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The Mackerel Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Azalea Ballroom of the Grand Hotel Marriott, Point Clear, Alabama, Wednesday morning, January 24, 2007, and was called to order at 10:25 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Degraaf Adams.

CHAIRMAN DEGRAAF ADAMS:  The Mackerel Committee items are found in Tab C of the briefing book.  The agenda is Tab C-1 and it’s showing, and I’m not sure if it’s correct or not, the members being Degraaf Adams, Vernon Minton, Dr. Crabtree, Mr. Daughdrill, Mr. Haddad, and Ms. Foote.
Can I get an adoption of the agenda, please?  It’s moved by Ms. Foote and seconded by Mr. Minton.  All those in favor say aye.  There’s a correction to the agenda.  The members should also include Mr. Phil Horn.  The minutes of the last Mackerel Committee --

MR. PHILIP HORN:  Move we adopt.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Move to adopt by Mr. Horn.  That’s Tab C, Number 2 in the briefing book.  Can I get a second?  Second by Ms. Foote.  Are there any corrections to the minutes?  All those in favor say aye; opposed.  The minutes are approved.

We will turn to Item III on the agenda, which is various reports on the updated stock criteria and projections of the stock sizes.  The first is found in Tab C, Number 3.  I think we had Mr. Jamir scheduled for that and is he present or, Alex, are you going to make that presentation?  Tom, are you ready?  Let me give a quick overview of what we’re going to see here from Dr. Leard.

DR. RICK LEARD:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  I think as most of you probably remember, we’ve been looking at and the council passed a motion some time ago to look at doing basically separate FMPs for the Gulf and for the Atlantic and dissolving the joint FMP.

We had a joint committee meeting with the South Atlantic Council and I believe it was back in June and at that meeting, we came up with some alternatives and some requests for the Center to look at different analyses of mixing, but one of the consistent things with that was also to draw a line between the two councils for the management of king mackerel, similar to the way Spanish mackerel is managed, at the Dade/Monroe County line.

Then there were some alternatives to assume that 100 percent of the fish in Monroe County were Gulf and then alternatives for considering different percentages between Dade/Monroe and Volusia/Flagler as being part of the Gulf stock and part of the Atlantic stock during that winter mixing zone.

We sent a letter requesting these updated information and these updated projections based on the current stuff, as well as using that fixed boundary line.  In a letter from Nancy Thompson, Nancy indicated that they could not do a separation with the fixed boundary line without going through a full stock assessment, but they did do these projections.

I think that’s pretty much the history of how we got to these projections and then some notes on the projections and I think Tom is going to explain these things and pretty much, as you’ll note in some of the things, the trajectory of how the Gulf and the Atlantic stock moves, based on the previous SEDAR analysis as opposed to these updated projections, is kind of in the opposite direction and there’s a couple of assumptions as to how or why that does that.

One is I think the change in looking at the values for 2002 and also the changes in how F to F at MSY is looked at as opposed to past analysis in SEDAR and in Legault’s study back in 1998.  With that history, I’ll turn it back to you, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Tom, go ahead.
DR. TOM JAMIR:  Thank you.  What I have here is a presentation that I also presented at the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council, but I modified it a little bit to include some of the key questions that were asked by Rick that are more pertinent to the council and so there’s some changes compared to what was presented at the South Atlantic, so that it’s more relevant to you.

I would like to review some of the key mackerel joint council motions in relation to what was requested from the Southeast Fisheries Science Center.  There’s Alternative 1, which is basically no action.  The Alternative 2 is to split the fishery management plan at the Dade/Monroe County line, wherein north of the line you have 100 percent South Atlantic king mackerel stocks and south of the line is to be considered as 100 percent Gulf stocks.

Alternative 3, during that joint council motion, was that south of Dade/Monroe County would be considered as 100 percent Gulf stocks and north of Volusia/Flagler County would be counted as South Atlantic stocks and in between Dade/Monroe and Volusia/Flagler County would be a 50/50 stock split among the Gulf and South Atlantic Fishery Management Councils.  These were the three alternatives that were put into the joint council motion.  
The council requests of the Southeast Fisheries Science Center are as follows.  One, rerun the king mackerel stock assessment using the new landings database, the way it was originally done in the SEDAR-5 assessments and so just an update of the SEDAR-5 using the new landings database, which was not included in the original assessments.

Rerun stock assessments as was done in SEDAR-5 using database that results from Alternatives 2 and 3.  Just to remind us, Alternative 2 is the split of the FMP at the Dade/Monroe County line, wherein north of the line would be 100 percent South Atlantic and south is 100 percent Gulf stocks and the Alternative 3 is where you have basically a modification of Alternative 2, where a new mixing zone is designated and in that new mixing zone, which basically is east of Florida, you have the 50/50 stock split among the Gulf and South Atlantic.  Those were the requested items from the Science Center.

Basically, the stock assessment scientists at the Science Center, mainly Clay and Mauricio Ortiz, did the stock assessment runs incorporating the update of the data that was the 2001/2002 landings and also making projections later on, to 2006 and 2007.

The item here is the regional SEDAR-5 projection and this is the result of their updated projections, incorporating the new landings into the database.  As far as when I asked them which ones should the council consider more sort of accurate, they were saying that this will be a more preferred option because this is already the updated version.  You have the latest information incorporated in the assessment and they ran the same SEDAR-5 methodology in the assessment.

Basically, if you look at this, in this column are the mixing scenarios, using the SEDAR-5.  You have 25 percent, 50, 75 percent and the Atlantic 98 percent is sort of the compromise scenario.  As you will soon later see, when we go into the Alternative 3 motion, which is the east coast a new mixing proposed scenario. 

The general trend is basically you have the catch increasing as you increase your mixing and so this will be going from about three million pounds up to around seven million pounds.  If you increase this, you’re basically decreasing the share on the Gulf and so we expect that as the catch increases here, on the Gulf side, you have a decrease in catch.

This equates into fishing mortality and so you expect that as you increase the catch here that you’re basically increasing your fishing mortality and so you have these increasing trends and the same process here.  You go on the reverse trend.
This is just F over FMSY and this is F over a different baseline.  We used F over OY or the 40 percent SPR.  This is what happens to the stocks.  As you increase the catch, increase the fishing mortality, you expect that the standing stock basically, or the stock size, will basically decrease as you increase fishing mortality.  You’re taking more from the pool.

Here, it’s not as clear and one of the reasons here is that you’re looking at the general catch trends.  You have increasing general catch trends in the Gulf and that’s playing a large factor, but the difference is not really that much and so it’s almost like playing within the margin of error.

The council request of the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, the second part, is to have a rerun of the stock assessments, as was done in SEDAR-5, using the database that results from Alternative 2 and Alternative 3.

The mixing runs that fits the SEDAR assessment workshop are as follows.  You have different scenarios.  You have the present allocation of the catch or basically the mixing rate and in SEDAR, you have different scenarios that were listed and the different scenarios concerns the stock split between Atlantic and the Gulf stocks.  

You have a 25/75 split, 50/50, 75/25, and 98/2 percent.  As a refresher and also to help me when I was looking at this -- This is quite complicated.  The regional SEDAR boundaries are basically not a fixed boundary.  It changes with the season.

From November 1 to March 31, you have this boundary line where you have the shaded portion as Atlantic group mackerel and this being the Gulf group, but during the April to October season, you have Atlantic group boundary extending up to the Collier County line and basically shrinking the Gulf group.  That’s the original SEDAR boundaries that was included in these different mixing scenarios.

For the proposed fixed boundary -- This is the joint resolution of the council.  You have the Dade/Monroe County line for the South Atlantic FMC and the Gulf of Mexico FMC split, which is Alternative 2 -- There’s the Dade/Monroe County line and you’re saying everything north of that would be Atlantic group and everything south, basically this area, would be Gulf stocks.

The other alternative is a new mixing zone which is basically saying this is your fixed area for the Atlantic group, this is the fixed area for the Gulf group, but there’s a new mixing zone that was defined during the joint council resolution, which is we just call it the new mixing zone or the alternative mixing zone.

In this alternative mixing zone, what the Gulf has proposed is actually to come up with a 50/50 percent mixing alternative within this zone.  You basically share this at a 50 percent ratio, half-and-half.

For the Science Center, the problem is that the SEDAR-5 did not do an assessment scenario with a proposed Dade/Monroe fixed boundary choice for all the fisheries.  You have to remember that the regional SEDAR has this moving boundary lines and that those moving boundary lines does not correspond to the new mixing zone boundary line under Alternative 3.

To do so, it technically requires recreating all of the historic catches, which includes basically the catch at age partitions that are needed in the virtual population analysis, because these were the input parameters that were included in the assessment.
Plus, you also have to redo all of the indices and the growth curves to match the new mixing zone.  This essentially entails a new assessment.  Thus, it was not possible to Alternative 2, Scenario 4 in Attachment 2, and Alternative 3, per se, or as stated.

However, when we talked about this problem with the stock assessment people, they looked for ways by which they could accommodate the council resolution and what they did was they looked at a proxy solution for Alternative 2.

What they came up with the closest is something like a 98 percent Atlantic and 2 percent Gulf scenario ran with SEDAR-5, which was what was used in these projections and this is almost close to the 100 percent and zero percent mix.  Aside from that, they also ran the regular SEDAR projections.

There are two things that I’m going to mention here on these two graphs.  This is the catch transfer of king mackerel under different mixing scenarios for both the Gulf as well as the Atlantic and what needs to be shown here is that the general trend for the catch for the Gulf is -- You have these general increasing trends in the last almost two decades and it may be flattening over here, but the general trend is going up and so you are starting at a higher trend.

On the other hand, for the South Atlantic, there seems to be a general trend from a high yield towards a lower yield and it seems like it’s leveling off at this point and this is based, to a certain extent, on the VPA.

The other thing is that from this date up to this date, that’s where the virtual population analysis was used, because we have the data that are required to do the virtual population analysis, primarily the catch at age composition, et cetera, and then this data was updated during the 2001/2002 series.

Now we have the catch landings and that was updated and based on that update, they projected the data to the 2006 and 2007 fishing season, which was one of the requests also of the councils.  The same thing was done for the South Atlantic fishery and so from here down to here, it’s a VPA of total calculations and from here onwards are projections, based on that, because we don’t have the VPA inputs.

This point here was what was used as the starting point during the SEDAR-5 assessment.  You must remember that during the SEDAR-5 assessment this actual landing was not yet in and so what they did was they basically guessed what might be the landing for that year.  This was a guesstimate.

Basically, after your request to incorporate that landing, this was updated and so what you have here are the actual projections based on the landings, actual landings, that were incorporated here and under different mixing scenarios, as was requested.  The same thing is here.

On the other hand, for the South Atlantic, the initial projection, the estimated projection for the SEDAR-5, was at the lower end and it turned out that it’s actually higher and then once the data were incorporated, they were also split into the different mixing scenarios, as requested, and projected forward.

How did they do the modeling?  The assumptions used in the model projections were as follows.  The selectivity in the projections was held constant.  We just basically carried the average of the last three years of the virtual population analysis.

There’s no abundance or CPUE trends during those years and so that is a problem, but we basically have our landings.  We don’t have the CPUE trends.  The recruitment was assumed as constant in the model.  As a result of keeping recruitment constant and any reduction in catch therefore is interpreted mainly as a reduction in fishing mortality.

Basically, with these conditions, the model basically assumes that any changes in your catch landings would be interpreted as changes in fishing mortality.  Increase your catch, increase your fishing mortality and decrease your catch, then it’s associated with decreasing fishing mortality.

The caveat here is there could be an alternate explanation and that could be that if you have decreasing catch, it could be seen in terms of declines in biomass rather than declines in F and so that’s one of the caveats that we have to put at the back of our minds.

Again, what was available are just catch landings and the trends and the projections fit only to that data catch history from 2002 to 2006, which is after the VPA.  The rest are projections, because we don’t have, as I said, the inputs needed to do the actual VPA.

With respect to the projections, there are other caveats inherent with projecting anything into the future and that is the longer you project the status of the stocks from the starting point onwards, you’re basically increasing the level of uncertainty.  Just keep that in mind.  It’s sort of the level of error in the projections.

I incorporated this and this proved to be helpful, especially when I presented this to the South Atlantic, because it helps understand the more complex relationships later on and so I simplified it something like this.

If you look at this as sort of a reservoir, if this is your fishery and you look at it as a bank of water, the water that’s in here could be considered as the standing stock or the stock level or the stock size.  In this case, it’s the water level, which basically indicates how much water is in the tank.

There are ways by which you can change the level of this water and one is by having a source of water coming in to fill the tank and the other way by which you can change the level of water in the tank is by having another tap that’s lowering the water level by increasing or decreasing the outflow of that water out of the tank.

Basically, if you hold recruitment -- Say even if you hold recruitment constant, you can increase the stock level, the water level, by simply closing the tap here or decreasing the flow of water out of the tank.  This will then increase.  The other way is that you can hold this constant and you can just decrease the recruitment and so you can play both sides.

MR. VERNON MINTON:  I have a question.  Is your tank half full or half empty there, Tom?

DR. JAMIR:  I was on the airplane and they were selling mugs that incorporates are you an optimist or a pessimist, where you have the same tank and is it half full or half empty and then I will have one for physicists, for biologists, and then -- It was interesting.  I was tempted to buy, but --

Another way to look at this is how would you make the water level go down?  You can either hold the recruitment constant and just open this at full flow, or at different levels of flow, so you will actually decrease over all the levels or, of course, the other alternative is you can also manipulate both of these and so you can think of both of them.

Basically here, you can look at this as your stock size, which can go up or down, and this can be influenced by, if the recruitment is constant, any change in the stock size is basically directly related to your fishing mortality.

If you increase your fishing mortality, this stock size or the water level goes down and if you close this or limit your fishing mortality, then the standing stock size will actually go up, considering a constant recruitment.  Basically, that’s how the model works.

The next item moves forward and this is the phase diagram that was the result of the modeling and just to make it easier to understand later in the actual phase diagrams, I incorporated here a sort of an idealized version, to show you what’s going on.

The phase diagram moves something like this.  This is the general curve of the phase diagram.  On the Y-axis, on the vertical axis, is your F over FMSY and on the horizontal axis is your stock size over stock size at MSY and so these are just your biological reference points.

If the numerator here is equal to the denominator, you basically have a ratio of one and this is your MSST, the minimum stock size threshold.  Your F over FMSY, if they’re equal to each other, then it’s one and then that will be another indicator and that is your indicator for fishing mortality at FMSY.

Then, from there, you can go into FOY, which is different levels of fishing mortality, depending on how you define it.  The general trend here is -- Assuming we start at this point and if you increase your fishing mortality, holding the baselines here constant, if you just increase F, what will happen in terms of the phase diagram is that you increase F --

You’ll be moving towards the higher F levels, but if you look -- Remember the analogy with the tank.  As you open the water level, the tap, you’re not only increasing fishing mortality, but you’re drawing down water and so the standing stock will actually go down.

Aside from the fishing mortality going up, your standing size will actually move this way.  It will decrease.  That’s why that general trend of the curve is like that and you’re moving towards more and more, higher and higher, fishing effort and lower and lower standing stock size.

The opposite is true, meaning if you close the tap, meaning decrease the fishing effort, then you’re going down this line, meaning from high fishing mortality down to lower fishing mortality, and if you basically do that, then the water level will go up, meaning your standing stock will basically move from lower level to a higher level.

You’re actually improving or the conditions of the fishery is getting better as you move this way.  The condition of the fishery is getting worse as you move this way.  How worse or how better depends on your biological reference points that you use.

Now, here’s the actual phase diagrams that resulted from the 500 bootstrap runs or simulations.  This is for the Gulf king at the end of the 2006 FY, using updated catch in the 2002 to 2006.  The deterministic results, large symbols in the legends, are from SEDAR-5 from 2002 and are compared with the corresponding values for 2002 and 2006, using the updated catches.
Basically, the SEDAR-5 are these red diamonds.  Now, what’s particular here is that, as I mentioned earlier, this was primarily based on a guesstimate on the initial or what would be the landings on the 2001/2002.  This is basically a SEDAR based on the guess that was used at SEDAR and so it’s not as reliable as the updated value.

If we used the updated value, which is this square, it’s -- Initially, if you look at this, it’s actually close to this, but as you change the mixing rate, this changes, because now you’re incorporating the different mixing ratios that you requested.

The yellow diamond is the update or the projection up to 2006 and so these are the projections to 2006 and so with that, what we can look at is what will happen to those projected F over FMSY versus SS over SSMSY at different mixing rates, which is what you’re interested in.

You have here a 75 percent mixing rate, 50 percent, 25 percent, and 2 percent.  Be careful when interpreting this, because I myself got tricked into looking at the trend and saying they all follow from one another, but actually they’re not.  This is from using the SEDAR boundary lines and this one was using the new mixing zone.  This is the compromise.

Anyway, the general trend still remains that if you look at say the yellow diamond, you have a starting point here, as you decrease the mixing ratio.  From 75 percent to 50 percent, your F over FMSY decreases a bit for the Gulf, which means that your standing stock moves towards the right, or improves a little bit as you move this way.

Then as you move even further, now you’re crossing -- By the way, this is your FMSY, your F at 30 percent SPR, and this is your FOY.  This is your F at 40 percent SPR and this is your MSST.  Both of these levels are MFMT, maximum fishing mortality threshold, at different SPR levels and this is your MSST, or minimum stock size threshold.

As you go towards the right of this minimum stock size threshold, your stocks are getting better.  As you go to the left, it’s getting overfished.  As you go more and more up or higher values of fishing effort, your stocks get worse.  As you move towards the lower fishing effort, then your stocks goes better and so this is going towards an overfishing situation and this is no overfishing going on.

As you move towards this quadrant, your stocks are getting better.  It’s not getting overfished and no overfishing is taking place.  What you’re looking at here is the Gulf stocks actually improves as you decrease your mixing ratio in the mixing zone.  That’s the bottom line there.
For the Atlantic, it’s basically the reverse.  As they receive more in the mixing zone, their stock condition actually worsens than before, in relative terms.  We start with a really good condition for the Atlantic stocks and as they take in more, or a bigger percentage of the mixing zone, their stock situation actually declines a little bit, in relative terms.

The other thing here, however, is that if you look at the spread of the data for the South Atlantic stocks, it’s not as firmly close to each other as compared to the Gulf stocks.  The relationship is not as strong in the South Atlantic compared to the Gulf stocks.

If you look at the trends in terms of the spawning stock biomass, these are your fishery independent indicators, for the Atlantic you have a relatively good index and then it levels down here and it fell and levels down and it seems to be improving in all cases.

For the Gulf, you start with a slightly lower or not as great condition and then it’s improving towards time.  This is incorporated in the model and so it sort of modified the VPA for a little bit for the Gulf, towards a better condition through time.

Based on that, this is the summary of the estimated ABCs for FY2007 of long-term target FMSY, which is the 30 percent SPR, or FOY for 40 percent SPR, the more stringent requirement, for the Atlantic king mackerel stocks and their different mixing scenarios.

For 30 percent SPR for the South Atlantic, this is your mixing rates, from higher down to lower, and I drew this line to remind me that this is based on the compromise mixing scenario, the best that we can do instead of the 100 percent scenario, and these are what we can get out of SEDAR.


Basically, as you decrease the mixing allocation for the South Atlantic, these are the mean ABCs that you can get from that and these are the lower and upper 80 percent limit for those estimates and so from 9.1 to 10.9 to 10.4 and for the 40 percent SPR, it’s 6.6 median landings.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I have two questions that come up on this slide and I guess since the Gulf has taken the management of king mackerel in the Gulf on ourselves instead of a jointly managed stock, what SPR are we managing towards currently?  Is it 30 or 40?

DR. JAMIR:  The 30 percent is your FMSY and the 40 percent is your OY.  These are the MSY and the OY values.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  If you look at all of those numbers, I think the Gulf catch currently is about six million.

DR. JAMIR:  This is the Gulf.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Yes, I know, but I mean the actual catch right now is lower than that and so our current catch is really not hitting any of those numbers and so we ought to be well within the levels that we’re managing towards.  Thank you.

DR. JAMIR:  This one is for the Gulf projections and then this is the most recent projections.  This was the recent letter that was sent by Clay to the council and this is also comparing the 2002 and 2006 updated projections for both the South Atlantic and the Gulf under a 50/50 percent mixing assumption for the mixing zone, the new mixing zone, the proposed new mixing zone, and at F 40 percent SPR, FOY.

Rick called me last December to ask for some other clarification on some apparent key issues that the Gulf is concerned with regarding these relationships.

I just phrased it to something like this, the key mackerel -- Paraphrasing Rick, he’s basically asking why is it that as fewer fish are allocated to the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and alternately more are allocated to the South Atlantic in the mixing zone that the Gulf stocks apparently gets in a much better shape while the South Atlantic stock gets worse.

I think partially I’ve answered that, but let me go through some of the background information too when I asked that same question with our stock assessment guys.  Basically, Mauricio gave me these slides and he said for the Gulf -- Let’s just look at the Gulf.

If you look at the commercial landings by state, most of the landings actually come from the Florida, the blue and slightly greenish line are catches from Florida and the rest are a sprinkling of other states, mainly in this case I think this is Texas and Louisiana.

If you look at the landings of the migratory group for the Gulf, this is basically the recreational fishery landing, a large component.  This is your commercial fishery landings.  If you look at the commercial catch by year for the Gulf, you have basically it’s a hook and line fishery and then this is net catches from the Gulf.

What we’re looking at is what happens when you basically allocate more of this to the South Atlantic from more to almost 100 percent and what will happen to the stocks here.  Based on the relationship, as the Gulf allocates more or apparently gives more of the stock to the South Atlantic, the status of the Gulf stocks improve and vice versa.

I asked him about that and he gave me one case.  This is not the whole case, but this is indicative of what happens.  He basically said if you look at the history of the stocks, if this is the stock trend for the Gulf and this is the commercial landings, just the commercial, if you just look at the commercial landings -- A lot of this is a gillnet fishery in the Florida area.

Then there was a Florida net ban and so basically during the Florida net ban we assumed that there would be less fish being landed in Florida, but the problem is if you look at the subdivision here, for the federal waters, most of the fishery for the king mackerel for Florida is around here and so when the ban was implemented, instead of -- What happened was the fishery just moved to the other side eventually.

That’s okay.  The problem is during the SEDAR-5 assessment -- Remember that this is still part of the Gulf during certain times of the year.  As far as the stock assessment is concerned, you did not actually lose that fishing effort and the landings.  You just transferred them geographically, but they are still under the management responsibility of the Gulf.

As far as the landings are concerned, they’re still remaining the same, which means that as far as the stock is concerned, if you haven’t changed your fishing mortality levels you’re not changing this.  If this is the trend, then it will remain like this with respect to the commercial stocks.

What happens is what if, in case of that, you basically gave all of this management area to the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council and so basically you’re not any more counting this as part of the Gulf stocks and so as far as the landings is concerned, now it’s counted as Atlantic landings. 

You’re now sort of truly implementing, in a way, the west Florida net ban, because even if they move out of Florida, they’re not counted as Florida anymore.  

With respect to the stock assessment, when you account for the fish, what happens is if you basically give away all of that fish to the South Atlantic, it’s almost like saying you count all of those catches not anymore in the Gulf Council stocks, but they are now counted as South Atlantic stocks.

Basically, from the Gulf’s perspective, you gave that away and so from the Gulf’s stock status, you’re basically increasing this.  You’re improving the status of the stocks and if you look at the different mixing ratios, if you give less, what happens is your stock doesn’t recover as fast.

Another way to look at that is I simplified it this way, since most of you are, especially the industry, are more attuned to accounting.  It’s like if you have a bank account and you have say a savings --

You have a bank and you have a savings account and say an account for house payments and so you have constant recruitment and you have income coming in.  As an accountant, you have to account where that money comes out, where it’s coming in and how much it’s coming out and which account it’s going in or out.

What happens is -- In the past, you’re married, Gulf married to the South Atlantic with respect to the stocks, and you’re accounting for your expenses in the Gulf.  The South Atlantic is accounting for his or her expenses, whoever is male or female, on their side, but you’re sharing the house payments.

What happens to your -- At that point, you have your own financial status, separate financial status, depending on how much you’re earning and how much you’re spending out.  If you basically said we’ll divorce, and I think that’s how I heard it from the council at some point, and basically the South Atlantic said okay, I’ll take care of the house payments.

Now, we don’t have to put money -- You don’t have the amortization for the house.  All of those amortization are now shouldered by the South Atlantic.  From the financial perspective, your financial status actually improved, whereas the South Atlantic is getting a little bit worse than before and that’s at least the simple accounting sort of explanation of what happens.  I hope it helps and are there any questions?

DR. LEARD:  I guess what you’re saying, Tom, is that basically it’s all driven by F.  If you’re transferring fish over there, you’re also transferring the fishing mortality and so basically, if you look at the catch levels for the Gulf, whether or not you assume 2 percent or 75 percent are Gulf, if you look on that table, the TAC --

It’s 9.1 or 9.3 or 9.4.  It doesn’t change hardly at all.  It just stays the same.  I guess what you’re telling us is that when you give away those fish that you’re also giving away the fishing mortality, because the Gulf is basically catching all of its allocation in that west Florida area and so they’re getting the fish, in terms of changing them from Gulf to Atlantic, but they’re also getting a relatively high fishing mortality rate on that group of fish.

DR. JAMIR:  Yes.  That’s why your landings decrease a little bit as you give more, naturally, because you’re giving more fish to them, but they also assume the burden of the fishing mortality associated with the landings.

If you look at the bank perspective and look at it as the bank is more like the fishermen and they don’t really care whether the money comes from the South Atlantic or Gulf and as long as the money comes in, they’re okay.

DR. LEARD:  My only point is that that’s really the direct opposite of what Legault in 1998 did when he first looked at what if you change the mixing.  

He basically said that the F portion wouldn’t make that much difference, because it was the spawning stock biomass that we were transferring over there, which was basically causing what happened in the SEDAR thing.  In other words, the Gulf stock status gets worse as more of those fish are transferred to become Atlantic group.

DR. JAMIR:  That is basically accounted for this catch trends.  It overrides what you’re losing, in terms of giving away the fishing mortality, because your general stock is actually improving also at the same time, which in our analogy here is that as you actually give this away, you’re basically closing this a little bit, because you’re taking out that part that initially you’re accounting yourself.  

Now it’s being accounted for by the South Atlantic, but it’s also increasing.  It’s not a fixed recruitment.  The recruitment is actually increasing.  Your general trend in the catch landings is actually improving through time.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Are there any other questions for Tom on this presentation?  Thanks.  The item on the agenda is recommendations from the committee based upon this information and I think what it gets down to is we are waiting for the SEDAR information to tell us where the stocks are so that we can decide what mixing rate we will proceed on, whether it goes from the high of 75 percent mixing or as low as 2 percent mixing.

Until that happens or until we get that SEDAR information, we really can’t do a lot with this information that’s been presented, but now we know what the implications are and is that correct, Dr. Leard?

DR. LEARD:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  I think that’s pretty much it.  As far as our catches, as you noted, our catches in the last several years have been about six to seven million pounds, generally around six-and-a-half million pounds.  That’s consistent with the original SEDAR and with these updated projections.

As Tom pointed out and so forth and as Nancy pointed out in her letter and on the last Steering Committee conference call when we discussed this, we really can’t do an assessment of using a fixed boundary without doing a full assessment.

The Steering Committee is going to have to decide as to whether or not we’re going to move mackerel up, possibly substituting it for I think it’s yellowedge and triggerfish in 2008 or so.  The next current schedule is, I think, for 2010.

The bottom line is until we can get another full assessment with all the catch at age and recruitment and all these things updated, rather than just assuming that they’re constant, we can’t move really forward with what we were calling Amendment 16 at this particular time.

Plus, like I said, since our catches are low, even though these show that our TACs should be probably around eight million pounds from the original SEDAR, assuming a 50/50 mix, we’re not catching within two million pounds of that at the current time.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I think this committee would recommend to the SEDAR Steering Committee that they discuss that with the commission and possibly change the agenda or lineup to give us the mackerel results quicker than yellowedge.
MR. ROY WILLIAMS:  Degraaf, what’s driving all this?  It’s the South Atlantic Council’s desire to change the boundaries, right?  They’re the ones behind all this.  We’re not pushing anything in this, are we?

DR. LEARD:  The South Atlantic Council voted some time ago to ask their staff to pursue developing a separate FMP and I believe that our council some meetings back agreed with that and that led to the joint meeting of how would we do that and what alternatives and that’s what Tom reviewed, were the alternatives that we asked for the analysis on, so that we could then do a joint amendment to split the joint plan into a separate individual Gulf FMP and Atlantic FMP.

As it stands right now, I don’t think that the council has enough information to make those decisions, until a full assessment can be done to see what the implications of drawing that fixed boundary are on king mackerel.

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  Rick is basically right about what the South Atlantic Council and the business with divorcing the plans and part of the issue -- At some point, we have got to resolve how we’re going to handle the mixing zone so we know how to assign those fish to the respective quotas.

We know it’s not 100 percent Gulf, but we’re going to have to figure out how we’re going to count those fish and then the problem we have is that in both the South Atlantic and the Gulf the TACs are too high and they’re out of line with the numbers we have here.

My guess is we look towards when SEDAR is going to schedule the next full assessment and we need to remember that under the Magnuson Act requirements that we will have to have catch limits in place for king mackerel by 2011 and those limits will have to be sufficient to ensure that overfishing doesn’t occur.

We’re going to need to have the new assessment, I would think, Rick, finished in time to allow us to amend the plan to specify those catch limits in time for 2011.  Otherwise, we’re going to really be out on a limb in terms of using an out-of-date assessment on that.

To me, we would need to submit something with new catch limits sometime in early 2010 and so we probably do need to look at moving that assessment up somewhat in order to meet that.  Right now, our existing TACs, I don’t believe, would meet the test of sufficient to ensure that overfishing doesn’t occur, because they’re set too high.

We’ve just been fortunate that in neither the South Atlantic nor in the Gulf we haven’t caught the quotas and haven’t reached the TAC and so the status of the stocks is pretty good, but if we did catch all those fish, that would probably drive both stocks down and we would be in trouble.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I think the recommendation for the committee, as in respect to Item III on the agenda then, is the direction to the SEDAR Steering Committee.  If we’re moving to Item IV on the agenda, Tab C, Number 5 is an actual draft amendment of Amendment 18 that is proposed to go to public hearing.  I think most of this is coming out of the Atlantic and is that right?

DR. LEARD:  Yes, Mr. Chairman.  There are three actions in here that are proposed by the South Atlantic and they only affect the Atlantic group stocks.

Basically what they’re doing is they’re adjusting their total allowable catch downward, commensurate with what was done in SEDAR-5, down to a 7.1 million pound TAC, as opposed to a ten million pound TAC for king mackerel, and a 6.7 million pound TAC as opposed to a 7.04 million pound TAC for Spanish mackerel.

Then they’re also proposing to change the start date of their 3,500 pound trip limit on Spanish mackerel to March 1 as opposed to April 1.  Those are the three actions and none of them affect this council, but since it’s a joint plan, we have to approve it for them to go to public hearing.
CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Just as information, I think all of that starts on the Tab C-5, page number 10, and those actions that they’re taking are based upon their assumption that the mixing rate would be a 50/50 basis.  That’s what it looks like to me.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  I just want to clarify to the committee members.  When we say it won’t affect us, it won’t affect our current levels of catch, but certainly their choice of Alternative 2, the preferred alternative here of 7.1 million pounds, reflecting a 50/50 rate, if we allow them to go to public hearing with that and then ultimately approve their document, it also means that we’re basically going with a 50/50 rate and then our TAC, if I’m doing the calculation correctly, would have to be adjusted downward to 8.6 million pounds, so that we then fall within the guidelines that Roy was just speaking to.

In some ways, it doesn’t affect currently what we have on the ground happening, but in other ways, it does affect our subsequent dealing with mackerel and so just be aware of that.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  That’s a better clarification of what I was trying to point out, that it is on page 10 and their assumption is based on the 50/50, which would mean that we’re also going to assume the 50/50.

The implication that our TAC would be reduced to eight million pounds, I don’t know if we have a concern with that or not with our current catch being six million anyway.  If NMFS came back and said you need to reduce your TAC, we’ve already effectively done that by agreeing and implying that we would agree to an eight million TAC, which, once again, we haven’t historically reached anyway.

DR. LEARD:  Robin is right, but I think the record is pretty clear in our joint committee discussions and whatnot that they have agreed to the 50/50 and we have not agreed to the 50/50 at this particular time.  They can set TAC wherever they really want to, as long as we concur, and that’s their rationale, but that’s not necessarily our rationale.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I think our rationale right now is we’re waiting to see what SEDAR tells us before we decide where it should be.  Are there other committee member’s thoughts on these ponderings?

While Amendment 18 is not our amendment, it’s a joint amendment, but it doesn’t directly address whatever the Gulf ultimately decides what we want to do with the management of our fish, the South Atlantic Council is looking for a motion from us to approve their joint document 18.  Do I hear a motion for that or concerns?
DR. CRABTREE:  I would move that we approve the amendment to go out to public hearings.

MR. BILL DAUGHDRILL:  I’ll second.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  There’s a second from Mr. Daughdrill and a motion by Dr. Crabtree.  I’ve been asking for discussion, but we’ve had some and we don’t seem to have any further and so we might as well vote.  All those in favor of the motion say aye; opposed.  The motion passes.  I suppose that concludes the business of this committee, unless someone has something else under Other Business.  The Mackerel Committee stands adjourned.
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 11:25 o’clock a.m., January 24, 2007.)
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