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The Mackerel Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Milan Ballroom of the Radisson Hotel, St. Petersburg, Florida, Wednesday morning, January 30, 2008, and was called to order at 9:45 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Vernon Minton.
ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES

CHAIRMAN VERNON MINTON:  Could we get the Mackerel Committee to the table, please?  We’ve got Dr. Crabtree is here, Mr. Daughdrill is here, Ms. Foote is here, Mr. Teehan is here.  If you’ll please turn to Tab C-1, we have a proposed agenda.  Take a second and look that over if you would, please.
Ms. Foote moves adoption.  Is there a second?  Mr. Daughdrill seconds.  Is there any objection to adoption of the agenda as written?  Seeing none, the motion carries.

Item Number II is Approval of the Minutes, Tab C, Number 2.  It’s moved by Mr. Teehan and is there a second?  Second by Ms. Foote.  Is there any objection?  The minutes are adopted.  Item Number III is Review and Approval of Terms of Reference for Number 8 of the SEDAR-16 King Mackerel Assessment Workshop, starting with Number a, the Terms of Reference.  If you will, turn to Tab C-3 and I’m going to let Rick go through this.

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF THE TERMS OF REFERENCE FOR NUMBER 8 OF THE SEDAR-16 KING MACKEREL ASSESSMENT WORKSHOP

DR. RICK LEARD:  I guess there’s a little bit of a misunderstanding or maybe a little discrepancy between the terms of reference that our council adopted and that that was adopted by the South Atlantic Council and suggested by John Carmichael with SEDAR.
The purpose of this, I guess, is to try to resolve this.  I was hoping that Clay Porch would still be here, because Clay kind of was in an exchange of a number of emails between myself and Julie Neer, who is the new SEDAR coordinator in the South Atlantic region, and Gregg Waugh, to try to get these straight.

Tab C, Number 3 just gives you the terms of reference suggested by SEDAR and reviewed at our June meeting, the terms of reference as approved by our council, and the terms of reference that were approved by both councils as suggested by Gregg.

The only discrepancy, I guess, is our council -- When we approved these -- It all pertains to Number 8 in the assessment workshop.  We changed to add a provision to establish ABC ranges based on a dividing line at the delineation between the two councils, at our jurisdictional boundaries, in other words.
Previously, we had an alternative to set those ABCs at the Dade/Monroe County line and the other terms of reference that we adopted was just based on the migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics defined by the best available scientific information.

I originally took that to mean that okay, we’re going to forget about where the mixing zone is now, which is Volusia/Flagler to Monroe County in that winter period, November through March, and were going to have the group look at the best available data.  

Clay had indicated that there would be probably some additional data on mixing from what we had in SEDAR-5 and forget about that and see what the best available science tells us that the mixing zone should be and what the best available science tells us that the percent of mixing in that mixing zone should be and then go from there about trying to split up fish based on just the geographic boundaries of either using Dade/Monroe or the jurisdictional boundary between the two councils.

I guess there were some differences, in that the original terms of reference and those that John subsequently sent out included both a continuity run, which is basically what we’ve got now, assuming 100 percent of the fish in the mixing zone are Gulf, and that’s where we got into the problem before, because the best available data from SEDAR-5 indicated it was somewhere between 20 percent and 80 percent.

Also, there was a terms of reference to do a 50/50 split, which, again, that wasn’t necessarily supported by the data, although Nancy Thompson indicated that that might be appropriate one time, but then Alex Chester and Clay indicated that it probably wouldn’t be and you need to rely on best available information.

I don’t know exactly where we’re at.  Maybe Bonnie or somebody can -- I don’t have any problems with it.  The only thing that I’m concerned about is that we not constrain our assessment to doing something that maybe we don’t want to do or not being able to do, more particularly not being able to do something that we should do, based on what the best available science indicates.

With that, basically it’s whatever your pleasure is.  I’ve given you information here in the last email from John, under C-4, that second page, page 3, that indicates the terms of reference and maybe that’s a place to start, although, again, that does have the 50/50 approach and a continuity approach, which I don’t have a problem with that, as long as under Number 1 that we’re not constrained to looking at possibly other mixing zones and other mixing percentages as we have in the past.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Rick, what is the South Atlantic’s position on this right now?  Can you tease that out for us?

DR. LEARD:  On Tab C, Number 4, at the bottom of that, there’s the email from Gregg back to me and he indicates there that this is the terms of reference as approved by the Gulf and the South Atlantic Council and so I’m assuming that’s the terms of reference that were approved by the South Atlantic Council.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Our basic situation is do we go with a fixed mixing set or let science decide what it should be?
DR. LEARD:  I think we were looking at being able to do several things.  In other words, we wanted to look at mixing and what the best science now tells us the mixing is, in terms of a percentage in the mixing zone, wherever that mixing zone may be, or use it as it’s currently defined, let them decide that.

Then also try to draw a geographical line and just say okay, we’re going to divide the coastal migratory pelagics FMP, because that’s what both councils have indicated they want to do, and we’re going to split and have two separate FMPs and we’re going to have a boundary line at either Dade/Monroe or at the jurisdictional boundary between the two councils and basically just partition out the number of fish, whether they’re Gulf fish or Atlantic fish, within those two areas and come up with ABCs for each of those two areas.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Another questions is doesn’t that or couldn’t that -- Right now, our stocks are defined as not overfished or not undergoing overfishing.  There was something, if I recall -- It’s been a year ago, but wasn’t there something that if that percentage changed too much that our stocks would automatically go back to we would be overfishing?

DR. LEARD:  That’s another problem that came out of the stock assessment and subsequent analysis after that.  When we did the stock assessment, it showed as you moved -- We looked then at everything from zero to basically 100 percent being either Gulf or Atlantic.

As you moved fish that were considered 100 percent Gulf in the mixing zone -- As you move those fish to being Atlantic group fish, then yes, the Gulf group stock condition worsened, in that you were losing biomass.  

When it was run a second time with just updated catches for an additional two years, what happened was it shifted the other way and as it was explained to me, that was based on the fact that not only did they get the fish, but they got the fishing mortality on those fish and so it actually made the Gulf stock get better as we lost fish to being counted as Atlantic.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  With that, everybody is ready, I suppose.  Robin, are you going to clear this up for us?
MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  I doubt that I can clear it up, because this saga has been going on for quite some time, but I think we’re -- One of the things that in the last set of discussions regarding this is that -- While I know it’s always our attempt to look ahead and see what the assessment is going to do to our numbers, so that we can start kind of anticipating that, the reality of what I think Alex and company said, unlike Nancy, who said basically you all go figure it out, Alex and Steve, in the latest discussions, basically said that right now we have a 20 and a 40 and that would lead us to a 50/50 split if we had to make the call on this given day.

If there is more information and there is information that comes in during or near the time of the next assessment, that may change.  

What they were basically suggesting is we’re going to use the best available and create the split or mix based on the best available science at the time and then you all can partition the landings however you want between the councils.  That’s not really where they’re going to be concerned.  That’s where the kind of new definitions of how we’re going to count those landings came in and that’s what we were trying to do with the terms of reference.

When I’m looking at these terms of reference, I don’t really see anything dramatically different than what we approved, Rick, unless I’m missing something.  Certainly the continuity approach is one that we’ve called for as well in the past, just so that we know what the changes are as compared -- If we kept allocating the fish the way they’ve been allocated in the past.

DR. LEARD:  I agree.  I don’t have a problem with what John has suggested here on page 3 or with what Gregg has suggested in having these additional runs.  The only thing is that I just want to make sure that both councils understand that we shouldn’t constrain the science in any way to look at this issue in terms of mixing and the mixing zone and the percentages.

As long as that’s understood, it doesn’t matter to me at all.  I just don’t want us to leave out something that we come back later and say we should have done this and then we have to get more analysis before we can move forward, because like you said, Robin, this has been going on for a long time and it needs to be put to bed in some way.

MR. RIECHERS:  What I would ask, Rick, is what do you think we may be leaving out?  Obviously you bring this to us with some belief that we could be leaving something out.  I’ll let you respond.  

The only other thing I might ask, Vernon, is it may be useful to have George kind of help us here with explaining where the South Atlantic is on this as well, just -- Are you all having the same questions?  Are you all ready to go?  Are the guidelines as sent out by John okay with you guys?  That’s the other thing we probably need to look at here.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  George, do you want to respond?

MR. GEORGE GEIGER:  As much as I hate to do this, put my toe in this water again, we have to.  What we did at the last South Atlantic Council -- We do not want to leave anything out or direct the stock assessment to be done in any way that’s favorable to one council or the other and we certainly want the best stock assessment available, which we’re confident we’re going to get, to the point where we as council took an action and voted to include any change or additions to the TOR, the terms of reference, that you guys decide at this meeting.  They’re already pre-approved by our council.

We are ready to go.  We’re looking for the best stock assessment available and we have the utmost confidence that the Science Center is going to provide that to us and any additional terms of reference that you decide at this meeting are automatically pre-approved by our council, in a spirit of cooperation and an interest to move forward with this fishery and maybe get the questions resolved that have been lingering for how many years?
CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Thank you, George.  Rick, with that, I guess our main concern then is we want the best available science to decide this, but we just need some more help, or I need some more help, on any artificial caveats that could be in here that could constrain or push this thing one way or another, to where we come back and have morning-after regrets kind of thing.

DR. BONNIE PONWITH:  I did speak with Clay from the assessment team and they also shared your concern that the terms of reference be written in a way that allows the team the maximum flexibility to use the best available information in developing this assessment.

One suggestion that was raised by them was that if we took what is now Letter C under the terms of reference approved by both councils, according to Gregg, and make that D under the original version, they felt as though that kind of incorporated the full suite of analysis.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Could you help me with that there?  You’re talking about C in the email?

DR. PONWITH:  If you go to the third version -- This is Tab C-3, Terms of Reference for the SEDAR.  It’s the third version, which is the TOR Approved by Both Councils According to Gregg, that letter C.  If we made that letter D under the first version, that the first version, in their mind, would reflect the charge that they understood.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Let me make sure everybody is on the same page.  On Tab C-3, under the TOR Approved by Both Councils According to Gregg Waugh, C is based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics defined using best available scientific information to provide separate ABC values for each of the two management areas delineated at the Gulf and South Atlantic Council boundaries.  Is that correct?  You would take that then and make that D and is that correct, Bonnie?

DR. PONWITH:  That is correct.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Then that would move up to the first one underneath there and go as Item D under C, which starts off “Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics”?  That would be the recommendation?  Is that correct, Bonnie?

DR. PONWITH:  Could you repeat that, please?

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  You take this C at the bottom, the one I just read, and label it “D” and move it up to the very top, under Number 8, and C starts off “Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics” and put it right underneath there and that would become D then and is that correct?  Is that your recommendation?

DR. PONWITH:  That is correct.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Thank you.  Does everybody see that then?  Maybe I’m the last one to see it.  

DR. LEARD:  I guess what that gives you is that as far as the terms of reference, you would use the best available data on mixing and use the geographical boundary at the Dade/Monroe County line and estimate ABCs.  

You would also then do a continuity approach, which would assume the current 100 percent Gulf in the existing mixing zone, and you would then use a 50/50 mix in the existing mixing zone and then you would do an ABC range based on a geographic boundary at the Gulf and South Atlantic jurisdictional boundary.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  I think that’s correct.

DR. LEARD:  Again, like I said, the only thing that I really don’t understand there is that you’ve specifically set these things, but what if the best available science says that, as it said before, the mixing is 80/20 or maybe it’s 75/25 or maybe it’s 60/40?  That’s not in here as one of these, but as long as it’s understood that they can do that, I don’t care.  

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  I think Robin just said it, but D would cover that, wouldn’t it?  Now we’re pretty much wide open.

MR. RIECHERS:  I certainly believe D would cover that.  It basically says if you have new information that you can incorporate that you should do so.

DR. LEARD:  As long as that’s what everybody understands.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Does everybody on the committee understand that?  It should read “based on migratory groups” I think.  George, while she’s getting that up there, you’re being so good and so nice and I have been to those joint meetings and you’re scaring me to death.  Is there something you know that we don’t know here?
MR. GEIGER:  No and quite frankly, the discussion we had was this was -- We’re getting close.  The SEDAR is in two weeks and so we need to get these terms of reference ironed out.  There’s no way that we can go back and re-approve or re-debate any terms of reference that you guys have problems with.

This has been discussed and re-discussed so many times that we’re satisfied to put fate in the hands of the Science Center and live with the result.  It’s going to be what it’s going to be and we just want to make the terms of reference as complete for everybody as possible, so what when we get this final mackerel SEDAR that we have something that we all can embrace, not like the last time.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  I think we’ve got it up there right now.  Does one of the committee members want to offer this as a motion then?  Bill?  Bill, you’re offering this as a motion?

MR. BILL DAUGHDRILL:  Yes.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Mr. Teehan seconds then.  It’s Bill and Bill.  The motion is on Tab C, Number 3, move Item C from the bottom section to the top and re-label it D and D would read: Based on migratory groups and mixing zone dynamics, defined using best available scientific information, provide separate ABC values for each of the two management areas delineated at the Gulf and South Atlantic Council boundaries.  

The motion is on the floor.  Is there any discussion?  Hearing none, is there any objection to the motion?  Hearing none, the motion passes.  Thank you very much.  Thank you, Bonnie.

MR. GEIGER:  I would like to thank the Gulf Council for doing that and, Robin, thank you for helping steer that along.  I think we’re going to get a good stock assessment this time and that we’ll be able to finally move forward.
CHAIRMAN MINTON:  Any other business to come before the committee?  

MR. BILL TEEHAN:  I would like to thank George Geiger for his cooperation in this and the South Atlantic Council and it’s another hot-tub moment.

CHAIRMAN MINTON:  I would like to thank him, too.  Make sure he’s here when that comes back.  Hearing no other business, the committee is adjourned.
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 10:15 o’clock a.m., January 30, 2008.)

- - -
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