maybe it’s time for a divorce that we have our own mackerel plan and the South Atlantic has their own mackerel plan.

We’ve got seventeen members on this council and it’s most difficult at times to get a consensus.  The South Atlantic has got thirteen members and I suspect they’ve got problems.  

I know in past conversations with members of this council, some, and probably the majority, I’m guessing, would rather have a Gulf mackerel plan and in conversations with members of the South Atlantic Council, they would probably want to have their own individual mackerel plan.  I’m not on the committee, but I’m throwing that out for possible future discussion.

DR. CRABTREE:  The South Atlantic Council has discussed a divorce many times and I think I’m coming around, because I’m tired of being a marriage counselor and maybe that’s what needs to happen here.

Somehow, you guys are going to have to come to some decision as to how to handle this and whether it’s a divorce and draw a line and all the fish above it are one and all below it -- We’ve got to come to some resolution on it.

MR. PERRET:  I’m not on the committee, but if you want to make that motion, I’m sure I can get somebody to second it.

DR. LEARD:  Like Roy said and like I said before, I would recommend that at least from a scientific standpoint that actually neither council go forward with changing TAC based on data that’s 2001 and 2002 for your F streams and 2002 for your biomass.

If we’re going to redo these simulations, we need to not only look at just updating catches, but catch at age and the other runs that normally go into those simulations and it just seems to me that we really need an update with updated data before we start doing regulatory amendments or even separate amendments to have a divorce or whatnot and decide what the level of catch should be and the status of the stock.

DR. CRABTREE:  What that boils down to, I think, would be a new benchmark assessment for king mackerel, which would then have to be worked into the schedule somewhere.  My understanding is that the recommendations have been not to do just another update, because that can’t resolve these issues.
If you’re talking about scheduling a whole new benchmark assessment, then you’re getting -- I don’t know when that could fit into things and I’m not sure we can wait on that, but I agree that we’ve got to minimally get the landings and update the projections.

DR. LEARD:  To that real quick, that was one of the main recommendations from the CIE people at the SEDAR review, is to not continue to model the stock using the same models that we are, but to look at other models.  

Again, I’m not a population dynamics person, but that was one of the main things that came out of there, was to do it a different way.  The way you’re doing it has all this uncertainty from these what should be minor things playing into the stock assessment.

MR. HORN:  I agree with Rick, with everything he said.  Looking at this chart, it shows, at the top, recent total catches and it has landings for 2002 and 2003, but it has nothing for 2004, 2005, and 2006.  It states it’s not being monitored.

We have quotas and the commercial fisheries have been closed down when they’ve met their quotas in the Gulf on the eastern zone and the western zone and so we’re monitoring something, I believe.

I am on the committee we’ve had this argument ever since I’ve been around about the divorce and I don’t recall why we didn’t do it.  I would offer that as a motion, that we begin an amendment to divorce ourselves from the South Atlantic with the coastal migratory pelagic plans.  They do theirs and we do ours.

MR. MCLEMORE:  Maybe it would be a joint amendment to separate the plans.

MR. HORN:  I would think it would have to be.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  A joint amendment to separate the plans.  Is that all right, Phil?  Is that your motion, Phil, to recommend a joint amendment with the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council to separate the coastal migratory plan?

MR. ADAMS:  I’ll second.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Second by Degraaf.  Is there discussion?

MR. RIECHERS:  I just want to make sure that we’re under the understanding that even through a separation of the plans -- I believe George will confirm that in his scoping document they also have an option in there in regards to this and is that correct, George?

MR. GEIGER:  Yes.

MR. RIECHERS:  That doesn’t solve your mixing problem.  I just want everyone to understand that separation alone is not going to change what the current assessment is telling us and that we’re still going to have to look at this mixing zone issue.

I’m not against separating the plans at all, but just understand that we still have the mixing issue on the table, regardless of whether we pass this motion up or down.

MR. HORN:  After we dispose of this motion one way or the other, then I have another motion I would like to make.

MR. ADAMS:  I think to follow up on what Robin is saying and just to cut through everything and give an opinion on what I think it boils down to, it’s going to boil down to the Southeast Science Center telling us or forcing us that we have to reduce our TAC.

Then, as Rick was saying, because the Gulf is split into regions, obviously that reduction in TAC, if any, if we do see it, is going to have to come from the far south and it looks like that amount of reduction may be more than the far south has allocated in the first place.

That’s really what we’re doing.  We can divorce ourselves from the South Atlantic and do whatever we want to, but the final decision is where are we going to find any mackerel for far south Florida if any reduction comes out of their allocation?

MR. GEIGER:  In regard to a new assessment, as addressed by Dr. Leard, and just as a reminder, a mackerel assessment had been scheduled for a SEDAR, I believe in 2007 or was it fall of 2006 -- Julie was at the SEDAR Steering Committee meeting when that was removed because there was not considered to be sufficient data to change the outcome or the result of that SEDAR and it was substituted for with red grouper.  That was planned, but there was not enough data to affect any change or thought to effect any change.

MS. MORRIS:  Just to back George up on that, it was scheduled for fall of 2006 and we decided last summer that in lieu of doing a whole new assessment that we should just get the two councils to resolve this issue about the mixing zone and that there really wasn’t sufficient new data to justify a whole new benchmark assessment.

We agreed at the same time that we would try to resolve the mixing zone issue and in its place we would have a red grouper SEDAR in the fall of 2006.

MR. RIECHERS:  Just following that same line of discussion up, at the last SEDAR Steering Committee, I believe the next benchmark is scheduled for spring of 2010.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We have a motion on the floor.  The motion is to recommend a joint amendment with the South Atlantic Council to separate the coastal migratory pelagics plan.  Is there any more discussion on this amendment?  Are you ready to vote?  All in favor of Phil’s motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion carries.

MR. HORN:  This argument has been going on about king mackerel for years and if I recall, back in the early 1990s the east coast or the Atlantic group was considered not overfished.  The Gulf group was considered overfished.

The Atlantic people were not catching their quotas and the Gulf, the recreational in one particular year, using the data that we have, over harvested their allocation by 300 percent.  The commercial industry had over harvested their quota by 100 percent and yet, we were closing down and we were reducing bag limits and shrinking it down.

Our fish were getting bigger and bigger and theirs were getting smaller and smaller and I’ve never heard anything positive that says that anything has changed with king mackerel.


I’m not a scientist and I know I don’t have the background to make comments about assessments, but I’m going to tell you that if you look at what’s been going on historically in the Gulf, it’s just something radically wrong.

If we have all of those fish and we’re trying to reduce catches, that’s one fishery that’s -- It doesn’t really appear to have any problems.  In the western Gulf, we’ve got kings out the wazoo and we’ve got trip limits on them and we’ve slowed it down.  Our fish are very large in general.


Don’t get me wrong.  We have small ones too, but even back then it was the same thing.  We could catch a lot more fish than they could, but yet we were in bad shape and they weren’t and now we’ve gotten -- I think the last time I heard, and that’s been six or seven years ago, at least, that kings were okay in the Gulf.

Whether they mix or not, I don’t understand why we want to shrink fisheries down if that’s an animal we’ve got plenty of.  Let them catch them.  It doesn’t matter whether they’re Atlantic or Gulf and I know we have to manage to try to control things, but I really have heartburn with trying to reduce, whether it’s a commercial or recreational.

We’ve got a two fish bag limit in the Gulf now for recreational and we’ve got trip limits for the commercial and we’re meeting our quotas in the western Gulf.  It’s about a three or four-month fishery, depending on how good everything else is.  

I just really have a lot of heartburn with this mackerel plan and the way it’s come off with the assessments and I just don’t think we need to do a whole lot until we get a lot more information that’s a lot more recent than 2002.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Did you indicate earlier you had a second motion you wanted to offer or have you changed your mind?

MR. HORN:  I move we table this discussion until we have further assessment with better information and more recent than 2002 and 2003.
CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Motion to table.  To end this committee meeting then, is that what you’re suggesting?  To end the committee meeting on this issue?

DR. CRABTREE:  There’s also on the floor the issue of agreeing to go to a joint committee meeting with the South Atlantic.  You’re not saying that we table it and don’t discuss that either, are you?  We need to decide that we’re going to do that.

MR. HORN:  Say that again.  I couldn’t hear what you’re saying.

DR. CRABTREE:  Are you ending the discussion on mackerel entirely?  We need to decide if we’re going to agree to go to attend the joint committee meeting with the South Atlantic Council in September.

MR. HORN:  If this committee feels like we need more information, then it’s senseless to go to the South Atlantic Council.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We have a motion to table further discussion on this issue.  I’m not sure what this issue is, but is there a second?  Hearing no second, Phil -- I think yesterday I told somebody it was out of order.  It’s not out of order, but it just dies for lack of a second.

MR. ADAMS:  I’ll make a motion that we send representatives to the joint council meeting in September to discuss mackerel and also in the motion to make a request to our staff at the next meeting that we receive scoping documents or additional information on what we know of mackerel landings in the Gulf since 2002 by region.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Degraaf, help out with the motion there.  The first part is to send the Mackerel Committee to the South Atlantic Council meeting in September, right?  I thought it was the whole committee.  It was supposed to be a joint committee meeting, wasn’t it?
MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Degraaf, could I add Bill Daughdrill as a member to go to that meeting as well?
MR. GEIGER:  Just for planning purposes, our council meeting and this joint committee meeting would be on the afternoon of 18 September from 1:30 to 5:30 and the morning of the 19th of September from 8:30 to 12:00, if needed.  It’s going to be in Hilton Head, South Carolina.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  George, let me ask you -- What you guys -- I saw the agenda and your agenda called for a joint committee meeting, right?  Okay.  Degraaf is saying that’s not what he wants.
MR. GEIGER:   Yes, it hopefully would have been a joint committee meeting with the Gulf and South Atlantic Mackerel Committees.

MR. HORN:  While they’re working on that motion, I think it would be important to me, if I had to go, I would like to see their documents.  We came to a meeting with virtually almost nothing in front of us.  

We got handouts at the last minute and I think we really need more information about exactly what they want, why it’s there, who the players are, whether it’s Nancy Thompson, where the information is coming from about the mixing zones and all of that.

We just didn’t have enough stuff to come to this meeting and discuss, I don’t think.  I really don’t.  We kind of got handcuffed on this one in a backdoor situation, which is not real good.

DR. CRABTREE:  Degraaf, is it your intent not to send the Mackerel Committee, but just designees, or would you accept a friendly amendment to go ahead and send the Mackerel Committee?  It says and/or and I’m not sure what that means.  Would you accept a friendly amendment to send the Mackerel Committee to the joint committee meeting?  It is a joint committee meeting.

MR. ADAMS:  My intent is that all of the members of our Mackerel Committee may not be able to attend and we may want to send other council members who are not on the Mackerel Committee as Mackerel Committee designees.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I think that’s a reasonable idea, especially because it’s going to fall on that point where we’ll have a new chair who will be appointing committee members, but they will not have been approved yet and we probably ought to have five or seven members, whatever you want, but we ought to authorize the chair or someone to make up enough that we’ve got a full representation.

MR. ADAMS:  That’s the intent of the motion.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Do we have a second for that motion?  Second by Phil.

MR. HORN:  We still have six members of the Mackerel Committee intact before we do any changes of redoing the Mackerel Committee and the only thing that I see is maybe there’s four government folks on there that may not want to make those meetings, I don’t know.  I know you all do a lot of them anyway, but that would be the only downside, would be the state agencies wanting to go or not wanting to go.

MR. RIECHERS:  I agree with the intent of Degraaf’s motion here, to the extent that we -- Myron, of course, has left us and we don’t have a chair, but I would -- If some of our representatives can’t go, it would be good for us to include some of those.

The reason why I asked Karen to try to include Bill is since Bill has been following the issue just recently and has been to the South Atlantic Council meeting, I thought that it would be good if he would go as well.

The language up there would allow us to do that and if some people can’t make it, it would allow us to at least have good representation around the table and it appears as if we may need that.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  I kind of think I heard Degraaf say that he couldn’t go and so I thought it was implied there.  Let me just go ahead and read the motion for the record.  The motion is to send the Mackerel Committee and/or Gulf Council designees to the joint South Atlantic/Gulf Council Coastal Migratory Pelagics Committee meeting in September and instruct the Gulf staff to provide information to the Mackerel Committee regarding landings in the Gulf by region since 2002.  Did we get a second for that?  Phil seconded it.

MR. HORN:  I would like that information not just the Gulf, but the coastal migratory landings of the Atlantic also.  It just says landings in the Gulf, but I think we need all the information that we can.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  The Center agrees that they will provide it. Dr. Crabtree has said he’ll do it, make sure it gets done.

MR. PERRET:  I have just a suggestion.  Degraaf’s motion is specific to certain data, but any and all pertinent information should certainly be sent to the representatives who are going.  I think George had some material that we may not have had access to and so any and all pertinent information should go to the members.

MR. RIECHERS:  The only other thing here -- This is kind of following up on Phil’s comments and I assume that George and company would help us do this if we needed to.  If we actually need to have our staff and our committee meet prior to this meeting for a couple of hours, I assume you all will help us find a room in the location where we’re at and that kind of thing.  It may be useful for us to get briefed up, since we’re not going to have a council meeting between now and then.

MR. GEIGER:  Yes, I’ll call Bob and have him make that arrangement.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  We have Degraaf’s motion up there.  Is there further discussion on it?  Are you ready to vote?  All in favor of the motion signify by saying aye; opposed.  The motion carries.

Are there other things that we need to do or is the rest of it being done by the joint committee?  What else do you want from us today?  Were you hoping to get something other than what we’ve done?
MR. GEIGER:  The only thing I was hoping for was for us to be able to have a joint committee meeting in an effort to come to resolution with the dozen or so items that we have in this document, of which mixing issues and the boundary issues are one in parcel.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Okay.  You’ll make sure that Mahood gets all that briefing material to us?

MR. GEIGER:  Yes.  We’ll get a complete stack of everything that we have used over to your staff.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Rick, did you have something?

DR. LEARD:  No, I was just going to say that I’ve got most of that stuff and George gave me a disk of some of the stuff that they’ve added to it.  I’ll review that and I’ll get with their staff and make sure that those materials get out to our folks well ahead of that meeting.

CHAIRMAN WILLIAMS:  Is there any other business that this committee needs to take care of?  Does anybody oppose adjourning?  We are adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 9:40 o’clock a.m., August 16, 2006.)
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