
April 2009 Update on Status of Generic ACL Scoping Document and Amendment
The IPT met for the first time on March 10, and identified a number of tasks that need to be completed before (or while) a scoping document is created).  A data request has been submitted to the SEFSC for a compilation of commercial, private recreational, charter boat and headboat landings (and discards where available) for all species in Gulf Council or joint GMFMC/SAFMC FMPs except those that are excluded from ACL requirements (i.e., pink, brown and white shrimp).  In addition, analyses will be conducted to determine species co-occurrences in order to determine appropriate groupings for stocks that will have ACLs set as assemblages rather than single-species ACLs.  This information is expected to be available around mid-May, and a draft scoping document is planned for review by the Council at the June meeting.
Request for Guidance From Council

The IPT also identified a number of questions where it would like guidance from the Council as it proceeds.  These questions include the following:
· What level of risk (or range of risk levels) should the Council be considering in setting ACLs and ACTs?

· Current MSY based TACs infer a 50% (or just under) probability of overfishing.  Current OY based TACs infer a 20%-30% probability of overfishing (based on the NMFS Technical Guidance document for a precautionary approach to implementing National Standard 1).  In a rebuilding stock, the difference between an OY and an MSY catch level can be significant.  However, at equilibrium levels, there is only about a 6 percent difference in the OY TAC vs, the MSY TAC.  This is because, even though a smaller proportion of the stock biomass is taken under OY, stock biomass at OY is at about 120% of the biomass at MSY.  Does the Council want to consider catch levels with lower probabilities of overfishing (and higher standing stock biomass levels) so that the difference between equilibrium catch levels will be greater?
· How should allocations be treated in unallocated stocks?

· Do not allocate, have a single fishery-wide ACL

· Establish sector-ACLs based on historical landings proportions (What years should be used?)

· Establish sector-ACLs based on some other parameter (e.g., economic value)

· For red drum should the scoping document consider separating red drum ACL into federal and state ACLs?
· The NS1 Guidelines allow an ACL to be subdivided into state and Federal ACLs, similar to the approach used for sector-ACLs (§ 600.310(f)(5)(iii)). However, NMFS recognizes that Federal management authority is limited to that portion of the fishery under Federal jurisdiction and therefore the NS1 guidelines only require AMs for the Federal fishery. (response to comment 71)
· What stocks or FMPs should be considered for delegation?  Requests should be made at this time to other agencies to ask if they are interested in considering accepting delegation of management.  Only those species that agencies are willing to consider should be included as delegation alternatives in amendment.

· Nassau grouper to SAFMC

· Yellowtail snapper to SAFMC or Florida

· Mutton snapper to SAFMC

· Octocorals to Florida (Carrie will provide some landings data)


· Should Stone Crab FMP be considered for withdrawal?

Note:  Stocks included in joint FMPs (Spiny Lobster and Coastal Migratory Pelagics) will be addressed separately in joint ACL FMPs with the SAFMC.  Thus, teher will be three rather than one ACL Amendment:

· Generic ACL Amendment (reef fish, red drum, royal red shrimp, stone crab, coral)

· Joint Spiny Lobster ACL Amendment

· Joint Coastal Migratory Pelagics ACL Amendment

It is expected that progress will proceed concurrently with the Generic ACL FMP.

Responsibilities of Scientific Committees and Council/NMFS Staff in Developing Document

The IPT discussed the roles of SSC, SEP, IPT, and Council and NMFS staff in the development of the scoping document and amendment, and identified the following responsibilities for various groups.
SSC

· Assist in developing ABC, ACL, and ACT control rules (for both data adequate and data poor stocks)
· Evaluate and review various methodologies for setting ABC and ACLs for data poor stocks (e.g., length based assessments, productivity-susceptibility analyses, etc.)

· Evaluate availability and reliability of biological parameters and catch data needed for stock assessments (in a matrix on a scale of 1 to 5?) to determine data adequate and data poor stocks (a request for commercial and recreational catch data, and bycatch estimates where available) has been submitted to the SEFSC)
· Make ABC recommendations

IPT

· Assist in developing ABC, ACL, and ACT control rules (for both data adequate and data poor stocks)
· E valuate availability and reliability of biological parameters and catch data needed for stock assessments  (in a matrix on a scale of 1 to 5?) to determine data adequate and data poor stocks
· Develop alternative species complexes for review by Council and SSC based on cluster analyses and other methods developed by SERO/SEFSC staff. 
SEP

· SEP needs to be involved in developing accountability measures

SEFSC/SERO

· Assist in developing ABC, ACL, and ACT control rules (for both data adequate and data poor stocks)
· Evaluate availability and reliability of biological parameters and catch data needed for stock assessments (in a matrix on a scale of 1 to 5?) to determine data adequate and data poor stocks
· Develop appropriate species complexes using cluster analyses or other appropriate analyses.

· Review recommendations by Caribbean SSC on scientific advice for data poor stocks

· Provide advice on how to best manage uncertainty

Council and NMFS Staff

· A data request has been submitted to SEFSC for the following.  Delivery is expected around mid-May
· Species co-occurrence analyses

· Commercial and recreational landings data of all managed stocks since 1981

· Bycatch estimates where available

· Convene SSC when above data is available

· Convene SEP to discuss socioeconomic considerations in establishing accountability measures after alternatives are developed
· Convene IPT after April Council meeting to discuss Council’s guidance
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