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The Mackerel Management Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Midnight Ballroom of the Battle House Hotel, Mobile, Alabama, Wednesday morning, February 3, 2010 and was called to order at 9:15 a.m. by Chairman Myron Fischer.
ADOPTION OF AGENDA AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES
CHAIRMAN MYRON FISCHER:  We have a quorum and so we’ll begin the committee.  We’ll call together the Mackerel Management Committee.  The first item on the agenda will be the Adoption of the Agenda.  Besides removing Teehan’s name, I see no other changes.  Does any members have any changes to the agenda?  Seeing no changes, we’ll accept the agenda as written.
The next item of business will be Approval of Minutes.  The minutes are Tab C, Number 2.  Have people gone through their minutes?

MR. SHEPHERD GRIMES:  I just had one change.  On page 14, line 15, the word “jive” did not come out of my mouth and “gibe” I believe was the word I used.  

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Shep did not use the phrase “jive” and are there any other changes?  Seeing no other changes, we’ll accept the minutes with that one change.  The next item we’ll get into will be the summaries of the scoping meetings and, Dr. Leard, you’ll be handling this?

SCOPING MEETING SUMMARIES FOR MACKEREL AMENDMENT 18 AND 20
DR. RICHARD LEARD:  Mr. Chairman, we actually reviewed those for you at the October meeting.  I just added them in here just for your information, in case you wanted to further review them.  I see no need to really go through them again.  We did that in October.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  You had your chance to change the agenda a second ago and it looks like you’re going to have to go through them -- No, we’ll dispense with the reading of the summaries one more time.  We’ll go straight into the draft options paper at this time, which is Tab C, Number 4.

If you’ll remember at the last meeting, we separated the document and pulled out the items we needed to streamline to be legal, which is the AMs and ACLs, and that’s what Amendment 18 is and we said we would look into other items into a future document that fishermen were concerned about, about fishing dates and fishing daily quotas, blackfin, wahoo, latent permits, IFQs.  There’s a lot of ideas that came out of the scoping meeting, but at this time, we’re going to concern ourselves on Amendment 18.

REVIEW OF DRAFT OPTIONS PAPER FOR MACKEREL AMENDMENT 18
DR. LEARD:  I guess I should kind of run down the schedule of how we plan to approach this first before I actually get into the document and I will admit that the document is still very, very rough and that even the actions aren’t fledged out all that much, as evidenced because you didn’t get it until the middle of last week.

Also, because the South Atlantic Council still hasn’t taken any action.  Their SSC hasn’t acted on any type of ABC recommendation and that and so all of the actions that would pertain to the South Atlantic migratory groups of king and Spanish mackerel, as well as cobia, just really can’t be written in at this particular time.

Currently, the schedule that we’re looking at would be the South Atlantic Council is going to convene their SSC in April and the reason for the delay is that they have an ABC control rule in effect.  Our SSC is still working on a control rule, but our SSC recommended an ABC based on the stock assessment that was done with SEDAR-16.

Because of the South Atlantic’s control rule, they want some updated data and the Center has agreed to provide that to them and so that will be done and their SSC will meet in April and then probably by then, they’ll recommend an ABC, acceptable biological catch, that then we can move forward with doing the annual catch limits.

Time-wise, we’re probably looking at having a revised options paper for you that’s a good bit more complete in April, but you really won’t see pretty much what’s approaching a draft amendment or let’s say a very firm options paper until probably our June meeting.  That’s kind of the schedule that we’re under and so I wanted to let you know that first and then we can go into kind of how we’ve been working on these actions.

We’ve only had one IPT meeting and one conference call with the South Atlantic Council over their request for additional data and so, again, a lot of this stuff has just mostly been done between myself, Dr. Branstetter, and Sue Gerhart with the Southeast Regional Office.  This is mostly just a couple of us working on this thing and putting some stuff together.

With that said, I’ll turn your attention to page 7 and Action 1.  The first thing that we were looking at is modifying the fishery management unit.  Currently, and I guess part of this is there’s still some questions that General Counsel is going to have to answer for us, is looking at -- Currently, we have king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and cobia as in the management unit and other stocks, cero, little tunny, bluefish, and dolphin, are in the management plan for data collection purposes only.

The South Atlantic Council has moved dolphin into a separate dolphin/wahoo FMP and hence, you may have more than one preferred alternative under this action.  Certainly Alternative 3 would ultimately become a preferred alternative and that would be to remove dolphin in the Atlantic from the coastal migratory pelagics, because it’s already under another FMP.

The other two alternatives deal with whether or not we can designate the other species that are just in there for data collection as ecosystem component species or whether we’re going to maybe perhaps have to add another alternative there to set annual catch limits and accountability measures for those other species or if we’re going to remove them from the plan altogether.  That’s kind of the way those four alternatives are structured at this particular time and so I’ll stop there, if anybody has any questions.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Rick, do you think we should have an alternative of an a-la-carte removing of some of these species, because a lot of people may feel neutral about bluefish and little tunny, that they’re not really commercially viable Gulf of Mexico fish and that maybe we should remove some, but not all of them.  We might want to keep dolphin.

DR. LEARD:  That’s kind of the idea behind Alternative 4, is remove all species other than king mackerel, Spanish mackerel, and cobia or if there’s any others that you want to consider.  Remember when we looked at the scoping document before there was some consideration by the South Atlantic and by us that we might want to add some species, such as blackfin tuna and wahoo, which we can do that in some other amendment other than this, but right now, what we’re trying to do is to just meet our requirements under the law to get these annual catch limits and accountability measures in place for the stocks that we have in the FMP right now.

The idea here would be if we took them out, those other species took them out, then we could decide later whether or not we have enough data to, under our ABC control rule, for instance, to develop an ABC and annual catch limit and accountability measures and what other stocks we might want to put back in.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Thank you, Rick.  Are you ready to proceed?

DR. LEARD:  Moving on to Action 2, this is the framework and we haven’t revised this framework in a very long time and so there’s a lot of stuff that’s in it that’s pretty much obsolete, particularly the stuff that pertains to the old Mackerel Stock Assessment Panel and how we reviewed stock assessments that were done by the National Marine Fisheries Service.

One of the main things in there is to take out reference to that.  Unlike with reef fish, I kind of left this kind of open.  I didn’t actually mention the term “SEDAR” or the “Southeast Data Assessment Review Program”, but left it more generic, so that in the future if that’s changed in any fashion or we throw in some other acronyms for what it might stand for, then we won’t necessarily have to go back and do another amendment to amend the framework and so forth and so on.

As you can see in the appendix there, what I’ve tried to do, at least at this point, is to bold language that we’re suggesting to add and to strike through language that we’re suggesting to take out and, again, that’s kind of a preliminary cut.  As a matter of a fact, I actually made those changes about five years ago, I think when we were doing SEDAR-5.

It’s going to need some more work and some other people to look at it and so it may change somewhat, but I wanted to at least give you a first look at how we might be looking at modifying that framework to bring it up to date to where we’re at.  The only alternatives there are either to modify it or leave it like it is.

MR. GRIMES:  Just a comment that you’re currently revising or will soon be revising your reef fish framework and I think it would be a good exercise to sit down and look at the two.  It seems to me like you would want to standardize stuff a little more and maybe there are reasons you don’t want to, but given that we’re revising the other framework as well and I had advised sitting down and looking at how much process do you really want in the framework and do you really want to tie it to SEDAR assessments or do you want to provide more flexibility in it?

I would encourage you and I would be happy to participate in that, where we would sit down and think about whether or not we want them to be the same or how we want to revise them.

DR. LEARD:  Shep, that’s a good idea, because the reef fish framework is pretty straightforward and it is basically tied to stock assessments, whereas the mackerel framework has always had an alternative process whereby staff and perhaps others, other than going through the normal assessment process, can bring about changes.  We really ought to consider as to whether or not that’s something we want to have in either one or both of them, but it probably should not be different from reef fish and mackerel.  We can work on that.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  What’s the timeline on having the framework rewritten where we could see it?

DR. LEARD:  This would be in conjunction with this document and probably in conjunction with the Generic ACL/AM Amendment that we went over.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Are you intending to go through all the action items, Dr. Leard?

DR. LEARD:  Whatever your pleasure is, Mr. Chairman.  I can continue on pretty quickly if you want.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  We have two hours set aside for this.  I think some of the other panel members might have other items they want to discuss, but this is very preliminary.  I think we could just review where we are, go through cobia and Spanish mackerel and king mackerel parameters.  We’re not making any changes, obviously, and so we could probably go right through it pretty quick.

DR. LEARD:  I’ll proceed a little bit quicker.  Alternative 3 is, again, something that we really have to do.  We had a stock assessment for cobia back in 2000, but the analysts that did that noted that the data supports that cobia is basically similar to Spanish mackerel and that is that there’s essentially two migratory groups and they probably don’t mix very much between the Atlantic and the Gulf.

They just did an assessment for cobia, but the South Atlantic Council will have to set their annual catch limits and accountability measures for cobia.  

There is some data from that assessment or aside from that assessment that supports that and their ABC control rule can handle it, but, once again, it would be best, based on the scientific information we’ve got, to separate the two migratory groups and have the South Atlantic Council manage cobia in the Atlantic and we manage cobia in the Gulf.  There’s just two alternatives for either the jurisdictional boundary or for the Dade/Monroe County, which is consistent with Spanish mackerel.

For Alternative 4, and this is pretty much going to be the same for Alternatives 5, 6, 7 -- For all of the alternatives for ACLs and AMs, what I tried to do here is to set under a single action, for instance in Action 4, to set ACL for Gulf group cobia or to set an ACT, because the guidelines say that ACT is optional.

If you decide not to set an ACT and just set an ACL, then the alternatives for ACT, we would just pull those out of there and just be done with it and that seemed the simplest way, to me, to look at doing that and the alternatives that we’ve got there for cobia for setting ACL equal to MSY and setting ACL equal to 75 percent of F at MSY just basically come from that old stock assessment, but that’s the only information we’ve got in the absence of having an ABC control rule for data-poor species.

That’s pretty much the story for cobia and all of the accountability measures for cobia are basically the same.  There’s essentially a no action, which would be to retain the same accountability measures, which is just a two fish bag limit for each one of them or to go with in-season adjustments for both the recreational and commercial or to go to post-season adjustments, which includes a payback for any type of overages of the ACL.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  How are we going to handle Action 6 and 7, which is the Atlantic criteria for cobia?  Do we allow them to -- We have to have it in this document, but did the Atlantic work on this yet?
DR. LEARD:  No, we basically threw these in there primarily as a placeholder.  I have talked to the South Atlantic and we have had a conference call and we have had, as I said, one IPT meeting.

What we get for the Atlantic is either going to be based on that old data that was done but not included in an actual assessment or their ABC control rule for data-poor species or some combination of the two.  

I imagine it’s going to be some combination after they get additional data from the Center, but these alternatives for the Atlantic throughout this document are subject to change.  As a matter of a fact, they have expressed the idea to also relook at maximum sustainable yield, optimum yield, overfishing levels, as well as their acceptable biological catches as they move forward to setting ACLs.
I’ll just skip over the Atlantic and go to Action 8, which is for Gulf group king mackerel, and, again, the status quo alternative is to just leave the total allowable catch as equal to the ACL, at 10.2 million pounds, or the new stock assessment, in the recommendation for an ABC that our SSC came up with, which was 85 percent of the F at MSY yield level, which is 13.215 million pounds.

Then I basically just arbitrarily threw in a reduction from that, to set an ACL alternative that would be 85 percent of that ABC recommendation.  Then, again, as I said before, I also threw alternatives for an annual catch target in here.  They’re basically the same or you could even add another Alternative 5 that would even be lower than the 85 percent, at 11.2 million pounds.

Once again, under Action 9, the accountability measures are basically the same as we had before.  You’ve got essentially your status quo for the commercial sector and that’s basically closing all of our different zones and whatnot once those sub-quotas are met and for the recreational, it’s based on a bag limit.

Then there’s also alternatives for, again, in-season adjustments for both the commercial and recreational and for post-season adjustments, which would includes the payback or in the case of the recreational sector, reduced bag limits or shortened seasons.  Again, these things need to be fleshed out a little bit more, so that you’ve got some more information about actually how they would operate.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  This is the end of the Gulf group king mackerel.  Does anyone have any questions or comments before we move on to Gulf group Spanish?  

DR. LEARD:  Gulf group Spanish is very similar to Gulf group king.  We’ve got the status quo and that’s our 9.1 million pounds and then setting ACL.  Again, with Spanish, it’s been quite a while, I think around 2002 or so, since we had a stock assessment and so the information that we have is fairly old, but we’re looking at alternatives to set ACL equal to the 30 percent SPR, which is MSY, at 8.7 million pounds.

We actually have it set currently higher than the MSY estimate, but catch levels are only around three to four million pounds for about the last at least five to six years and then, again, we threw in an alternative to set the ACL at the yield corresponding to a fishing mortality, an FOY of 75 percent of MSY, which would be 8.3 million pounds.

Again, the alternatives for ACT are approximately the same and, again, if you didn’t elect to choose to have an ACT, then those alternatives, we would just remove them from the document.
CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  The AMs for Spanish are just basically mirroring off of king mackerel?

DR. LEARD:  Exactly.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  I don’t know if we have very much to talk about in the Atlantic king mackerel and the Atlantic Spanish mackerel, if you just want to highlight it quickly.

DR. LEARD:  I would just say just for this first cut that I basically tried to structure those the same way as we were doing for the Gulf, but, again, the South Atlantic Council may want to structure these different, because they’re using their control rule and we may or may not use the control rule that our SSC is still working on.  

It’s going to depend on whether or not they actually can finish it and it can come up to date, but I just sort of threw these in here as a placeholder and something for them to consider as they move forward with working on theirs and their SSC works on their ABC, because we do have yield streams for a number of different benchmarks that are in Appendix B, I think it is, for both Gulf and Atlantic group king mackerel.

There is some things that they can use, but I don’t think we’re trying to tell them how they want to structure it.  They can do it however they want to.  I just tried to leave it as a placeholder and tried to keep it as consistent as possible.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Did you have any further comments on the modifications to framework in Appendix A or was that covered earlier?

DR. LEARD:  No, like it said, it’s been developed for a long time.  We reviewed it and this committee reviewed it, like I said, years ago, when we were looking at modifications after SEDAR-5.  I’ve made a few minor changes to it since then and we’ll continue to work on it.

I would encourage you, I guess, between now and the April meeting, which we’ll have a little more complete document, to maybe go through there and, as Shep mentioned, our staff will be working with the National Marine Fisheries Service staff, as well as within our own staff, to try to get these frameworks into some consistent format.  I’m not really sure right now as to how that might change.  It’s going to depend on how we work together to try to make these frameworks a little more consistent.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Thank you, Dr. Leard.  It looks like we’ve completed the recap of 18.  Do you have anything else to add to your recap?

DR. LEARD:  No.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Do any committee members have any comments or opinions about Amendment 18 and where we stand?  Obviously staff will be working on this and bringing it back to us at the next meeting.  Seeing no comments, we’ll move on to the next agenda item, Discussion of a New Control Rule for Gulf Group King Mackerel and Spanish Mackerel.  Dr. Leard, do you have anything on this?

DISCUSSION OF A NEW CONTROL RULE FOR GULF GROUP KING AND SPANISH MACKEREL
DR. LEARD:  I think this agenda is an old agenda.  I think I revised this in the last week to take that item off, because actually the ABC control rule is being developed by the SSC and I think Mr. Atran reported on that yesterday.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  I’m aware of that, but this was the agenda at the back of the room that the public had and so I wanted to go through it.

DR. LEARD:  I apologize to Mr. Teehan.  I got it right on the members at the bottom, but I didn’t get it right in the text.

MR. GRIMES:  The agenda says control rule, but my understanding is it was going to be a discussion of control date, because the existing control date in your fishery is old and there was some discussion of potentially moving to an IFQ in this fishery.  Maybe I’m wrong, but that’s what I was told.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Let me check the current agenda.

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  That was my understanding, that we needed to talk about the control date.  I think Steve Branstetter could fill us in on what’s going on with that, if you would like.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  We are way ahead of schedule and so we could open up a lot of other business, but if control date was what it was supposed to be -- The agenda on the CD is also stating control rule and so Steve is going to speak on this?

OTHER BUSINESS

DISCUSSION OF CONTROL DATE
DR. STEVE BRANSTETTER:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman.  Yes, the control date in effect right now for the Gulf group king and Spanish is 1995 and so as the council and the committee continues to develop their thoughts on whether or not they want to develop some kind of an IFQ or another limited access program, there is -- Obviously you would need to up that control date substantially.

We have talked about some of this and you could set a control date for today.  You could set a control date for whenever you want and it might be better to go back to the end of the last fishing year, as the current fishing year is underway and every subzone that you have has caught their quota this year, except for the southern subzone and so their landings wouldn’t be reflective of this year if you tried to use this fishing year as part of it.  You can go as far back as you want to go, obviously, that Shepherd would be comfortable with.
CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Thank you.  We do have some other issues that we were discussing.

DR. LEARD:  I would just like to say that this is what this agenda item was supposed to be, because Steve and I had talked about this about a week before the council meeting, as we were trying to finalize this stuff.  I guess it just got typed in here wrong, but that was what we discussed, is setting a new control date for the fishery, primarily with king mackerel, because that’s what the council had asked us to move forward with looking at, some sort of limited access privilege program.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  That’s what I was getting to refer to.  We’re creating a Limited Access Privilege Program AP to advise us in the direction that the fishery might want to go into and we’re formulating that at this meeting.  

Therefore, I would feel it would be in order to update and think about what we’re going to do for our control date and with the advice on the table, I would entertain a motion and discussion about changing the control date.

MR. GRIMES:  Just to frame things, you’ll recall when you were developing your grouper IFQ in Amendment 29 that you were concerned that individuals would go out and increase their catch.  You had some overfished or fully exploited stocks and you were concerned that fishermen would go out and increase their catch and build their catch history prior to implementing the IFQ, in the hopes that you would use those last years of landings and they would get more quota share in the IFQ program.

You came in and announced a new date, a control date, if you will.  It’s not the traditional type of control date, but you said you didn’t intend to use catch histories in the IFQ program past a certain date.  That date, and I believe it was at a January 2005 -- It was at a council meeting at the beginning of the year and you actually set it slightly retroactively.

Normally General Counsel has advised that if you’re going to set a control date announcing the point at which you intend to limit access in the fishery that you shouldn’t do it retroactively, but in this case, you have a control date that dates back to 1995.

You’ve already implemented a limited access system for the fishery, a limited entry program limiting the number of permits, and so what you would be doing in this case, should you choose to follow Dr. Branstetter’s advice or discussion and set the control date at the end of the 2009 fishing year, it would be essentially identical to what you did for Amendment 29 and that is you’re just looking back in time and it was just a little over a month ago.  You already have one control date and you want to discourage people from increasing landings in this fishing year.

While it’s not generally consistent with what we’ve done in the past, it would be perfectly logical and it would be consistent with what you did in Amendment 29.
CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Establishing a control date at the end of 2009 would have nothing to do if we choose to qualifiers going back five years for qualifiers.  Those two would have nothing to do with each other.

MR. GRIMES:  You would say that you don’t intend to use landings.  Should you implement some type of limited access privilege program, an IFQ or whatever it is, you would not base qualification for or the amount of shares you would receive in the program on landings after 2009.  That’s exactly what you did for grouper and I think that’s what folks are talking about doing in this case.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  With that in mind, do we have any motion?

MR. ED SAPP:  Towards moving this along -- I’m not prepared to make a motion yet, but I would if I felt comfortable with the recommendation that I got from Steve as to what the date should be or might be.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  I think he referred to the end of the 2009 fishing season.

DR. BRANSTETTER:  That’s correct.  It would be June 30, 2009.

MR. SAPP:  I guess my question, before I went any further, is you don’t feel that because we’ve already begun discussions of a LAPP in that fishery that maybe there’s been some stuff under the books that occurred in this last year that maybe we want to consider the end of 2008 instead?  You feel comfortable with 2009?

DR. BRANSTETTER:  As Shepherd mentioned, you could -- For your qualifying years, it could be anything you wanted.  I think this is a totally separate issue.  It’s just this puts the fishery on notice that you are considering additional management and that you are not going to consider landings after this point in time, whatever date that is you choose to use.

MR. GRIMES:  Actually, I guess I was a little bit confused.  I didn’t realize you were talking about June of 2009.  Not that I’m saying you can’t do that, but the farther back in time or I should say the more retroactively you set the control date, the less effective it is, I suppose.

If you’re setting at a date way back, then fishermen have been operating for a year or more without that knowledge and their behavior would have changed and I think that’s exactly what Mr. Sapp is addressing.  To get to what Dr. Branstetter said, this would not affect at all what years you would choose for eligibility under an eventual IFQ program.

You could end eligibility in 2007 or 2006 or whenever you wanted, so long as you had the record for why you chose that date.  It seems to me this is a very legitimate reason for not selecting years past whatever point it is.

MR. SAPP:  One more question before I make a motion.  Steve, is it the recommendation that the control date be set for king and Spanish or just for king mackerel?
DR. BRANSTETTER:  That would be up to you and I think they would be two different control dates if you wanted to work on fishing years, because their fishing years start at different times.  This would just be for kings and the problem with it is, again, you have a very seasonal fishery.  

I know Shepherd is not very comfortable with going back that far, but you have a very seasonal fishery in different regions, where the western Gulf begins their fishery in July and they are usually closed down by October.  They’ve had their quota for the year, whereas like your southern zone right now, in the Keys, is still fishing on their quota.

If you tried to set it in the middle of a fishing year, you’re going to offer up -- Somebody is going to have landings data that other people have not had the opportunity to take.  Your Spanish mackerel fishing year begins April 1, if I remember right.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  We’re discussing control dates.  We don’t have a motion on the floor yet.

MR. SAPP:  I would like to make a motion that we recommend to the full council that we set a control date for king mackerel of June 30, 2009.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  We have a motion on the board.  Do we have a second for this motion?  It’s seconded by Dr. Crabtree.  Is there any further discussion?

MR. GRIMES:  Again, just to clarify that this is intended to reflect that you don’t -- If you implement an IFQ program, you don’t intend to use landings history after this date, correct?

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  That is correct.  We would be using landings history from the past years up to this date.  Everyone understands this?  Any other comments on this motion or discussion?  Seeing no further discussion, we’ll vote and is there any opposition to this motion?  Seeing no opposition, the motion carries.
DR. LEARD:  I just had a little point of information and maybe get some guidance.  We’re moving forward with Amendment 18, as you’ve directed, and you wanted us also to move forward with a LAPP program.

At this particular stage, we’re focusing all of our efforts on trying to get Amendment 18 ready to go and get it into more of a final form.  From a schedule standpoint, we weren’t planning to do much of anything with putting together a LAPP type program until we at least get Amendment 18 in pretty good shape.  In other words, we weren’t going to try to really push on that at this time.

There are a lot of issues with some type of -- Especially if it were an IFQ program, because the mixing zone, a large percentage of the king mackerel that are caught are caught in the mixing zone.  Now we have the mixing zone and we’ve pretty much agreed with the South Atlantic that that’s a 50/50 split of Gulf group king mackerel and Atlantic group king mackerel.

If the South Atlantic Council doesn’t want to move forward with a limited access program or some type of individual fishing quota program, then it’s going to be extremely difficult to design a limited access program unless you start drawing some lines.  In other words, go back to the divorce issue that we’ve talked about.

Also, with any type of IFQ type of program with this fishery, because there are so many different zones, subzones, that open at different times and like with king mackerel, you have a migratory species, which may show up in abundance in some areas in some years and not be so abundant in other areas in other years, you’ve got a western zone trip limit of 3,000 pounds and you’ve got a gillnet trip limit of 25,000 pounds and then you’ve got a southern subzone of the hook and line and they and the gillnet share an equal portion of the quota, but the hook and liners can only have a 1,250 pound trip limit.

There’s going to be a lot of trying to parse this thing out in terms of particularly in some type of IFQ program as to how you would allocate particularly initial shares in a fair and equitable manner.

There’s a lot of these considerations and I think the first of which is whether or not the South Atlantic Council is agreeable to move forward and they haven’t even addressed that yet and if they are, then we’ve still got these other issues as to how we parse out past landings.

Again, right now, in the wintertime, November through March, the east coast of Florida is Gulf group and then after that, it’s Atlantic group.  There’s a lot of stuff to think about that we really aren’t planning to really do much other than maybe some thinking about it until after we finish Amendment 18 or at least get it up to a public hearing draft.  I just wanted to point that out and make sure that’s commensurate with what your desires are.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Movement toward an ITQ-type program is going to be very time consuming and we may not even get to that end.  I have Ed to speak, but George was going to weigh some comments in on the South Atlantic and then I’ll get to Ed.

MR. GEORGE GEIGER:  Thank you, Myron.  This almost seems to be déjà vu all over again with this issue.  I was sent here as a liaison basically to listen to what we thought were going to be discussions pursuant to you guys considering a catch shares program for king mackerel.

Somehow it got beyond us that you had already made that decision at your last council meeting by motion and vote to proceed with a catch shares program for king mackerel.  Rick covered basically all the points I wanted to bring up concerning the complexity of what we’re going to deal with.  The one point he didn’t cover, I don’t believe, was the fact that all the mackerel fishermen fish under a single permit, South Atlantic and Gulf, which further confounds and compounds the problems commensurate with this catch share question.

I can tell you this -- You made a statement as to where we stand in regard to catch shares and I know my good friend David Cupka, who was here at the last council meeting, spoke up and said that he had spoken to people who were in favor of catch shares and I don’t doubt that there are mackerel fishermen on the South Atlantic side who are.

Having chaired every public hearing on the east coast of Florida for the last three years, I can tell you at every public hearing, regardless of the subject, regardless of the issue the public was requested to comment on, we’ve heard overwhelmingly from fishermen that they in no way support a catch share program, especially in the mackerel fishery.

The thing commensurate with that is that the South Atlantic Council has basically taken a position that we will not force -- We don’t have a requirement for a referendum, but we will not force a catch share program on any fishermen unless they really come forward and express a desire to pursue a catch share program and we certainly aren’t there.

Having said all that and listening and taking into consideration what Rick said concerning the complexity of the design of this program should it move forward, I would propose -- I’ve already spoken to my executive director and I’ve spoken with Dr. Bortone and your chair and think we need to get back to a point where we begin meeting co-meetings of the Mackerel Committees, South Atlantic and Gulf, because these issues are becoming now very, very complex.

My committee members may be able to keep up with them, but I’m barely able to keep myself in front of them and I think it would be beneficial if we were able to meet and it would certainly, I believe, cut down on the amount of time that it takes -- If you guys independently develop issues and we independently develop issues and we have to pass them back and forth -- I think it’s time and I think we’re beyond all the old history.

Some folks up here remember the old history of joint meetings, but I think we’re beyond that now and I think we can successfully have joint meetings and move forward much quicker if we meet together and talk and discuss these issues and get resolution as a committee of the whole.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Thank you, George.  I do recall some joint meetings in the past and we were able to iron out problems at the same table very quickly, rather than shifting documents back and forth between council meetings.  It’s a way to get to the conclusion of it rather quickly.

MR. SAPP:  The reason I had my hand up was to suggest that we get comments from the South Atlantic Council liaison and I’m glad that we got those.  At this point, it’s pretty obvious that moving forward with the whole discussion of a LAPP program for king mackerel is going to be problematic and contentious.

Is it appropriate to make a motion that we remove from 18 all discussion of LAPP and that any further discussion be placed someplace else, so that Rick doesn’t have to deal with it?

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  I think we did that at the last council meeting.

DR. LEARD:  Yes, we don’t have anything in -- It was in the scoping document, you’re right, but we took it all out of 18 and so 18 only deals with annual catch limits and accountability measures.

MR. SAPP:  Back to points that George was making, I agree with him that if there’s any resolution to all these issues that we face, it seems like the way to get them solved, if that’s possible, is for us to meet jointly with them and do it that way.

MR. BILL TEEHAN:  I’m not on this committee and boy, that feels good, but I just wanted to remind the committee and the rest of the council members that the reason that the AP decided that they wanted to request a LAPP AP -- The Mackerel AP wanted to request a LAPP AP was just to get the ball rolling.

They figured the process was probably going to take two years, the way the council works, to get anything done.  I think they just wanted to keep that in play and I certainly understand what Mr. Geiger is saying about the complexities of the fishery and the fact that you probably would have to have a program like this in both oceans, but they just wanted to keep that in play and that’s what their intent was.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  It’s not only a complex program, but then it’s complex because it involves the South Atlantic and it involves their approval and they have quite a few South Atlantic boats from the Jupiter/Sebastian area that fish the Gulf regularly and I think this is going to take a while to flesh out how an ITQ program could exist in the mackerel industry.

Because of the timeliness, there’s so many other issues that fishermen have brought up that we could possibly handle by framework -- These are not agenda items, but it’s coming from this discussion and we actually have an hour-and-twenty-minutes left for this committee.

Fishermen were asking for increase in TAC, asking for larger trip limits, changing dates, what to do about latent permits, numerous other issues.  I just wonder where we go with these.  If we wait to see the outcome of a LAPP program, we might be three years from now and find out that it didn’t go through and it failed and maybe we could have instituted some of these other measures in the meantime, if anyone has any comments or discussion toward those ends.
MR. SAPP:  One of the things I would like to hear some discussion of is we’ve got an opportunity to increase the recreational bag limits, if we choose to.  The comments that I’ve heard from recreational fishermen basically is there’s no need to do it and two is plenty of fish, but I would be interested to know if there’s anybody else that has heard sentiment, through the scoping process or anyplace else, that’s maybe that’s something the council ought to be considering.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Through scoping meetings I’ve attended, it seems it was the same, that for the most part two fish was -- People were content with two fish.  There were a few people -- We had tournament people who wanted to make certain that if the TAC was increased that the recreational share would be increased accordingly, which it would be, because there’s no measure right now to shift allocation.

They were worried about how it would play into the tournaments with the rules set, but that is something that with charterboats getting squeezed -- In years past, they were not looking to catch more mackerel and suddenly, as everything is getting squeezed, amberjack and snapper, maybe charterboats want to see more mackerel and want to see the bag limit increased to three.  Does anyone have any comments toward these ideas?

DR. LEARD:  Just another thing is I think we’re talking about what potentially would be three different amendments.  First is Amendment 18 and that’s just to get the annual catch limits and accountability measures.  Secondly, if you go with a LAPP program and you implement let’s say an IFQ or you have catch shares -- Let’s just say that, that you have catch shares.

Then a lot of the other things that we had in the scoping document, such as all of our zones that we’ve had since pretty much the inception of the plan, there’s really not much need for those anymore.  All of the trip limits and like I mentioned, we’ve got three different trip limits in different zones and with different gear.  There’s not much need for those anymore.

Some of the other things that were in the scoping document I think we could pursue separately, but they would be -- For lack of a better word, they may be trumped by LAPP programs and vice versa.  I guess we just need to think about it.  I don’t think we need to make a decision today, but we need to think about as to which ones of these things do you might want to move forward with other than 18 and which one goes first?

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  That’s something we could think about before the next meeting.  Another issue is how it would fall into a LAPP program would be the charterboat sales in the Keys, which that’s a vital part of their business, is selling their fish.  How do we handle that and then what do we do with the 2 percent shift that was removed from the recreational and given to the commercial industry to account for those sales?

MR. GEIGER:  Your questioning concerning the sales of charterboat-caught king mackerel under the recreational bag limit in the Keys is an issue that’s been debated ad nauseam since 2004 in our council.  Included in Amendment 18 is a provision to preclude recreational bag limit sales of king mackerel.

It’s the intent of the South Atlantic Council, and I think I can safely speak to that, as we’ve had debates and we’ve taken it up and done it in one plan amendment, that as plan amendments come up we’re going to prohibit recreational bag limit sales in every fishery as it comes forward, to try and get in step with the Gulf Council, which has had provisions for non-sale of recreational bag limits in place for decades.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  We’ve been throwing around ideas, but we’re actually finished our agenda items.  Does anyone have any other discussion?

MR. SAPP:  Before we finish, I want to make a motion.  I make a motion that we recommend to full council that we set a control date for Spanish mackerel of April 1, 2010.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  We have a motion on the board to set a control date on Spanish mackerel of April 1, 2010.

MR. LARRY SIMPSON:  I’m not on your committee, but that’s a different date than you did, isn’t it?  Why would you want it different from king?

MR. SAPP:  I’m going to defer to Dr. Branstetter for the reason for doing it at that date.

DR. CRABTREE:  It’s a different fishing year, Spanish than for king, which is why.

DR. LEARD:  Ed, you might want to consider making that March 31, because the season starts April 1 and it ends March 31.

MR. SAPP:  If my seconder agrees, I’ll change the date to March 31, 2010.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  I didn’t see someone second it.  Damon seconds it.  We have a motion and a second and do we have any discussion?  I think the same rationale would apply, but, Bob, do you have some discussion?

MR. BOB GILL:  I’m not on your committee, but I was under the understanding that we could not set control dates in the future and they had to be in the past and could someone explain that to me?

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  I think we have set control dates in the future in the past, but, Roy, in the absence of Shep, do you want to respond to this?

DR. BRANSTETTER:  The Spanish mackerel fishery in the Gulf is still an open access fishery.  There is an income qualifier for it, but it is not under a limited access program and in fact, Mr. Grimes was suggesting we might even want to go further forward, but he said that was fine to go forward on this one, because it is not a limited access program.  It does put the fishermen on notice that such an action may occur in the future.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  So this would be in order.  Do we have any discussion on this?  Seeing no discussion, are we ready to vote?  Anyone opposed to this motion to set the control date on Spanish mackerel at March 31, 2010?  Any opposition?  Seeing no opposition, the motion passes.  Do we have any other business? 
DR. BOB SHIPP:  If there is no other business, I would like to make a suggestion to utilize the remainder of your committee time.

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Is this before we address why Indianapolis didn’t get their shrimp data in on time?

DR. SHIPP:  Are you about finished, Mr. Chairman?

CHAIRMAN FISCHER:  Yes, I am.  I was going to ask the committee if they had anything else to bring up at this time.  Seeing no other business, this committee is adjourned.
(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 10:15 a.m., February 3, 2010.)
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