








TAB C, NO. 4

Rick - sounds good to me.  I would suggest using the most recent TOR wording provided by SEDAR and making any necessary modifications to that wording.  Then we will address at our March 2008 meeting.
 

Gregg


From: Richard Leard [mailto:rick.leard@gulfcouncil.org]
Sent: Mon 11/19/2007 10:09 AM
To: Gregg Waugh; John Carmichael
Cc: Julie Neer; Clay.Porch@noaa.gov; Wayne Swingle; Bob Mahood; georgejgeiger@bellsouth.net; David Cupka; Tom.McIlwain@usm.edu; Robin Riechers
Subject: RE: 
Gregg,
The TOR indicated below in my e-mail to John and Julie are taken directly from our June minutes, thus there appear to be some minor discrepancies with what you have.  I have provided this to our current chairman and past chairman for comment.  We have decided to discuss this at our January meeting and hope to have Clay there for the discussion.  Hopefully, we can iron out any problems before your March meeting and get the TOR finalized before the Assessment Workshop in May.  Thanks.
Rick 



From: Gregg Waugh [mailto:gregg.waugh@safmc.net] 
Sent: Thursday, November 15, 2007 2:47 PM
To: Richard Leard; John Carmichael
Cc: Julie Neer; Clay.Porch@noaa.gov; Wayne Swingle; Gregg Waugh; Bob Mahood; georgejgeiger@bellsouth.net; David Cupka
Subject: RE: 
Rick - here is the wording for TOR #8 as approved by the two Councils based on our actions at the June 2007 meetings.  My notes are attached demonstrating how I got to this point.  If this is not agreeable to you, I do not think a conference call would help.  Our meeting on April 23rd did not help as what was agreed to at that meeting changed at your following meeting.  If you disagree with what is shown below, I would suggest you discuss it at your next Council meeting and then we will respond to whatever you all decide.
 

Gregg
 

The TOR as approved by the GMFMC and SAFMC (June 2007) read as follows:

8. Estimate Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) based on the following criteria:

A) Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics defined using best available scientific information, provide separate ABC values for each of two management areas delineated at the Miami-Dade/Monroe County line: all fish caught north of the line allocated to the Atlantic management area and all fish caught south of the line allocated to the Gulf management area.

B) Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics as currently defined, provide separate ABC values for the Gulf and Atlantic Migratory Units based on allocating all fish in the

mixing zone to the Gulf Migratory Unit (essentially the ‘continuity’ approach).

C) Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics defined using best available scientific information, provide separate ABC values for each of two management areas delineated at the Gulf and South Atlantic Council boundaries.



From: Richard Leard [mailto:rick.leard@gulfcouncil.org]
Sent: Thu 11/15/2007 11:32 AM
To: John Carmichael
Cc: Gregg Waugh; Julie Neer; Clay.Porch@noaa.gov; Wayne Swingle
Subject: RE: 
All,
Let me try one more time.  My understanding of what the councils approved for the TOR for #8 of the Assessment are as follows: 
 

8A.  Estimate the ABCs based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics defined using best available scientific information.  In my opinion this means that we forget about the existing mixing zone (Volusia/Flagler - Monroe/Collier) and allow the best science to estimate ABCs for each migratory group based on the most appropriate mixing zone, the most appropriate mixing percentage of Atlantic and Gulf group fish in that zone, and the most appropriate time(s) during which mixing occurs.
 

8B.  Estimate the ABC based on separate management evaluations for the two areas delineated at the Monroe-Dade County line.  Here, I understand the councils intent was to set a boundary at Dade-Monroe County and forget about Atlantic or Gulf group fish north or south of that line.  Then set ABCs (if possible) by area, irregardless of which group they may belong to.  Obviously, there will be mixing in both areas which will have to be determined and accounted for in developing status criteria and benchmarks for each migratory group.  The purpose of this analysis, however, was to allow the councils to proceed with an amendment to separate the joint FMP into separate FMPs for the Gulf and Atlantic.
 

8C.  Estimate the ABC based separate management evaluations for the two areas delineated at the jurisdictional line between the Gulf Council and the South Atlantic Council.  This TOR was simply an alternative boundary line from 8B above with the same purpose.
 

I personally believe that 8A gives the group all the flexibility it needs to provide ABC estimates based on: (1) a "continuity" run (100% Gulf group) with the existing mixing zone, and (2) other runs that assume a 50%/50% mix or other percentages, i.e., 0%, 25%, 75%, or 100% in the existing mixing zone as was done in and subsequent to SEDAR 5, which is what I assume the SAFMC wants to see.  If the SAFMC wants these analyses explicitly stated in the TOR, a second sentence could be added to 8A above such as: "These estimates of ABC shall not be limited to but shall include a "continuity" run (100% Gulf group) and a 50%/50% assumption of Gulf and Atlantic group mixing within the existing mixing zone."  
 

Gregg, if you think that this needs further discussion, I would suggest that we have a conference call with each of the councils' chairmen and EDs along with Alex and Clay to clear up any misunderstandings.  However, I think that the TOR that I have listed above accurately reflect what both councils adopted in June and what they have indicated in numerous discussions in the past as to their desires from SEDAR 16 and for future management of king mackerel.
Best regards to all.
Rick


From: John Carmichael [mailto:John.Carmichael@safmc.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 4:01 PM
To: Richard Leard
Cc: Gregg Waugh; Julie Neer
Subject: RE: 
Yes.
Apparently I missed out on this motion - the last update I did for the TORs was prior to the June meetings. We really did need the extra help.
 

Does this address the motion adequately:
1.      Estimate Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) based on the following criteria:

A) Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics defined using best available scientific information, provide separate ABC values for each of two management areas delineated: 

(1) at the Miami-Dade/Monroe County line: all fish caught north of the line allocated to the Atlantic management area and all fish caught south of the line allocated to the Gulf management area.
(2) at the current SAFMC-GMFMC boundary: all fish caught within the SAFMC boundary allocated to the South Atlantic and all fish within the GMFMC boundary allocated to the Gulf.
B) Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics as currently defined, provide separate ABC values for the Gulf and Atlantic Migratory Units based on allocating all fish in the mixing zone to the Gulf Migratory Unit (essentially the ‘continuity’ approach).   

C) Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics as currently defined, provide separate ABC values for the Gulf and Atlantic migratory units based on allocating 50% of the fish in the mixing zone to the Gulf Migratory Unit and 50% of the fish to the Atlantic Migratory Unit.

 

If yes, Julie, change the TOR based on the Council motion.
It should still meet Clays needs, in that it still allows for addressing best available information in developing ABCs, and simply adds another criteria to 8A.
What confuses me is I read the Gulf’s request, specifically the language ‘based on these ABCs’ which follows from their statement B (addressed in the original 8A), as adding another criteria to 8A. However, the SAFMC motion addresses 8C, in which ABC is calculated for migratory units ‘as currently defined’. 
The other possible clarification is to add an additional criteria under 8 that is simply “Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics defined using best available scientific information”, which to me is consistent with Gulf Council action A. However, the SAFMC’s Motion does not appear to address this change. Perhaps it is inferred? 

Can anyone
 

 

John Carmichael
Science and Statistics Program Manager
SAFMC
4055 Faber Place Suite 201
North Charleston SC 29405
PH: (843) 571-4366    FAX (843) 769-4520
http://www.safmc.net/ 
http://www.sefsc.noaa.gov/sedar/


From: Richard Leard [mailto:rick.leard@gulfcouncil.org] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2007 12:25 PM
To: John Carmichael; Julie Neer
Subject: 
 

John and Julie,
Based on the following councils' actions in June, shouldn't the TOR for #8 of the Assessment Workshop be revised as follows?
 

GULF COUNCIL ACTION
With regard to the Terms of Reference (TOR), the Committee reviewed the SSC recommendations. Following discussion, the Committee recommends and I so move to accept the SSC recommendations regarding the TOR as follows: Modify No. 8 under the Assessment Workshop to read as follows: Estimate the ABC based on the following criteria for the assessment workshop:
A) Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics defined using best available scientific information. 
B) Based on these ABC’s provide separate management evaluations for the two areas delineated at the Monroe-Dade County line.
The Committee also recommends, and I so move to add a criterion C): Based on these ABC’s provide separate management evaluations for the two areas delineated at the jurisdictional line between the Gulf Council and the South Atlantic Council.
By consensus, the Committee recommends that the Council approve the TOR as modified.
SOUTH ATLANTIC COUNCIL ACTION
MOTION #5: MODIFY THE ASSESSMENT WORKSHOP TOR 8C. TO REFLECT THE GULF’S CHANGE FOR A BOUNDARY AT THE COUNCILS’ CURRENT BOUNDARY
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE
APPROVED BY COUNCIL
 

MOTION #6: ACCEPT THE SEDAR 16 TOR AS MODIFIED
APPROVED BY COMMITTEE
APPROVED BY COUNCIL
 

Richard L. Leard, Ph.D.
Deputy Executive Director
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
2203 N. Lois Avenue, Suite 1100
Tampa, FL 33607
813-348-1630, ext. 228
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