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The Mackerel Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Cypress Cove C Ballroom of the Hollywood Casino Hotel, Bay St. Louis, Mississippi, Tuesday afternoon, January 27, 2009, and was called to order at 4:15 p.m. by Chairman Bill Teehan.

CHAIRMAN BILL TEEHAN:  I would like to bring the Mackerel Management Committee together, please.  Come to the table, if you would.  I think everybody is here.  We’ve got Teehan and we’ve got Kevin sitting in for Vernon.  Crabtree is here and Karen is here.  Mike is here and Ed Sapp and Susan is here.
ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES
If you’ll turn to Tab C-1, the agenda, I would like to make a couple of suggestions on how to run this meeting, how we should conduct this meeting this afternoon.  I know it’s been a very long day and there’s been a lot of thought process and burning rubber in the room.
I would like to go through I and II and then for III, have Mauricio give us a presentation of the assessment results.  III(b), (c), (d), and (e) are basically FYI and I don’t think we really need to discuss those.

Then I would like to go through (f), the SSC Recommendations, and (g), the Mackerel AP Recommendations.  There’s quite a few of them and I would like you to at least listen to what they are.  Then I would like to suggest as a recommendation, but you all may have different ideas as a recommendation, that we consider convening a joint South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Mackerel Committee meeting at some time in the near future to discuss the intent of both of the councils as to what they plan to do with mackerel and whether we’re still in the divorce stage that we had talked about several years ago, three years ago.

There’s an awful lot of complicating issues in this fishery, the mixing zone off of southeast Florida, and then we would need to discuss ACLs and AMs and how they would be incorporated either into some generic amendment or into a mackerel amendment.  That’s how I would like to proceed this afternoon and is there any objection to that?

Seeing none, then I guess we need a motion to adopt the agenda.  Karen moves it and is there a second?  Second by Mike Ray and no objections?  The agenda is adopted.  Let’s move on to Item II, which is the Approval of the Minutes.  Does anybody have any --

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Move the minutes.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Karen moves the minutes.  Is there a second?  Mike Ray seconds.  No objections to the minutes as they’re written?  All right.  Then we’ll move on to Item III, which is the Presentation of the Assessment Results and Mauricio.

REVIEW OF SEDAR-16 KING MACKEREL ASSESSMENT

PRESENTATION OF ASSESSMENT RESULTS
DR. MAURICIO ORTIZ:  Thank you very much.  Thanks for the opportunity.  I want to present the results of the stock assessment that was conducted for both the South Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico under SEDAR Number 16.

This is the scientific team that conducted the SEDAR assessment.  Briefly, this is a review of what I’ll present, the data sources, assessment models, results, stock projections, conclusions, and recommendations.

King mackerel, as you all know, is a widely distributed species, from New England to Brazil.  It’s typical of the tropical/subtropical waters with a preference to the 20 degrees thermocline and due the temperature change, it shows coastal migratory behavior.  They’re schooling fast swimmers and they present fast growth and dimorphic growth with the females of the larger size, in general.

Currently, in the U.S. waters, we acknowledge two different stock units identified, one in the Atlantic, from New England to the Florida east coast, and one in the Gulf of Mexico, from the Texas border to the Florida east coast.

Other characteristics of these stock units is that they mix, particularly in the southeast Florida region during the winter months.  Because of these characteristics, there has been a challenge in the past to identify to so-called boundary.  The reality is that the fisheries, the stocks, mix in this area and it’s where a large part of the catch takes place.

For the assessment, we talked about the sources.  We have a lot of new data compared to the previous assessment that was conducted in 2003 under the SEDAR Number 5.  Biological data, we have information on growth, natural mortality, maturity and fecundity, sex ratio and stock composition.  Fisheries data, obviously we have information on the fisheries, from commercial and recreational, and some of the non-directed, through the bycatch.

The indices of abundance we have for both the Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico, fisheries dependent and fisheries independent sources.  

One of the major improvements in the biological data is the update of the growth functions, the von Bertalanffy growth functions.  For these and following and the recommendations from the prior SEDAR and the review panels, we limited these growth functions to samples collected outside of the mixing area, so we can properly identify the growth patterns of the Atlantic unit and the Gulf stock unit.  We have more than 45,000 samples of otoliths that have processed by the Panama City Laboratory.

Another important change is the concept of natural mortality.  Following also recommendations, it was agreed that the natural mortality, particularly at younger ages, is quite different than the older ages.  We apply a new model function which identifies a larger natural mortality for ages zero, one, et cetera.

There was also new information regarding fecundity and originally, the Panama City Laboratory had tried to estimate batch fecundity, because it’s recognized that king mackerel spawn several times during the spawning season.  However, part of the objective was accomplished, but not fully.  We continued with our estimates as a single spawner, but we updated the information of batch fecundity.  Also, there is a change with respect to the values that were used in the prior assessment.  We are using an estimate of fecundity of hydrated eggs from females.

This is different, because in the past we were using total number of eggs.  Hydrated eggs are, from the point of view scientifically, a better indicator of the spawning capacity of this species.

Another important information that was evaluated corresponds to size regarding to the mixing in the area in southeast Florida.  It is known, either from tagging studies or from otolith analysis and from genetics and also from microchemistry analysis in healthy otoliths, that the samples collected in southeast Florida are from both the Atlantic and the Gulf of Mexico.

This table can summarize the information presented by particularly Dr. Will Patterson, who is carrying out most of these studies lately.  The information that we can summarize is that roughly during the winter months the proportion of fish from the Gulf stock is around 45 percent and the Atlantic is 55 percent.  That was in 2001.

The sampling in 2002 indicated that there was a shift to 53 for the Gulf and 46 percent.  Roughly, what we have is that normally around 50 percent of the catch in that area corresponds to the stock of the Gulf of Mexico.  We used this information in conjunction with a new model to estimate the dynamics of the fishery.  We will go into that later on in more details.

We have new information regarding the sex ratio and size.  Obviously, as we saw, females obtain larger size and having the length sample information for the catch, we can estimate the proportion of males and females.

In terms of the fisheries data, we have the directed fisheries, commercial and recreational.  The king mackerel fishery is an old fishery in the Gulf and in the Atlantic, the South Atlantic.  It started in the 1880s in Chesapeake Bay, but moved south quickly.  The main areas of fisheries are off North Carolina in the Atlantic and off Louisiana, the Florida Keys, and the Florida east coast.

The main gears are hand lines, rod and reel, trolling, and in some areas, there are still gillnets, purse seiners, round gillnets, and otter trawls.  The recreational fishery is also a very well established fishery.  It started in the 1930s and is very popular and have a large number of tournaments dedicated to these particular operations.
This graph shows the total commercial catch estimated since 1930 and I want to -- The distinction is we have these two arrows and the red one, starting in 1961, is when we have a good set of collection of catches that is the total catches of king mackerel for the Gulf of Mexico and the Atlantic.

The yellow one refers to 1981 and it is the year when we start to collect otolith samples and so we’re able to age the catch and so to apply age structure models.  Prior to 1961, those catches were estimated. 

The very important information in this slide is the red column reflects the total catch of the commercial fisheries in the mixing zone and this is the area between Monroe County and the Flagler County on the Florida east coast.  The green one represents the catch in the Atlantic and the blue one in the Gulf of Mexico.  As you see, there is an importance of the catch in the mixing zone.

Similarly, a slide for the recreational catch.  Unfortunately, we have less data for this part.  For 1981, we have catch information with age information.  From 1980, that was the start of the MRFSS survey.  That’s when we have good statistics.  Prior to that, pretty much we had to estimate it.  The model results I’m going to present and that were adopted as the final model started in 1981.
Finally, this is what was approved by the assessment workshop and the review panel workshop as the input of total landed catch in weight, and this is in tons, for the Gulf of Mexico stock, which represents the partition of the catch in the winter mixing zone of 50 percent.  The blue corresponds to the commercial component and the red corresponds to the recreational component.  The recreational is slightly higher than the commercial.

A very important source of information, and this particularly for the Gulf of Mexico, is the estimates of shrimp bycatch for king mackerel.  These have been produced with the cooperation of the Galveston Laboratory, but also Panama City, et cetera.  In blue, you have what is the estimates of numbers of fish age zero that have been caught in the shrimp fishery in the Gulf of Mexico.  They oscillate a lot, but in comparison, they are much larger than what you see for the Atlantic, which is the red line at the bottom.  

Other sources of fishing mortality, another important component of the fishing mortality, is the estimate of live releases, particularly in the recreational fisheries.  This component, so called B2, has increased since 2002.  During the SEDAR data workshop and the assessment workshop, it was recommended that we can estimate a mortality of 20 percent for those so-called released fish from the MRFSS fisheries and 33 percent from the headboat.

This slide shows you the proportion in yellow of the so-called B2 compared to what is landed, the AB1.  This yellow portion you estimate at 20 percent and 33 percent, according to the fisheries.

Indices of abundance, we have, again, fisheries dependent from the commercial, particularly trip ticket records and logbooks, from 1998.  The recreational, we had the interview/intercept recreational information from MRFSS and the headboat, logbooks and for-hire charter vessels.

All these indices were evaluated and used in the models.  The other sources of information correspond to fisheries independent data, particularly from two programs, the SEAMAP Fall Plankton Survey, which it was used as an index for the spawning stock biomass, and the second one is the SEAMAP Fall Groundfish Trawl Survey, which is an indicator of age zeros.

In terms of the assessment model, I’m going to pause here.  As I mentioned before, one of the strong recommendations from the previous assessment was to deal with this issue regarding the mixing of the stocks in the southeast Florida region and so we followed two approaches.

The first one was to use, as in the assessment before, a single stock unit.  In other words, we used a model, one for the Gulf and one for the Atlantic, independent.  To do that, you had to make a decision regarding to the catch in the mixing zone.  

The second one, the new approach, was to use a new model in which we can have both stocks at the same time and model the dynamics, meaning the migration from the north of the Gulf of Mexico to the south Florida and for the Atlantic coast, to the south Florida region.  We used this model to get an idea of what proportions of mixing are taking place and obviously that was an important part.

We carried out these two models and generally, the two models agree in the results.  Obviously with the new model there are still some issues to resolve, because one of the important sources of information is this proportion of catch in the mixing zone and unfortunately, for that, we have very limited data, only data from basically two years, 2001 and 2002.

As a recommendation to the assessment workshop and the review panel, we continued with the analysis of the single stocks under the VPA model, which was the same model used in the past assessment, assuming that the catch in the mixing zone corresponds to 50 percent between the two models, the two component stocks.

This graph then shows the composition in terms of millions of fish for the Gulf of Mexico.  Basically, this is the input for age to stock model of VPA.  In blue is the directed catch, or landed.  The red is the dead discards, particularly from the recreational fisheries, and green is the shrimp bycatch.  Remember, this is in millions of numbers of fish and most of these green are only age zeros.  This is the same information, but break it down by age classes.
These are, in the scale, the three indices of abundance from the fisheries dependent data.  The MRFSS is a longer time series, from 1981 all the way to 2006.  The green is the headboat, the other recreational, and in red is the logbook from the non-mixing zone.  These two are the independent fisheries indices used in the model.  The red one is the Fall Groundfish Gulf of Mexico and the blue one is the Plankton Survey.  Pay particular attention to the last years, 2004 and 2005 and 2006.  The groundfish then shows higher values.  

Again, the base model used the model structure and parameters recommended by the SEDAR Assessment Workshop and the Review Panel, the 1981 to 2006 fishing year, age zero to eleven-plus, and five indices of abundance.

In terms of results, these are the fit to the indices of abundance.  The red corresponds to the prediction by the model and the others have the observations.  In general, there is this trend to increased size, particularly for the younger age classes.

Now in terms of the results of the model, this is the trend of the estimated biomass, the total biomass, by the final model and the so-called confidence intervals which correspond to an 80 percent.  To your right, you have the removals.

These are more results, the spawning stock biomass.  Again, this is billions of hydrated eggs.  The recruits at age zero and please notice this large increase of recruits in the latest years.  One of the reference points that we use is the spawning stock biomass divided over MSST, which is the minimum stock threshold.

It roughly should be one and what we’re seeing is historically the stock was highly exploited in the past and it recovered roughly around 1999 or 2000 and is increasing in terms of spawning stock biomass.

This is your plots of the fishing mortality.  For these, there is the traditional fishing apical F, which has been reported in prior assessments, but the review panel recommended to report it as this new F current, which briefly, what it does is take into account not only a single age class, but an average of several age classes.

If you produce a plot of the current over the threshold, this is the plot to your right.  We see that in the 1980s to basically 2000, there was overfishing.  In other words, the fishing mortality was higher than it should be.  Since 2001, the fishing mortality has reduced.

The benchmark reference points for the stock were reviewed and basically following the same recommendations as before.  Because there is no clear stock recruitment relationship, they recommended the use of SPR-based proxies and so the definition of MSY is that you will use the proxy of F SPR 30 percent and the biomass of MSY is the proxy of the equilibrium spawning stock biomass resulting of fishing at this F mortality of F 30 percent.

However, for defining these MSY, BMSY, and FMSY value, we had to make some assumptions regarding the stock recruit relationship and I will show you later what were those.  Again, current fishing mortality is expressed as the average of three recent years.  It’s the geometric average and the current selectivity is what we use for the projections, which is equivalent also of the last three years.  

This plot is what we call a phase plot and trying to show you, in reference, the status of the stock and this is at the end of the fishing year 2006.  Of the spawning stock biomass of the stock, we reference to the MSST and the same for the fishing mortality, in reference to the threshold for mortality.

We have the --, which is the triangle here, and all the results of the 1,000 bootstraps the panel chose to be associated with this model for the uncertainty that you have.  Overall, we have the spawning stock biomass in 2006 is 1.5 times that of MSST.  The conclusion is not overfished, the stock, and F current, fishing mortality in the last year, is around 0.83 and there are also the intervals of confidence with those.  The conclusions are that the stock is not overfished and that overfishing is not taking place.

Historically, this is the trajectory of what happened with the stock since 1981, when we started to look at it.  The stock was overexploited and below the threshold of MSST.  By 1998, the stock biomass recovered; however, fishing mortality is still high.  By 2002, the stock fishing mortality went down and in the last four years, the status of the stock is what we call in good condition.

Of course, there is a lot of uncertainty in some of this information and some of this analysis.  Most of the uncertainty is reduced through sensitivity analysis.
One of the properties of the model is that the indices of abundance show some contradiction in information, particularly in the latest years, between the fisheries independent and the fisheries dependent.

We explored alternative weighting schemes and in other words, giving different importance to one or the other type of fisheries indices of abundance, because those are the major components in the model for feeding the VPA, for feeding the estimates.

These are some of the results of those sensitivity analyses.  Some were produced during the assessment workshop and others were requested during the review workshop.  To your right, this is what is the base model, the final model adopted by the group.  The other one shows different scenarios.  Basically, if you give higher importance only to the fisheries dependent data, the status of the stock is indicated as overfishing, but if you follow only the fisheries independent, the status is slightly better.

The review panel and assessment panel obviously revised all this information and they concluded that the final model was the best scientific information, but they acknowledge that there is uncertainty in some of the input values.

Given that, then we go ahead and do projections of the stock.  The projections -- The last year for the model was 2006 and so the projections start in Fishing Year 2007.  We assume a given value for that year, because it’s obviously passed.

Very important is the stock recruitment relationship shows not a clear definition and so it was adopted to assume a constant recruitment, which was defined to use a Beverton & Holt with a steepness and it’s fixed, basically a fixed curve of 0.95, and a maximum recruitment as the geometric mean of the time series.

For projections, we assume the selectivity is operating in the following years is going to be similar to the average of the last three years and we did several scenarios, FMSY is the F30 percent, F40 percent SPR.  The options for OY then were selected by the review panel of 65 percent, 75 percent, et cetera.

This is your recruitment stock relationship and as you can see, what is important here is to realize that 2004, 2005, and 2006 has this high recruitment estimated by the model and this will have an influence.

When you do the projections, if you notice this graph is starting in 2005 and so 2006 through 2007 is really where they start to diverge to the different scenarios of projections.  They show an increase in biomass, as well as in spawning stock biomass, and more particularly in landings.
Overall, in all these scenarios, it shows that the ratio of spawning stock biomass is going to continue to be higher than 1.  In other words, the stock has very little probability of being overfished in the next years.

Moving to the next, this slide shows you in numbers what we were seeing in the prior.  I highlighted F40 percent SPR, which would be somewhere in the most conservative approach.  That would be the estimated yields that you will have under those particular scenarios, starting in 2001.

What I want you to notice is that for 2008, it’s twelve million, thirteen million, thirteen million, and then decline.  We’ll see why is the main reason of that.  This is in the main graph.  This is the predicted recruits by the model and the blue part outside of the circle is the projected recruits, according to what it was agreed as the stock recruitment relationship.  Really, this increase is due to this high peak that is moving through.  That is the result of the particular index which is the one who is giving the information on the upcoming recruits, the Fall Groundfish Survey, which is relatively large.

There is some uncertainty about this survey, because it reflects mostly catches from the west coast, from the west Gulf of Mexico, rather than the whole range.  We have some kind of knowledge of uncertainty in that value.

If you put this into a kind of probability wave shape, you will have this type of graph where you have the years at the bottom and also the different scenarios of total catch from eight million up to fifteen million or in this case sixteen million, at the bottom, and then your probability.  So what is this probability?

This probability is in that particular year, with that particular catch, the fishing mortality will be higher than your threshold, which in this case is F30 percent SPR.  Again, it’s basically the same information in 2008 now.  You could go up to roughly thirteen or fourteen million and you have a very low probability of exceeding this threshold, something around 0.20, 20 percent.  However, later on, in 2013, 2014, 2015, et cetera, that probability increases.

This is the same type of plot, but applied to the total catch in millions of pounds and different -- Instead of constant catch, these are constant F scenarios, F current, F65 percent over SPR 30 percent, et cetera, et cetera.  All this information is presented also, I will mention, in Tab C, Number 7.  This is the same kind of plots for the different sensitivity scenarios.

I want to bring attention to something mentioned before.  All these were done using the VPA model, which basically treat each stock separate.  However, one of the main objectives of this SEDAR was to evaluate the dynamics of this stock, because we realize there is a mixing.
We continue with this analysis in the mixing stock and we use a program called Stock Synthesis 3, which is a program developed by the West Coast.  Rick Methot is the author and they have been using this on stocks in the west coast.  This particular program can deal with the dynamics of two stocks and a mixing area.

We’re still developing the benchmarks and how to treat them and how to estimate it, but in general, the results from the Stock Synthesis 3 model and the VPA do agree.  In other words, they confirm the mixing in the mixing area is roughly 50 percent.

Obviously the advantage of using the Stock Synthesis 3 as a program for evaluation of the analysis of the stocks is it addresses specifically this mixing component.  It uses also a length and age structure model, which is important.  It has more specific information on migration on fishery by specific areas and it also treats the spawners.

In terms of conclusions and recommendations, the assessment is consistent with the 2003 SEDAR.  The runs with the Stock Synthesis 3 did give support to this assumption of the split in the catch in the mixing area of 50 percent.  Our conclusion is that the biomass is above the MSST.  Fishing mortality is below the threshold mortality and the other important conclusion is that the indices show a conflicting trend, particularly dependent versus independent, and weighting of this is influential in the results of the model.

In terms of the recommendations from the review panel particularly, one of the important recommendations of the review panel is the Gulf of Mexico stock definition and the interaction with the Mexican fisheries.  It’s something that it’s important and it’s recommended that it be followed up, although they agreed that the results of the stock assessment are valid and can be used for management purposes, but they request that they follow up with the scientists from Mexico to work to a better definition, particularly for the west section of the Gulf.

More recommendations are to review this definition of the stock recruitment relationship, particularly with the steepness value.  They recommended to review the accuracy of the indices of abundance, particularly from the fisheries dependent, but also to improve the stock-wide fisheries independent indices.

A very strong recommendation from the review panel is this idea of mixing is to continue to be explored and it should be.  The research programs that are required to monitor the stock mixing should continue, particularly programs like tagging, otolith analysis, genetics, et cetera.  We recognize that right now we have very limited information to continue with that.  They also have some other recommendations and this ends my presentation.  Thank you very much.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thank you, Mauricio.  Does anybody from the committee or council in general have any questions on that presentation?  I guess I have one.  Mauricio, I guess what we’re looking at here in the Gulf of Mexico is not overfished and not undergoing overfishing, correct?

DR. ORTIZ:  That’s right.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  The issue before the council as far as AMs and ACLs needs to be resolved by 2011 and I guess the question that we throw up for your consideration, and not right at this second, but just to chew on for a little while, is how you want to deal with that, whether you want to do that as a stand-alone action or whether we want to fold it into some of these other things that we’re going to hear about here shortly and then in the context of whether you want to do it here or whether you want to do it with convening a joint Mackerel Committee, South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico, meeting.  Having said that, we’ll move on to III(f), which is the SSC Recommendations.

SSC RECOMMENDATIONS
ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR RICK LEARD:  I did want to point out that we did request additional data, because the stock assessment was done in terms of setting an ABC with total mortality, which included bycatch. 

That was one of the main reasons for our data request, which is C-6, to the Center, to basically give us essentially what would the catch levels be, in the old terminology, TAC levels, at the different previous actions that the council had taken, which would be the base model, continue to assume 100 percent of the fish in the mixing zone are Gulf, using whatever the stock assessment came out with, and as Mauricio mentioned, the best that they came out with was a 50/50 mix, but still mixing throughout that mixing zone.

Then, secondly, to give us TAC levels under different scenarios, F30 percent and F40 percent and F65 and F75 and 85 percent SPR, and give us those for the boundary lines if you drew one at Dade/Monroe and if you drew one at the jurisdictional boundary.

The results of that request, in essence, are -- It’s in C-7, but the next-to-the-last page there shows for the Atlantic and the Gulf what those are and that can take me right into the SSC Recommendations if you would like.

The SSC, in looking and hearing the same presentation pretty much that Mauricio just gave, they looked at the new requirements of OFL and ABC and ACLs and if you’ll look on Tab C-8 on page 4, they recommended to the council that the Gulf of Mexico mackerel interim overfishing level limit be based on the F30 percent SPR and the annual projections of yield in Table 2.4.2 of Annex 2, the recommended interim ABC be based on 85 percent F30 percent SPR in the same table.  That’s the table that I just referred to, the next-to-the-last page under C-7.

If you look at that, you can see the numbers.  The F30 percent SPR under the first table at the top gives you what their recommendation for the OFL, which is 16,286,000 pounds, and the ABC would be fourteen-million-seven-hundred-and-ninety-whatever.  I can barely read it.  This would be for the 2010 year that I’m reading, because --

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  It looks like there’s a recruitment spike that’s driving things and so the TACs are pretty high, but they come down pretty quickly, right?

DR. ORTIZ:  That’s correct.

DR. CRABTREE:  We’re going to have to be careful when we do this that that’s reflected in what we said.

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LEARD:  That was the next thing that I was going to say.  If you look at how that moves through time, over the next four or five years, and bear in mind that it would probably be at least four or five years before we do another update, then you see how those decline down to about the level that we have our TAC set at right now.  I just wanted to point out what those numbers were and what the SSC’s recommendations were and that’s about it, Mr. Chairman.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thank you, Dr. Leard.  Does anybody have any questions about the SSC recommendations?  If not, then I guess we’ll move on to III(g), the Mackerel AP Recommendations, and Carrie Simmons.

MACKEREL AP RECOMMENDATIONS
DR. CARRIE SIMMONS:  We heard the same presentation, the AP did.  We were in the same room with the SSC and then we broke off and we did not have a quorum.  We were one short and that was due to inclement weather.  You might ask what that would be in New Orleans, Louisiana, and that was snow, the 11th and 12th.

The Mackerel AP made several motions and I’m going to read through those motions, starting on page 2.  The AP recommends raising the TAC from ten million pounds to thirteen million pounds and that motion passed seven to one.

The AP recommends increasing the recreational bag limit to three fish until the science dictates that it is no longer appropriate.  The motion passed five to three.  The AP recommends implementing separate fishery management plans for the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council for the king mackerel fishery and that motion passed six to two.

The AP recommends establishing a boundary along the Monroe/Dade County line.  The motion passed five to two with one abstaining.  That abstaining member felt that he did not have enough information to make a decision.

The AP recommends that the council initiate an ad hoc commercial king mackerel IFQ panel to investigate the feasibility of creating an IFQ program.  The motion passed unanimously.  The AP recommends that the makeup of the ad hoc commercial king mackerel IFQ panel be composed of representatives of all federally permitted commercial kind mackerel fishermen, including, but not limited to, full-time, part-time, legal charterboat fish sellers, commercial king mackerel dealers, and gillnet fishers, only active full-time.  Representation should be proportional and reflect the regional harvest.  This motion passed unanimously.
The AP requested the council set a control date for the commercial king mackerel fishery of January 1, 2009 or as soon as legally possible after that date.  The motion passed unanimously.

The AP recommends that the council consider removing inactive king mackerel commercial permits.  Inactive equates to zero landings for all five prior years from the new proposed control date.  This motion passed unanimously.

The AP recommends that the council do away with the 500-pound trip limit in the southwest and northwest zones that occurs when the quota reaches 75 percent instead of allowing the daily trip limit to remain at 1,200 pounds until the quota is reached.  This motion also passed unanimously.

The AP recommends increasing the trip limit from 1,200 to 1,500 pounds in both the northwest and southwest zones.  Again, this motion passed unanimously.  The AP recommends that the private recreational sector not be split from the for-hire king mackerel fishery.  This motion passed six to two.  We adjourned the following morning, the 12th, at almost eleven o’clock.  This concludes my report.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Thanks, Carrie.  Are there any questions about the AP meeting?  
DR. CRABTREE:  I guess Mauricio or Rick, these yields we’re looking at are all based on constant fishing mortality rates, correct?  They’re based on fishing at F30 percent SPR, right?  This is sort of the situation that’s somewhat analogous to where we were with red grouper, where we’re in a position where yes, the TAC can go up, but whatever we do from a management perspective needs to be fishing mortality neutral, because we don’t really have a basis to increase fishing mortality here.

The catches can go up because there are lots of fish, but it may not be a situation if folks are expecting all the constraints on fishing mortality to go away, that’s not likely to be justifiable here.  I think we need to keep that in mind as we proceed.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  One other issue about the AP, as Carrie mentioned, is they were one short of a quorum.  Maybe a little discussion on how you want to handle these recommendations, whether -- There’s a lot of recommendations here and some of them are good and I don’t think we should just discount them, but do we want to handle this by telephone conference with the AP and try to get the members together who were not able to get across the bridges in New Orleans?

As Carrie said, I woke up that morning and opened the blinds in my hotel room and the snow was going this way.  All bridges and roads and the airport were shut down in New Orleans and so several of the members who would have gone and had good intentions could not make it.

I don’t think we should penalize the AP’s work because of that and so how would you like to handle it, a phone conference with the AP, another AP meeting, or I don’t know if this is -- Coming from the State of Florida, we have the Sunshine Law, but have the AP members who did not attend, send a copy of these recommendations to them and get their comments on them?  What’s your pleasure on that?

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  It sounded like the votes, even though there wasn’t a quorum, were largely in favor.  There weren’t any real close votes.  Even if they needed one more for a quorum, it didn’t sound like that would have swayed the vote one way or the other on most of those.  I think we should take them into consideration as we’re going into our own deliberations on them, but not go through them one at a time as if there were a fully quorumed vote.  That’s my recommendation.

MR. ED SAPP:  From a procedural standpoint, do we not have to notice these meetings and then open them to the public and the question is how do you handle that when you’re doing it on a conference call?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Rick, can you help me out on that one?

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LEARD:  What we normally do when we have a conference call of our SSC or an AP or any of those things is we do notice the meeting and in the notice, we indicate that there are listening stations.  We usually set up listening stations in our office, as well as the Regional Office and most of the regional lab offices that can accommodate it.  People can actually come to those locations and they can listen in on the deliberations.
MR. SAPP:  Since we’re just one short of a quorum and we seem to have pretty much agreement from the panel anyway, would it not behoove us to just acknowledge their recommendations and not go to the trouble and expense of holding an additional conference call or is that something we’re required to do because we don’t have that quorum?

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LEARD:  Bear in mind to implement a lot of these recommendations, such as an increase in the bag limit or perhaps an increase in the TAC, which would give the commercial sector some more fish as well, we would have to do that either through a regulatory amendment, under our current situation, or as part of what the councils have already voted on, and that was to split the FMP and have two separate FMPs, or to keep it together.

It seems to me that we probably need to have the discussion with the South Atlantic Council that the chairman had talked about before we move forward with this.  In the process of developing either a regulatory amendment or some other full amendment, we could convene the AP at that time.  

It seems like right now there is no real hurry to do anything.  We’re not going to be able to get anything implemented by the time this season starts and so it would probably not begin until probably around July of 2010, unless you want it to kick in in the middle of a year.  It seems like that would solve the problem.  It would be to have them meet at some time during the process of developing those amendments.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I would like to ask the Vice Chair of the South Atlantic Council his thoughts on this.

MR. DAVID CUPKA:  We discussed this at our last council meeting when the Executive Finance Committee was meeting, trying to decide our upcoming actions.  I suggested to them at that meeting that we definitely need to put provisions in there to meet jointly with you all.  It’s been a long time.

Those of you that have been on the council a long time know that we used to have joint meetings regularly with the Gulf Council and South Atlantic and we’ve gone away from them, but we definitely want to meet with you as soon as you think is possible or practical and explore how we want to continue with this action, particularly the action of splitting it into separate FMPs, which is something that’s been discussed for more than three years.  

It’s been an ongoing thing for quite a while and so we definitely would like to meet with you all whenever it’s convenient and explore how we want to proceed with this.  Again, we felt like there wasn’t a particular rush at this time.  It’s not something we need to do tomorrow, but we would like to move ahead with it, whenever it’s convenient.

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LEARD:  Just to follow up on that too, Tab T, you have the South Atlantic Council’s motions on mackerel, on the third page there.  Basically, what they voted -- I know you all didn’t receive Mauricio’s presentation, but Julie Neer was working on the final report and so forth and I know that -- I think that the South Atlantic Council had those results that I just went through for the Gulf, but what the South Atlantic Council voted was to address mackerel in the Generic ACL and AM amendment.

It seems to me that that’s something that the joint committees need to sit down and talk about, as to whether or not -- Do we want to do that or do we want to deal with mackerel in a separate amendment and whether or not we want to go forward with the divorce or whether or not you want to continue on and deal with mixing, as our SSC has suggested, with a 50/50 mix scenario.

Some of those things, I think, need to be hashed out at a committee level and you all probably need to have the benefit of maybe having Mauricio’s discussion at your March meeting and then some time after that, shortly after that, convene a joint committee meeting.  That would be my suggestion, but we can do whatever you want.
CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Rick, budgetary speaking, do we have the funds to be able to do that this year, do you think?

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LEARD:  We didn’t budget for it, but, again, convening just the committee is a lot cheaper than convening joint councils and we’ve got a lot of work on our agenda for this year -- We’ve got a lot of work to do in our remaining meetings and to have a joint meeting would probably almost have to be another one and that would probably not be possible, from a budget standpoint, for us.  It would have to be within one of our own meetings, which would take away quite a bit of other time that we’ve got to deal with gag and red grouper and red snapper and allocations and et cetera, et cetera.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  What I’m hearing is that there’s no certain amount of hurry-up involved in dealing with this, since we’re not undergoing overfishing or are overfished.  The South Atlantic Council would like to have a joint meeting of some sort and what’s you all’s pleasure?

MR. SAPP:  I would certainly support it.  I would assume you anticipate all of the Mackerel Committee members from our council having a joint meeting with all of their comparable committee?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Yes, I believe that’s what we’re talking about.

MR. CUPKA:  That was our intent, Mr. Chairman, when we discussed it.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Do we need a motion for this?  Does somebody want to craft a motion, please?

MS. SUSAN VILLERE:  I don’t have the motion, but I kind of blanked out for a minute when were we talking about the possibility of doing it by conference call and is that not possible?  Is that what we determined?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I think if we’re having a joint Mackerel Committee meeting for the two councils that it’s probably face time would be the best way to deal with that.

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LEARD:  We would work with the South Atlantic Council staff to develop an agenda and develop the issues and whatnot, so you have all that information in front of you before you met.

DR. CRABTREE:  Bill, you’re looking for a motion to convene a joint committee meeting?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Yes, I am.

DR. CRABTREE:  So moved.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Roy moves and do you want to give some language or just to convene a joint --

DR. CRABTREE:  It’s miraculously appearing.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Isn’t that something?  Do I have a second to Roy’s motion?  Karen, thank you.  Is there any objection to the motion?  Seeing none, the motion passes to convene a joint session of the Mackerel Committees for the South Atlantic Council -- The motion is that a joint committee meeting be held between the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council Mackerel Committees. Do we need to specify a date at this point, Rick?

ACTING EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR LEARD:  No, we need to look at our calendars and they need to look at theirs, I’m pretty sure.  Like I said, I probably need to touch base with Gregg Waugh or Bob Mahood and see whether or not they want to deliberate this a little bit more at their March meeting and then give guidance to their management committee.  Likely, it might be probably sometime after their March meeting, but we can work it out.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Can we see that motion again?  The motion is that a joint Mackerel Committee meeting be held between the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council and the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council and it passes with no objections.

DR. CRABTREE:  Bill, if I could, I would suggest the Tampa/St. Pete area as a good location for that.

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  I think Karen was hoping for Key West.  You guys duke that one out.  Is there any other business to come before this committee?  

MR. SAPP:  Bill, again, just a procedural question.  Am I assuming correctly that this meeting will precede any additional discussion by this committee about recommendations that we’ve received from the SSC and from the advisory panels?

CHAIRMAN TEEHAN:  Yes, that’s my understanding, Ed.  Anything else?  If not, this meeting is adjourned.
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 5:15 p.m., January 27, 2009.)
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