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The Mackerel Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened in the 

Madison Ballroom of the Savannah Hilton DeSoto, March 6, 2014, and was called to order at 

8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Ben Hartig. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  We’ll bring the Mackerel Committee to order.  The first item on the agenda is 

approval of the agenda.  Are there any changes to the agenda?  I have something under other 

business, but that is not a real change.  Is there any objection to approving the agenda?  Seeing 

none; the agenda is approved.   

 

The next item of business is approval of the December 2013 Mackerel Committee Minutes.  Are 

there any changes, corrections, deletions to the minutes?  Is there any objection to approving the 

minutes?  Seeing none; the minutes are approved.  That brings us to Mr. McGovern who is here 

to give a status of commercial and recreational catches. 

 

DR. McGOVERN:  We have updated commercial landings.  They were updated yesterday by 

Sue Gerhart in our region and also Heather Balchowsky from the science center.  We have king 

mackerel commercial landings that are through March 3rd.  This table presents the landings 

cumulative for the fishing years 2008 and 2009 to 2011 and 2012; and then both monthly and 

cumulative for the last two fishing years. 

 

If you look down, we have landings through the beginning of March; and for king mackerel  

about 30 percent of the commercial quota has been met.  That compares to about 45 percent last 

year.  The landings for this past fishing year are less than in previous years.  Moving down to 

Spanish mackerel, the landings are presented in the same way. 

 

Landings were about 93 percent of the quota through the end of February as opposed to slightly 

over the quota at the end of the last fishing year, the 2012/2013 fishing year.  Then cobia; these 

are landing again through March 3rd.  We’re at about 9 percent of the quota cumulative thus far 

through really the end of February.  It is about 10,000 pounds; a little bit less than it was in 2013.  

Then in 2013 about 84 percent of the quota was met. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Any questions of Jack about the commercial landings information?  Seeing 

none; recreational. 

 

DR. McGOVERN:  These again are updated information from what is on the website; and it 

includes data through Wave 6, so through the end of 2013.  This is a presentation that was put 

together by the data branch in our region and also by the science center.  The 2013 data don’t 

include headboat landings, but we are expecting headboat landings this week.  We might already 

have them, I don’t know.  The headboat landings will be on our website for the recreational 

probably very soon, maybe next week.   

 

This shows 2013 landings through the end of December without headboat; and it is compared to 

landings through December of 2012 and also the final landings for the 2012/2013 fishing year.  

Again, the fishing year for king mackerel and for Spanish mackerel goes through the end of 

February.   

 

For cobia, in 2012 73 percent of the recreational ACL was met and for cobia in 2013 about 85 

percent of the recreational ACL is met, but that is without headboat data.  For king mackerel, 
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about 26 percent of the recreational ACL was met during the 2012/2013 fishing year and through 

the end of December of 2013 – we don’t have the 2014 data yet – about 16 percent.   

 

For king mackerel, 54 percent for the 2012/2013 fishing year, and about 59 percent through the 

end of December; and you see that through the end of December it is similar to what it was 

through the end of December in 2012.  This shows the breakdown of the landings by sector.  For 

king mackerel most of the landings were from the private sector.   

 

The headboat sector landings make up a smaller component.  This shows the same information 

presented graphically related to the ACLs for recreational king mackerel; and we’re well below 

that.  For Spanish, again private makes up a large component of the landings; headboat a smaller 

amount.  Landings look like they are higher for the past fishing year than the previous.  We’re 

still pretty well below the recreational ACLs. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Any questions for Jack about the recreational information? 

 

MR. BOWEN:  Not that I have a problem with it at all, but why the lag in the headboat data not 

being incorporated in this; is it just not in? 

 

DR. PONWITH:  The headboat originally was collected – the data were collected on paper 

logbooks.  Those paper logbooks needed to be keypunched QA/QC‘ed; and then the estimates 

were made from those.  This year we’re happy to report that we set a new record for completing 

the preparation of those estimates; but we’re still doing annual estimates.   

 

Our first step in changing that was to obtain the data electronically.  That has created a whole 

new way of being able to generate these estimates.  We have the data electronically.  We’re 

rebuilding the databases that house those data into an Oracle data base.  Once that is done, it will 

enable us to generate estimates with a greater frequency than annually.   

 

The thing that will limit what that frequency is will be the availability of kind of the 

groundtruthed sampled data from the port samplers who intercept those vessels.  Number one, 

they have an opportunity then to look at the catch and groundtruth the self-reported landings data 

from the electronic reporting.  The second thing they do is they get biological samples.   

 

Those biological samples; the lengths and the weights of those fishes help us convert numbers of 

fish into pounds of fish so that the recreational estimates are on the same units as the 

commercials are from the standpoint of being able to manage those ACLs.  Getting enough 

samples of the weights of those fish are really important to be able to do a good job of making 

that conversion.  We think that generating estimates at the same periodicity as the MRIP is going 

to be possible.  Basically, we’ll accumulate two months worth of data and then at that point we’ll 

be able to generate those estimates.  We’re in the process of doing that conversion right now.  As 

soon as the data bases are converted into Oracle, we’ll be able to change our system for making 

those estimates, and you will have estimates on a two-month basis. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  The gist – am  understanding this correctly – 2013 was the year that we made the 

electronic reporting changes’ and then after I guess these protocols get put in place, we will get 

the information in a more timely manner?  Is that what I understand? 
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DR. PONWITH:  That is correct; we’re in the process of setting our systems up to enable us to 

generate estimates on two-month waves as opposed to the annual.  We’re in that process right 

now. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Any other questions of Jack for the recreational information?  Jack, I appreciate 

the timeliness of your update.  I appreciate you being able to get us the most up-to-date 

information that you can; and thank you for that.  The next agenda item is status of amendments 

for formal review.   

 

DR. McGOVERN:  Okay, I want to talk about two amendments.  Amendment 20A addresses the 

prohibition on sales of bag limit caught fish as well as elimination of income requirements for 

permits.  The amendment was submitted for secretarial review on November 26 of last year.  The 

proposed rule package is under review in headquarters.  It should publish soon.  The Notice of 

Availability for the amendment published on March 3
rd

; and the comment period will end on 

May 2nd.   

 

The second amendment is the Mackerel Framework that considers modifications to the 

restrictions on transfer at sea for Atlantic group Spanish mackerel, restrictions on the number of 

gill nets allowed for each Spanish mackerel vessel, and changes in the commercial trip limit for 

king mackerel in the Florida East Coast Subzone.  This amendment was submitted for secretarial 

review on December 18 of last year; and the proposed rule package is under review in 

headquarters.  We expect that to publish pretty soon. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Any questions for Jack on the status of the amendments?  Seeing none; thank 

you, Jack; we appreciate that as always.  The next agenda item is Joint Amendment 20B; Gulf 

king mackerel trip limits, seasons, transit provisions, regional quotas, framework, cobia ACL. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  You have a decision document in your briefing book that I’m going to 

use to walk you through this amendment.  This one has six actions; modify the commercial 

hook-and-line trip limits for Gulf king mackerel, fishing seasons for Gulf king mackerel, the 

transit provision for king mackerel, the regional commercial ACLs for Atlantic king and Spanish 

mackerel; modifying the framework procedure and modifying Gulf and Atlantic cobia ACLs and 

ACTs.  The expected schedule has changed a few times, but we’re hoping that you will take final 

action at this meeting and then it will go back to the Gulf and they will take final action. 

 

When we get to the specific actions that we have to discuss, we can talk about that a little more.  

For the actions that you have and the Gulf and the South Atlantic are in agreement for the 

preferred alternatives; we’ll just go by them; and if there is any discussion, Ben will lead that.  

The first one, Action 1 modifies the commercial hook-and-line trip limits for Gulf group king 

mackerel.   

 

The councils have a couple preferred alternatives and options.  Preferred Option A under 

Alternative 3 sets the hook-and-line trip limit at 3,000 pounds with no reduction for the western 

zone; and then Preferred Option B and C under Alternative 4, which sets the hook-and-line trip 

limit at 1,250 pounds with no reduction for the eastern zone, northern subzone and southern 

subzone. 
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MR. HARTIG:  Just one thing on the commercial hook-and-line trip limits.  Bill Kelly did send a 

letter – I’m sure you all received it – with a number of attachments, again reiterating his position 

on those trip limits.  I just wanted to bring that to your attention. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Action 2 is the one that is a little more complicated for a couple of 

reasons.  The Gulf has a preferred Option A for the western zone to change that fishing year to 

September 1st through August; and then there is agreement on Preferred Option B under 

Alternative 3 except that there was an error in the decision documents that you guys were using 

in September and December that had different options under those alternatives. 

 

What I would like to do with this, before we get into the Gulf decisions and your decisions and 

how you want to move forward, is fix what options were actually supposed to be in here.  You 

have in your decision document this highlighted part that talks about what you saw at your 

December meeting was under Alternative 2; that there were just two options, Option A for 

western zone and Option B for eastern zone. 

 

Well, in the amendment actually the eastern zone had been split, so there is supposed to be three 

options; A, B, and C, western zone, eastern northern subzone, and eastern zone southern 

subzone.  First I would like to have the committee approve Options A through C under 

Alternatives 2 and 3, and then we will go to the next preferred. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  We need a motion to add Options A through C under Alternatives 2 and 3 for 

Action 2.  Michelle. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I move that we add Options A through C under Alternative 2 and 3. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Motion by Michelle; second by Jessica.  Is there any discussion on that motion?  

Housekeeping, there shouldn’t be too much.  Any objection to that motion?  Seeing none; that 

motion is approved.  Then we need to clarify that the South Atlantic preferred is Option B in 

Alternative 3.  Is that the next thing we need to do, or are you going to take us there now? 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Yes; what I would like, before we talk about the western zone, is under 

Alternative 3, the Gulf Preferred Option B would change the eastern zone, northern subzone 

seasons to start on October 1
st
; and currently it starts on July 1st.  The South Atlantic preferred 

was that the whole eastern zone would change the season to October 1
st
; but the Gulf preferred, 

when they split those into the subzone options, actually the Gulf only wanted to change the 

northern subzone and to keep the southern subzones start date on July 1st.  We would need a 

South Atlantic preferred if you want for the eastern zone, northern subzone. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  That would be under Alternative 3, Option B, the Gulf’s preferred.  Jessica. 

 

MS. McCAWLEY:  I would like to make a motion to choose under Alternative 3, Option B 

as the South Atlantic preferred, which would be for the eastern zone, northern subzone. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Motion by Jessica, seconded by David.  Is there any discussion on this motion? 

 

DR. DUVAL:  It’s not really discussion; more just clarification from Kari.  Because we’ve 

modified the wording under these alternatives as requested to reflect what should have been in 



Mackerel Cmte 

Savannah, GA 

March 6, 2014 

 

6 
 

the decision documents originally, there is not any other kind of little housekeeping that we need 

to do in terms of deselecting anything that we had previously for this just because of the way the 

options were structured previously?  I just want to make sure we’re not leaving anything in there 

that doesn’t need to be in there; that is all. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Gregg or Monica; the South Atlantic had Preferred Option B under 

Alternative 3 under the assumption that was all of the eastern zone.  Now that we have the 

correct options under there, would we need to deselect the old Preferred Option B; or is it okay 

that Jessica specified that this was for a Preferred Option B for the eastern zone, northern 

subzone? 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  This is kind of confusing, I agree.  Right now let’s just talk about the 

elephant sort of in the room, because I think it has an effect.  Under Action 2 your preferred 

alternative has been Alternative 1, no action; correct? 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No, the South Atlantic had one preferred and that was 3B.  However, the 

South Atlantic understood that was for the whole eastern zone, because of what I presented in the 

decision document.  By not selecting anything else, then they also have a preferred no action for 

the other zones and subzone; but the only actual preferred the South Atlantic had was 3B, but not 

the same 3B as the Gulf had.   

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Just so the record is clear, under Alternative 3, Kari, it says change the 

fishing year for Gulf group king mackerel season to October 1 through September 30th for the 

eastern zone, northern subzone.  That is this council’s preferred alternative and the Gulf 

Council’s preferred alternative.  No?  You are nodding your head that, yes, it is this council’s 

preferred alternative. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Not yet; this is the motion now.  We had a South Atlantic preferred 3B, 

but it was just for the eastern zone.  Now that we have the three options, we are basically 

selecting a new Option B. 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Right, I understand that.  This only goes to Preferred Option B is to 

the eastern zone, northern subzone.  What I’m asking for my clarification is, is the only preferred 

under Action 2 that the Gulf has chosen; is that Alternative 2A?  Did the Gulf choose a preferred 

under Alternative 3? 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Yes; the Gulf currently has two preferred, 2A for the western zone and 

3B for the eastern zone, northern subzone. 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Okay, so I think Michelle’s question then, as I understand it, if the 

South Atlantic chooses Alternative 3B, is there anything this council would need to deselect 

because the council just chose Alternative 3B.  I think not necessarily, because what I see is that 

you have chosen – for the northern subzone of the eastern zone you have chosen to have the Gulf 

group king mackerel season begin October 1 and end on September 30th.  For all the rest of the 

area, right now you have chosen for the fishing year to begin July 1 through June 30th.  I think 

you are okay.  You are okay if you want to stay with no action, Alternative 1.  You don’t need to 

deselect anything else if you choose Alternative 3, Preferred Option B. 
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DR. DUVAL:  Okay, thanks, I just wanted to make sure that because we changed the language 

of the alternatives to reflect what should have been in there originally as they were structured; 

that we didn’t need to deselect anything else as any kind of housekeeping, just to make sure we 

weren’t leaving some floating thing out there that after we approve and send things on we have 

to come back around and correct later.  That was the basis for my question. 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Right; and I just wanted to walk through it to make sure.  I think 

we’re okay. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Anymore discussion on the motion?  Is there any objection to this motion?  

Seeing none; the motion is approved. 
 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  The next thing that you have to discuss a bit is that the Gulf has a 

preferred 2A, which would change the western zone fishing season to start September; right? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  The South Atlantic is not in agreement with that preferred Alternative 2, 

Option A.  You have in the decision document you got in your briefing book this little thing that 

says what’s next and the different ways that this could go; but then we received some guidance 

from Monica about the South Atlantic can’t take final action at this meeting and then submit it.   

 

They can’t submit it without preferreds that both councils agree on.  You can track the Gulf 

preferred under Alternative 2, Option A so that you’re in agreement with all your preferred 

alternatives and options.  Then it would be finalized and submitted to the Secretary of Commerce 

after this meeting because the Gulf already took final action; or you could continue with no 

preferred alternative for the western zone.   

 

Then what you can do is you can send this back to the Gulf Council – their meeting is in April – 

possibly with some kind of suggestion for a joint meeting to resolve this.  That could be at one of 

the meetings in June and the Mackerel Committee could meet together; or you could remove the 

western zone from Action 2, like remove Option A.   

 

That way if it goes back to the Gulf and the Gulf agrees, and they take final action also; then we 

can submit the amendment and the change for the northern subzone, which you just selected as a 

preferred, can move forward and you can address the western zone fishing year in a later season.  

Those are the options for how this will work; otherwise, it will just bounce back and forth. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  I would like to make a motion that we select Alternative 2A as Action 2 as 

our preferred alternative.   

 

MR. HARTIG:  Motion by David; second by Charlie.  Discussion?  Michelle. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I’m not going to vote in favor of this motion.  I think we had considerable 

discussion about this on the record last time and the economic ramifications in our region on the 

South Atlantic side of moving forward with a change like this and the cascading market impact.  

I am very sensitive to those concerns for North Carolina, so I am afraid I am going to have to 

vote against this motion. 
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MS. McCAWLEY:  I’m also going to vote against this motion for the exact same reasons that 

Michelle has said.  I would like to stick with the South Atlantic preferred that we’ve had this 

entire time, which is the no action alternative.  I’ve heard the discussions that occurred at the 

Gulf Council, and I think that I would prefer to stay with the no action alternative.  I’m going to 

vote against this. 

 

MR. COX:  After further review and looking at what Michelle has brought to my attention, I am 

also going to have to vote against this motion. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  It would solve the problem of moving the amendment forward; but it won’t 

solve the problem for the fishermen; and that is my main concern is for the fishermen involved.  

This impacts our fishermen as well as the business plans of a number of fishermen – most of the 

fishermen in the western Gulf.   

 

I went to the meeting.  I made our plea to the Gulf Council.  I brought the different reasons if you 

remember in that letter; long-winded letter as usual, that I wrote about why we shouldn’t do this.  

There are a number of things, economics, and biological concerns of the later you get into the 

season in that western Gulf you have more, larger fish.  You could possibly have some biological 

implications on that when you do that. 

 

Right now in the season that they start in July, the trips usually last three days.  These fish, as 

you move into fall, they get in known locations in larger, denser schools and can be much more 

easily prosecuted, which was why the Gulf at least was the reasoning that they chose to go ahead 

with that.   

 

It would be easier to prosecute the fish, but there are other economic concerns with easier 

prosecution; glut markets, competition with other market shares.  There are a number of things 

that fall into that.  I would not be in favor of this motion as well.  I think we have a way forward 

to send it back to the Gulf; and hopefully they will see some rationale in what we do.  I think we 

should send – if this motion fails – a very detailed explanation of why we are choosing the 

options we are.   

 

I think that is a pretty reasonable thing to expect to come out of this council.  The other thing is 

we have an assessment on the horizon; it is being worked on now.  The assessment workshop is 

at the end of this month.  To me it would be prudent to wait until the end of this assessment 

before you start moving these zones around.  Because you may have a number of more fish to 

deal with in the Gulf, you could deal with this issue in a number of ways, split seasons and things 

of that nature.  That is it for me.  All right any other discussion?  All those in favor of the motion 

raise your hand, one in favor; all those opposed.  The motion fails.  Jessica. 

 

MS. McCAWLEY:  I would like to make a motion to remove the change to the fishing 

season for the western zone; remove it from this amendment. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Motion by Jessica; second by Michelle.  Is there any discussion? 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  I just wanted to clarify on the record that you are wanting to remove 

Option A under Alternative 2 and 3? 
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MS. McCAWLEY:  Yes, that is correct.  I’m making this motion in hopes that we can get this 

amendment moving forward.  I still think ultimately that we might need to have a joint meeting 

of the Mackerel Committee in June or either wait until after the assessment is finalized and bring 

the Mackerel Committee together as a whole.   

 

I literally think we’re just going to keep ping-ponging back and forth if we try to pick another 

preferred and then just send it back over to them.  I would rather just take this out, so this 

amendment that both councils have worked so hard on can move forward. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Monica, Kari gave the explanation; does this fit on the legal ramifications of 

what we’re doing here? 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  You mean pulling it out and putting it in a separate amendment? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  I can’t hear as well today. 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Are you asking whether it is legal for you to request that those actions 

be pulled out of this amendment and put in another amendment and then move forward with 

20B? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes. 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Yes, I think that is an option that you have.  Now, 20B will have to go 

back to the Gulf and they will have to agree with that approach.   

 

DR. DUVAL:  Just clarifying it is not removing – okay, I understand it is just removing Option 

A from both Alternatives 2 and 3.   

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Would it be better to remove the entire Action 2 into another 

amendment?  Maybe you don’t want to do that because you have decided.  At least for the 

eastern zone, northern subzone you have the same preferred option that the Gulf does.  I’m just 

asking you to think about whether it would be good to move the entire action into another 

amendment. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Well, that is a good point, because functionally it would allow the change for the 

eastern zone, northern subzone.  The only other alternative that we’re dealing with or option in 

Alternative 2 is the western zone.  Yes, you could remove Alternative 2, I think, and accomplish 

the same thing if that was a cleaner way to do it. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No; I think she means the whole action, right? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  The whole action?  Jessica. 

 

MS. McCAWLEY:  Before I amend my motion, my goal here is to get this amendment moving 

forward and finalized and so whatever makes that happen.  The reason that I didn’t just make the 

motion to remove all of Action 2 is because we had that agreement on that eastern zone, northern 

subzone.  But if it is cleaner and we think that the Gulf will approve it and we want to pull out 
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this whole Action 2 and put it in another amendment; I’m fine with that, too, but I would like to 

hear more discussion from other folks around the table before I amend the motion. 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  I think you could go either way.  I wasn’t trying to push you to go one 

way or the other.  My question was just do you want to deal with all the fishing year actions 

together in one amendment?  If you want to take all the fishing year actions out of this 

amendment and deal with them holistically in another amendment, that would be one way to do 

it.  But it is just as legal, and you are allowed to go ahead with leaving Alternative 3B in here, 

since you both decided on it.  I just think maybe you should think about it and discuss it and 

decide which way you are going to go. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I am struggling with this, because like Jessica I would like to see this move 

forward.  Both councils have spent a lot of time on it.  I think where we have agreement it would 

be great to move forward on that.  But by the same token, looking at the big picture of what starts 

when is also appealing.  I’m showing my inner-Gemini this morning and just waffling back and 

forth. 

 

MS. BECKWITH:  I was going to suggest it makes more sense to me to remove Alternative 2 

but leave Alternative 3 in there rather than taking out the western zone.  I still think clearly the 

western zone is a reasonable option because they keep picking it.  I’m not sure that we should be 

removing a reasonable option from the document.  I guess if I had my druthers, I would probably 

just remove Alternative 2 and leave Alternative 3 and let that move forward. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I guess, Anna, to that point; I guess I would disagree with that in a friendly 

fashion, of course, because the problem area is the western zone.  I would have the same issue 

with an October 1 start date for the western zone as I would a September 1 start date for the 

western zone in terms of the cascading economic impacts to fishermen in this region.  I think that 

is why Jessica originally moved to just simply remove that western zone option. 

 

MS. McCAWLEY:  I think I would like to amend my motion to instead of removing just the 

western zone, I would like to remove all of Action 2 from this document and take it up in another 

amendment. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  That is a new motion?  How does that work, where are we? 

 

DR. CRABTREE:  We never voted on that motion. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  No, we didn’t. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  We have not voted on the motion, and I guess I would like to hear from Chairman 

Boyd maybe before we talk about amending the motion, if that is okay. 

 

MR. BOYD:  Well, from the discussions at the council meeting, I think the council is pretty 

adamant about the September 1 date.  I’m not sure how they are going to respond to this.  I think 

it is appropriate.  I think it works to have it in a separate amendment and then we can deal with it 

separately and move this along; but I’m still not sure what we’re going to accomplish. 

 



Mackerel Cmte 

Savannah, GA 

March 6, 2014 

 

11 
 

DR. CRABTREE:  My impression is that – and I’m not sure what the Gulf will do, but I think 

they would be more likely to go along if we just removed the Option A, western zone, and left 

the shift in the eastern zone that they want to do; that we’re in agreement with in there; but it is 

hard to predict.  It is one of those deals where they are kind of regionally divided in the Gulf.  

 

MR. BOYD:  Just as a followup to that; there is discussion between the different regions is what 

Roy is saying.  The different states have a different opinion on it.  It makes it more difficult, kind 

of an internal issue.   

 

MS. McCAWLEY:  I really think no matter what we do here, whether we remove Action 2 or 

just remove the western zone, I really think that we need to bring the two Mackerel Committees 

together in June.  Otherwise, whichever one of these things we choose, I still think it is going to 

ping-pong around.  I just don’t think we’re going to be able to accomplish anything without 

bringing the two councils’ mackerel committees together at the next council meetings. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  That is a rational point; that makes a lot of sense if we can accomplish it.  We 

talked about it some, trying to do that.  It is going to be tough to do in the short timeframe 

between the two meetings. 

 

MS. McCAWLEY:  Yes; I agree with that, but I just don’t see any other way to ultimately move 

this amendment forward.  Even though we’re trying and we’re trying to guestimate about what 

the Gulf Council is going to agree to; I just think that they still might not agree to even pulling 

these things out or pulling partial items out of this amendment.  I still think that we need to bring 

the committee back together to talk about this. 

 

MR. BOYD:  Just kind of a procedural question; would it be inappropriate for us to just call 

together the two committees rather than do it during a council meeting? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  To that point, Roy. 

 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes; recall at the Gulf Council meeting, though, the committee voted to not 

change the western Gulf and agreed with the South Atlantic and then in Full Council it changed.  

I’m not sure; we might work it out as committees but that doesn’t mean the council will go 

along. 

 

MR. BOYD:  That is right. 

 

MR. MAHOOD:  Kind of to that point; we’re looking at scheduling a joint council meeting with 

the Gulf in June of 2015.  If we pull that out and move the amendment ahead as we have it now, 

we would have an opportunity to work through this.  We’ll have a number of issues and we hope 

we’ll have the South Florida issues developed by then for the two councils to look at.  I think as 

Ben has seen and we’ve seen in the past, a lot of times getting the committees to agree on 

something doesn’t really mean a whole lot.   

 

When we go through the process today in Executive Finance to talk about how we hope the 

South Florida Committee to work, it would not be going to any other committees.  It would go 

from that South Atlantic Committee, which is joint with the Gulf and the South Atlantic in the 

state of Florida – it would go directly to our full councils.  We’re hoping we’ll be able to work it 
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out in June of 2015.  We will be together to deal with those issues, and this would certainly give 

us the opportunity to get that straightened out.  It would be a little longer time period, but it is 

probably to our benefit. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes, but there is some important actions in this amendment that we need to 

move forward; that is the problem.   

 

MR. MAHOOD:  I wasn’t talking about the whole amendment; I was just talking about this one 

issue. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Okay.  I’ll go to David because he is right to this point. 

 

MR. CUPKA:  I would think that what we would do would be instead of pulling the whole 

action, just pull that one alternative, because there has been a lot of work done on this by both 

councils.  We did agree on the eastern northern subzone.  I would hope that the Gulf Council 

would take into consideration the fact that we have worked on this for a number of years.   

 

There are a lot of things in here that are of interest to both councils, and this would be a way to 

move it ahead and resolve that one issue perhaps at a joint meeting next year.  I think if you start 

removing a whole action, they may look at it a little differently; but again as Roy says it is hard 

to predict sometimes what is going to happen.  I think we ought to just remove that one 

alternative rather than the whole action and try to get them to move ahead on the thing, because 

it would benefit both councils considerably to do that rather than leave something in there where 

the whole amendment isn’t going to move. 

 

MR. BELL:  To what David said, I think you need to capture what you’ve got now that you 

agree on, what has already been done, take that, bank it and then take the piece out that is 

problematic.  I like Jessica’s idea about sort of getting the principals together and hashing it out.  

I don’t know how successful that might be; but take what you’ve done that we can agree on at 

this point and run with it and then pull the piece out that needs to be pulled out and then deal 

with that separately. 

 

MS. McCAWLEY:  I’m really open to either one of those ideas, whether we pull the whole 

action or we pull just the western zone out; but I’m wondering since we would just be changing 

the fishing year for one area and not changing for others; I just can’t decide if it is better to just 

look at the fishing years after the assessment and thus pull the whole action out.  I’m really open 

to either one. 

 

DR. CRABTREE:  Well, I agree with David, I think we should just pull the western Gulf option, 

and that is the motion we have on the board.  My suggestion is – and I call the question – let’s 

vote on it. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  All right the question has been called.  We are going to vote on this option.  The 

motion is to remove the change in the fishing season for the western zone from the amendment.  

All those in favor raise your hand; all those opposed.  The motion passes without objection.   

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Moving on in 20B, like I said for the actions that the councils are in 

agreement for the preferred alternatives, I am just going to run through quickly unless someone 
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wants to bring up something.  Action 3 establishes the transit provisions for travel through areas 

that are closed to king mackerel fishing. 

 

The councils are agreed on Preferred Alternative 3, which allows transit through areas closed to 

king mackerel for vessels possessing king mackerel that were legally harvested in the EEZ and in 

an opened area.  Moving on; for Action 4 we just have a quick language change in there.  This is 

the one to establish regional commercial ACLs for Atlantic king mackerel and Spanish mackerel.  

 

The IPT is recommending changing use of the word “ACL” to “quota” for Actions 4.1 and 4.2.  

The reason is that we are establishing a northern zone quota, a southern zone quota and it is all 

under the commercial ACL; and the ACL is attached to the accountability measures for these 

two stocks.  It is just to make that language change. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I move that we accept the IPT recommended language changing “ACL” to 

“quota” throughout Actions 4.1 and 4.2. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  Second. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Second by Zack.  Is there any discussion?  Any objection?  Seeing none; that 

motion is approved. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Action 5 modifies the framework procedure; and the councils are in 

agreement with Preferred Alternative 2, Alternative 4 and Alternative 5.  Then Action 6 modifies 

the Gulf and Atlantic cobia ACLs and ACTs; and the councils are in agreement on Alternative 3, 

Option D.  If that is all with 20B, there is a draft motion in the decision document to approve for 

review. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  The only question I had, Kari, on Page 18 in that small table at the bottom, you 

had current ACLs and ACTs highlighted; do we need to do anything with that? 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No, those are just reference FYI. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I move that we approve Coastal Migratory Pelagics Amendment 20B for 

secretarial review and deem the revised codified text as necessary and appropriate; give 

staff editorial license to make any necessary editorial changes to the document and codified 

text; and give the Council Chair authority to approve the revisions and redeem the codified 

text. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Is this a roll call vote?  No, it is not; thank you.  We have a motion by Michelle; 

second by Charlie.  Is there any discussion about the motion?   

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Just to make the record clear, Amendment 20B is modified at this 

meeting. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Keep us straight. 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  Ben is shaking his head, yes, correct? 
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MR. HARTIG:  Can you say that one more time? 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  You are approving Amendment 20B as you have modified it at this 

meeting. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes, as modified.  Is there any objection to that motion?  Seeing none; that 

motion is approved without objection.  All right; thank you.  That is 20B again hopefully for 

the last time.  That takes us to Agenda Item 5, Coastal Migratory Pelagic Framework 

Amendment 1, Spanish Mackerel Annual Catch Limits. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Okay, you have a decision document for this amendment, also.  First I 

want to explain the title of this one.  We decided that we’ve had framework adjustment, 

framework actions with a year attached and regulatory amendments.  I think it is Attachment 4C.  

To have consistency between the two councils in what they call framework amendments, we 

decided we would start with the very first actual Framework Amendment 1. 

 

From now on they are going to be numbered, and this will be for both while we have a joint 

management plan and both councils.  This one just has two actions in it to modify the ACL for 

Atlantic Spanish mackerel and then modify the ACL for Gulf Spanish mackerel.  We had our 

scoping meetings in January.  The Gulf Council reviewed this in February.   

 

You will select preferred alternatives and then consider final action.  Then in April the Gulf will 

also consider final action.  Then we will submit it and hopefully it will be implemented soon.  

Again, here is the purpose and need that you approved at the last council meeting, if everybody 

is still okay with that.   

 

The purpose of this amendment is to revise the ACLs for Atlantic migratory group Spanish 

mackerel and Gulf migratory group Spanish mackerel based on the results of recently completed 

stock assessments.  The need is to ensure the annual catch limits are based on the best available 

and most recent information and ensure overfishing does not occur in the coastal migratory 

pelagics fishery. 

 

The first action would be to modify the ACL for Atlantic group Spanish mackerel.  You have 

your no action alternative, which would keep the ACL at 5.69 million pounds; and then the 

councils are in agreement for Alternative 2, which revises the ACL and sets it at 6.063 million 

pounds. 

 

We do have one action for the committee is that originally when we wrote the language for this 

alternative; we only had the numbers for 2014 and 2015; but you are actually setting the ACL for 

2014 through 2016 when we got the projections from the science center.  We just need to make a 

quick change to add 2016 in there. 

 

In the February meeting, the Gulf Council selected Alternative 2 as a preferred, so you are in 

agreement for that preferred.  Then at the public hearings we had just a few commenters, but 

everyone supported Preferred Alternative 2.  The only thing really that I need you to do is just to  

revise the language in Alternative 2 to say “2014 through 2016”. 
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MR. CUPKA:  I would like to make a motion that we revise the first sentence in 

Alternative 2 of Action 1 to include 2016. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Motion by David; second by Charlie.  Discussion?  Objection?  Seeing none; 

that motion is approved.  Kari, I will ask you one thing.  Have we approved in Action 2, 

Alternative 2, the Gulf’s preferred alternative? 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No, not yet.  You wanted to wait until the Gulf reviewed it and selected 

their preferred.  That is what we’re going to next is Action 2, modify the ACL for the Gulf 

Spanish mackerel; and at the Gulf meeting they selected Alternative 2 as a preferred. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  We would need a motion to choose Alternative 2 in Action 2 as the preferred 

alternative. 

 

MR. PHILLIPS:  Mr. Chairman, I make a motion that we make Alternative 2 in Action 2 

as our preferred. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Motion by Charlie; second by David.  Discussion?  Objection?  Seeing none; 

that motion is approved.  Now we would need a motion for secretarial approval.  Charlie. 

 

MR. PHILLIPS:  Mr. Chairman, I make a motion that we approve Coastal Migratory 

Pelagics Framework Amendment 1 for secretarial review and deem revised codified text as 

necessary and appropriate; give staff editorial license to make any necessary editorial 

changes to the documents codified text; and give the council Chair authority to approve the 

revisions and redeem the codified text. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Second by Michelle.  Is there any discussion on this motion?  Is there any 

objection to this motion?  Seeing none; that motion is approved.  Thank you all for being so 

efficient today.  The update on SEDAR 38 data workshop; I’m going to wait a little bit to do 

that.  We’ll go right ahead with Joint Amendment 24 allocations.  That is Attachment 6.  We 

have scoped this.  This went to scoping in January, very broadly. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  We took this out to scoping and you have Attachment 6; it is a PDF 

portfolio, and it has four different files in it.  One is a comment summary, which I’m also 

projecting.  Then you have the scoping document that we used during scoping.  Then you have 

written comments and then the minutes from people who spoke on the record at the meetings. 

 

I included from discussions for 24 and 26 in your comment summary, this document that I’m 

projecting, things that people spoke on the record, things that people wrote in, and then when we 

were just talking in the rooms with staff and council members, just things that people talked 

about with looking at the allocation for Atlantic Spanish mackerel.  Basically I would show 

people this is what the council is thinking about.  

  

Here are the landings and how much of commercial ACL has been met over the years and 

recreational ACL has been met so that the public understood why the council was considering 

moving some recreational ACL to the commercial ACL so that you can meet the total ACL; and 

then had some trigger questions about reallocating or other ways to reach the total ACL.   
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There was some support for reallocating and specifically moving some of the recreational ACL 

to commercial ACL.  There was concern about the recreational data, the MRIP data so people 

would say are you sure that the recreational catch has been that low and that is why they haven’t 

been meeting their ACL and maybe they’ve been meeting it. 

 

We did talk about kind of the in-season mechanism that would move part of one sector’s ACL to 

the other if a certain percentage hadn’t been met at a certain time of year.  That was an idea that 

came up at your last meeting.  There were some people that thought that sounded like something 

to look into, because it would be flexible and it would give both sectors a chance to hit the ACL, 

but still be able to move some and let it be used. 

 

Some people talked about the variation in the recreational and commercial landings in the 

different zones and subzones for Gulf and king mackerel.  I did have all the information for the 

Gulf king mackerel commercial and recreational landings.  Some people did talk about that, 

especially in Florida. 

 

It did come up with the value of leaving fish in the water instead of reallocating some of that 

recreational ACL to the commercial ACL.  Then I kind of broke it down by each place.  There 

weren’t a lot of commenters on this, but we did have some good discussion about it.  Here is the 

scoping document that I used. 

 

I wanted it to be really broad and just provide information and then let people talk about it.  I 

specifically said the council would like your input on should these be changed, why or why not; 

and then how would we do that; using a long time period, a short time period or other ways to 

consider allocation; which we didn’t get a whole lot of specific comments on how it should be 

done or what kind of method. 

 

In the PDF portfolio in Attachment 6 you have the scoping document that has all the information 

about the percentage of the ACL that has been landed by each sector and then the total ACL 

landed for both of these and then a little bit of the history of allocations, at what point our 

Atlantic Spanish went to 55 percent commercial/45 percent recreational.  That was set in a 

framework adjustment in August 1998.   

 

Then for the Gulf king mackerel, the current allocation was set actually in Amendment 1; and  

then just some ways that we presented to folks that they could talk about if they wanted to, about 

how you could make a decision about allocations; landings, ratios, et cetera; then other ideas 

about what you could do with the rest of any excess quota for a sector.   

 

Then I also presented in Table S-3 the actual landings in pounds and then the percent of the total 

landings.  If there was a consideration of using landings’ ratios, that is the information that you 

would look at for both Atlantic Spanish and Gulf king.  Really, before I get more into this, 

because I have kind of a discussion guide to get information about how you guys want to 

proceed with this; the Gulf did pass a motion at their February meeting that they wanted to wait 

to move forward on this one until the king mackerel stock assessment results were finalized, 

because theirs is just considering Gulf king mackerel.   

 

That is something to consider when we talk about timeline and everything, but we can go ahead 

and get started on a discussion.  If you guys are ready to move forward with development of this, 
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then I’m just going to get direction from you for what actions and alternatives you want in there.  

The analysis for looking at allocations could take some time, so we can at least get started on 

kind of putting that together, but it is not going to be a quick analysis.   

 

Even for Atlantic Spanish mackerel, this is still going to be something that takes some time to 

look into.  Depending on how complex the actions and alternatives are that you want to consider, 

this will take some time.  I don’t think this one will necessarily be quite ready for June, not with 

like complete analysis, but we can go ahead and get started. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Basically, the Gulf is going to wait until they get their catch level 

recommendations vetted from their SSC for king mackerel. We have our catch level 

recommendations for Spanish; so we have those.  We can move forward with Atlantic Spanish 

independent of what the Gulf timeline is.  Doug. 

 

MR. BOYD:  Yes; I just might also add that the council asked to get socio-economic information 

also in this allocation decision.  It has kind of been referred for two reasons or deferred for two 

reasons; excuse me. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  What do you guys want to do?  Do you want to separate Spanish out from this?  

Do you want to move forward with this?  Do you want to wait for the Gulf?  That is another 

ways away.  Michelle. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I guess I have a couple questions for Kari.  Ben, I’m sure you could elaborate on 

this as well.  If one of you could sort of give me a cliff-notes version of the previous framework 

procedure that was in place to include a 10 percent shift in sector allocations and so that went 

away, I guess, and what was the – I’m just curious the process that was outlined in that 

framework amendment for allowing this, because it seems like it is exactly the same kind of 

thing that we may be considering here as some kind of adjustment that could be considered on an 

annual basis but would not permanently alter the sector ACL.  I wanted a refresher on that.   

 

Then I guess it is just a procedural question in terms of if we wanted to continue to move 

forward with addressing this issue for Spanish mackerel, I guess; how does that work?  Do we 

sort of eventually meet back up with the Gulf and include this all in a framework amendment or 

do we do our own? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes, as far as the refresher on how we had that framework action for Spanish; at 

one time we could shift it 10 percent in either direction.  Unfortunately, we lost that ability in a – 

and I can’t remember.  Monica would probably remember maybe Roy.  Kari knows; do you 

remember how that was eliminated from our framework procedures? 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  It was in Amendment 18. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  It was in Amendment 18 when that was eliminated, and I don’t remember quite 

the rationale why it was, but it was.  That is a relatively easy way to do that.  There are certainly 

other ways.  I think we needed to have a discussion about how we want to proceed generally 

with an allocation change.  I think the fluid part of it and addressing it in a much more timely 

fashion and maybe not making it forever; that makes is a lot more appealing to me than what 

we’ve done in the past.   
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Although I made the comment yesterday that we probably shouldn’t use those specific years for 

long-term allocation decisions when the economy, the country was down, I think you could use 

those years in a short-term type analysis to try and get optimum yield more closely approximate 

optimum yield in the short term; but with the realization that if the recreational fishery or the 

commercial fishery gets back to those levels of harvest, that you could shift that back as well. 

 

I think in this whole evolution of the allocation process, it makes a lot of sense to me to look at 

these more frequently, to keep them more fluid and not permanent.  I think from the perspective 

from the fishing community; I think you might get more buy-in from those types of actions doing 

it that way other than the way we used to do it in stone.  I think that is a much better way to 

approach it. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I guess knowing that; I think it might be helpful for me and maybe some other 

committee members, because we have some newer council members around the table, to perhaps 

bring back up for the next committee meeting that procedure that we used to have for this more 

fluid and frequent kind of adjustment and take a second look at it.   

 

Because, it would not be permanent and it would allow for more frequent examination of 

allocations to deal with issues that may be episodic; and see if we want to modify that.  I think 

that would probably be less time consuming for staff at this point in terms of just refresh our 

memories on what we used to have.  You know, history loves to repeat itself; so perhaps that is 

where we should start. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  When it was changed in the framework procedure so that the framework 

adjustment could do that 10 percent shift, it was only for Atlantic Spanish, but they only did it 

once.  I think it was set up to be where you could do it, but that was when you were doing 

framework adjustments almost every year and you could kind of respond to things happening in 

there; but then they didn’t really use it.  Then framework adjustments became less and less 

frequent.  We could talk about and include an action at least when we’re putting this together to 

modify the framework procedure.  We would have to put that back in, I think, the framework 

procedure. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  Right; and so that is why I’m saying a lot of us didn’t know what that was and 

sort of how it operated in the first place.  I think to see the actual language of that for me at least 

would be really helpful. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  I absolutely like that idea, love it to death, but my question that comes to mind is 

you brought up the idea, but in your mind do you have a specific timeframe before it would be 

up for reallocation again?  Is there something that comes to mind, because you have a great idea 

to me? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Well, to me I think you monitor landings; and if recreational landings start 

getting close to where you would close the fishery, you would jump right in and try and 

reallocate some of that back so you don’t impact the recreational fishery adversely.  I think you 

need to keep your historical allocations in mind when you do that. 

 

But if you’re taking from either group, I think you need to watch how the catches move over 

time.  Then if you have taken from one sector, and then all of a sudden they are approaching 
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their allocation, you may want to give some fish back to make sure that doesn’t happen.  In 

Spanish I have looked at it a little bit differently, because I’m looking at what we have now, what 

our ACLs are now and what level of harvest. 

 

I went back and looked at the level of harvest of Spanish based on what the recreational 

allocation is now.  I looked at it historically.  Instead of just trying to use a percentage of average 

landings or anything, I took the three highest landings, averaged them together and then just 

looked to see how that would work in the fishery. 

 

Basically, there is one year where they have high landings; but if you take the third highest, you 

never get to the highest level they’ve ever had.  You could shift X amount, it is about 500,000 

pounds, to the commercial fishery without ever impacting the recreational in the last 12 seasons.  

That is a way to do it. 

 

I think having some options to come before you at the next meeting on how you would like to 

look at that; and I think we can look at it a number of different ways without having these 

percentages.  Like I say, the fluidity of it I think is pretty appealing to me.  I think some in the 

fisheries will like it as well. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  If I’m not mistaken, I think the way this is set up – and I think we discussed it 

yesterday or touched on it yesterday a little bit – if the recreational sector gets close to or exceeds 

their ACL, I don’t think that fishery closes.  I think we pull some from the commercial sector.  

Isn’t that correct? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes; that is correct, you are absolutely right, on a fishery that is not in a 

rebuilding plan.  You would have some time to be able to look at that and to adjust accordingly. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  I like the way this is going with the reallocation idea that you have; thanks. 

 

MS. BECKWITH:  Just to clarify; I find the idea of the flexibility of the framework being able to 

shift back and forth very attractive, but Zack just referred to it as a reallocation.  This is a way of 

avoiding officially reallocating.  This just offers flexibility.  If we were going through allocations 

every five years and people got accustomed to that as the process, that is one thing. 

 

But I think it is very attractive to be able to shift these back and forth as needed without the angst 

of the sectors feeling that level of ownership and stress that it is now something that they have to 

achieve or it will be taken away; and this is a nice way of avoiding that.  I like this idea and I 

would be happy to see us move forward and just explore that rather than even really moving 

down the line of trying to figure out the reallocating.  I would maybe concentrate on just this first 

and see how it goes. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  To that point; I totally agree with Anna that obviously based on our discussion 

yesterday, the topic of allocations is a very sensitive and contentious issue.  Chairman Boyd has 

pointed out some of the conversations that they’ve had in the Gulf regarding this.   

 

I think until we’ve had an opportunity to have a broader allocation discussion that would allow 

for consideration of multiple tools to inform those kinds of decisions – I mean, obviously we’re 

considering input from the visioning process for the snapper grouper fishery.  But, I am betting 
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that some of that input could be applied to some of our other fisheries for how we look at 

allocations that stay in place for some period of time.  This is a tool that is really – I would call it 

an ACL shift, not a sector reallocation. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  To touch on that; it is my opinion that when a fishery doesn’t close because 

we’ve met the ACL and we just pull it from another sector; it goes over a lot better with the 

fishermen, whether they be commercial or recreational.  When somebody says reallocation, they 

automatically think, well, if we don’t get the percentage and our fishery closes, then that is the 

reason they don’t like it.  But with this scenario, the fishery wouldn’t close; we would just get 

our poundage from the other sector.  I think the word reallocation is not as bad as it has been 

perceived. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  I agree.  Where does that leave us, Kari?  What do you really need now?  

Basically, we’re talking about allocations of Spanish.  The timeline; we’re going to separate out 

the Gulf.  Do you want to put Spanish into the allocation amendment or do you want to move 

forward with an independent amendment for Spanish? 

 

DR. DUVAL:  Yes; I think if we’re talking about a tool to ensure that we’re not having 

unnecessary closures for either sector when there is total ACL available; then I think we can 

proceed down the road of having this conversation.  It might be that maybe – just depending on 

the timeline when the Gulf gets catch level recommendations and the other information that 

they’ve requested for Gulf mackerel, we may be able to meet up in the same timeline and 

combine it all into one framework; but it doesn’t sound like we have to wait in order to continue 

to explore this on our end. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Basically, the committee would like to see some options based on this new way 

of shifting poundage’s between the two sectors.  Okay, that is pretty clear.  You would also like 

to see a way to do it in poundage and possibly percentages?  I mean, you asked to have that 

review. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I think for me it would be helpful to see what was in place before and the method 

that was used there.  I think that will help the committee make some better decisions about how 

to do it in the future. 

 

MS. McCAWLEY:  I agree with what Michelle is saying; I need to hear more about the old way 

and see some examples of how it worked before I can make an informed decision going forward. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Do you have enough direction to move forward? 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No.  I have a few things.  I guess there is some stuff that I would like to 

have the committee discuss a little bit on the record for moving forward with this.  I guess one of 

my first questions is that at this time all you want to look at are some options to shift the ACL in 

season.  Okay, so we’re not going to look at permanent allocation changes?  Okay, that kind of 

changes the topic of Amendment 24, because it is not really reallocation.   

 

The objective is that you are trying to reach the Atlantic Spanish ACL, total ACL to achieve OY, 

because that is how you define OY.  Okay, so just on the record so that we can include this as 

we’re developing the amendment and we have the discussion; we need to kind of talk about are 
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there other ways that you could reach a higher proportion of the total ACL, which mean that you 

would need to.   

 

Are there any obstacles for the recreational sector that you could address instead that would 

allow them to meet their ACL, bag limit, et cetera, or any other way to use the unused 

recreational ACL to meet the OY; just to have the discussion on the record a little bit.  If 

anybody needs to know, the bag limit is 15 a day.   

 

That is consistent with all the South Atlantic states and most of the Mid-Atlantic States.  There 

are two that have 10-fish bag limits.  The recreational minimum size limit is 12-inch fork length 

set in the original FMP; and I think the spawning size is like 11 inches or something, so you 

don’t have a lot of leeway with that. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I am not sure I totally agree with the intent is to reach the ACL.  I think the intent 

is to allow the opportunity for the ACL to be harvested.  It is a limit.  That doesn’t mean we’re 

trying to hit it every time.  We want to allow both sectors the opportunity to access the ACL, to 

access the fish and the opportunity to reach it, not we’re trying to get there.   

 

It is a subtle point, but I just want to make sure that is clear for the record.  I do agree that there 

are other options that we could look at particularly for the recreational sector.  Maybe those are 

some things we should include for the next time the committee meets, like an increase in the bag 

limit; what might that look like?   

 

I don’t think we can do a whole lot with the size limit.  We could look at an 11.5 inch size limit.  

I feel like going down that road is a little convoluted.  I’m trying to think of – I mean it has been 

a year-round fishery.  I have to give that some thought.  I mean, obviously increases in the bag 

limit are certainly one way to allow greater opportunity to harvest the ACL for the recreational 

sector. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  For the bag limit, we had these discussions when we increased it from 10 to 15.  

When we increased it to 15, there hasn’t been anymore participation.  We haven’t seen the 

landings react to increasing the bag limit when we went to 15; so increasing the bag limit isn’t 

really going to do much as far as participation goes.   

 

We had people actually – especially charter captains tell us leave it at 10, because 15 is a lot of 

fish to deal with for the people that I take fishing everyday.  A lot of the boat limits are 10 

anyway now.  I think it is counterproductive to – well, you are not going to get what you want, I 

don’t think, from increasing the bag limit.   

 

I don’t think you’re going to get an increase in participation from that, per se.  The size limit, it is 

already a very, very low size limit and decreasing that, biological implications perhaps, but how 

much spawning a 12-inch Spanish mackerel does is up for debate, anyway.  I don’t see a size 

limit change is increasing participation in the fishery either. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  To that point; I think that this is good discussion; it is good to hear this.  I think it 

demonstrates that we’re trying to look at other ways to allow for increased opportunities to 

harvest the recreational ACL.  I agree if there hasn’t been that increased participation in terms of 

meeting the bag limit since it has been raised from 10 to 15; then it is probably unlikely it is 
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going to occur in the future.  I think it is important to note that we have considered that as 

another means of allowing for that opportunity.  I’m saying just on the record here, not that staff 

needs to necessarily spend a lot of time and effort other than noting that the committee has had 

these discussions.  That’s all. 

 

MR. BELL:  Michelle made some good points.  I think it is imperative obviously that the overall 

ACL has to be preserved.  If you have flexibility to do things within the two sector ACLs, that is 

great, but I would avoid just doing things to try to push the ACL in a sector or maximize it in the 

recreational side.   

 

If you are going to make any changes, they need to be changes that add value to the fishery, add 

efficiency to the fishery, and add benefit to the fishery.  That kind of comes from the fishery.  It 

is just like you’re talking about, well, maybe 10 might be more appealing than 15 in some areas 

and things.  We just need to be careful we don’t just do things to try to allow them to max out the 

ACL or something.  Whatever we do just needs to be for reasons that make sense and have 

benefit. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  A bag limit of 15 – and I’m a charterboat recreational fisherman myself – I  

think the bag limit of 15 is very generous.  I’m recalling from memory, but the graph we saw a 

while ago I think the commercial side is right at their ACL or it was this past year.  As Mel 

mentioned, we need to figure out a way that these fish will benefit us economically. 

 

It is of my opinion that I think that the commercial side should get what is left, per se, of the 

recreational ACL.  I think that at this point that is where the most economic benefit would be.  I 

don’t think there is – and if there is, maybe I’ll probably get some e-mails over it, but I don’t 

think there is a recreational fisherman out there that really wants more than 15 Spanish mackerel 

per day per person.  I just see the economic benefit going to the commercial side if we could do 

that.  Again, just throwing it out there and I want to be on record for an idea. 

 

MR. WAUGH:  As we talk about this, it seems one aspect that we have to figure out how we 

crank in is on the recreational side the incentive is not to land their portion of the ACL.  On the 

commercial side, their incentive is to land it and sell it.  On the recreational side, you want that 

standing stock to get very high, so that recreational fishermen like me have a better chance of 

interacting with a fish.  You want to catch and release the fish; you want to bring back a few to 

eat.   

 

Not landing the recreational ACL is not necessarily a bad thing.  We need to figure out how we 

measure that recreational experience and how that factors into our OY.  Otherwise, we’re always 

going to be chasing this, well, the recreational never landed their full ACL; but it is never their 

intent to. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  Just to that point; I think it is just ensuring that the reason the recreational sector 

is maybe not landing or achieving their entire ACL is not because there aren’t opportunities that 

are being constrained by management.  That is the point that I was trying to get across.  From the 

discussion we’ve had here, it does not sound like the management measures currently in place 

are constraining that opportunity.  That is all; I completely agree with what you said. 
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MR. HARTIG:  Just to that point, Gregg, if you look at it stock by stock and you look at the 

spawning stock biomass of Spanish mackerel continuing to increase and is substantially above 

MSY now; how much fish do you want in the water?  Where do you draw the line?  Our charge 

is to try and approximate OY.   

 

That is one of our charges; but then as you mentioned, you may define OY for the recreational 

fishery in a different context.  I don’t know what that is.  You’ve explained it as ability to catch 

fish, which I understand; but then if you keep it in the context of where the stock is, how many 

fish does that translate into?    Where do you make that jump, where is it easiest to catch a fish; is 

that at MSY?  Is it way above MSY?  I don’t know, but some way to try and feed your goals 

based on those types of considerations.  Zack. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  I am going to let Chairman Boyd go first, and then I’ll follow him if that is okay, 

Mr. Chairman. 

 

MR. BOYD:  To Gregg’s point; I just want to say that you have just scratched the surface of the 

allocation discussion.  Everything that is being said here is magnified exponentially not times 

two.  The discussions of are fish more valuable if they’re left in the water versus killed, if you 

want to call it that, the recreational objective is to maximize the fishing experience. 

 

The commercial’s objective is to maximize the catch and the profit.  Both of them are honorable.  

We need to cultivate both of those things for the good of the nation.  You are scratching the 

surface of the whole allocation discussion.  It is as much an economic discussion, a policy 

discussion, and a scientific discussion as it is anything.  You all are on your way. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  Gregg; that is how you look at it but there are different views.  I’ll be very 

honest; when I leave the dock everyday, my intention is to catch every fish that I’m allowed to 

catch legally.  That is just the business end of it from the charter/headboat side.  There are 

different perspectives from different people.  You gave yours and I just wanted to give mine, but 

my intention is to catch my daily limit of every fish that I can catch. 

 

MR. WAUGH:  I’m not advocating that as my position or that it should be your position.  I’m 

just saying that needs to be factored in to our definition of OY; because you are absolutely right, 

the for-hire sector, their motivation is different from the private recreational.  Each sector, we 

need to talk about what their motivations are and what is optimal for each of those subsections. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  There is nothing wrong, in my opinion, of either one of those motivations,  

nothing wrong with either one of them. 

 

MS. BECKWITH:  As usual, I am the ying to Zack and he’s the yang; but for the recreational 

fishing it certainly is about fishing opportunity and trip satisfaction, but in my view this potential 

framework shifting wouldn’t be 100 percent shift.  We would be looking at options to shift 

maybe a 10 percent or 20 percent of left quota; but it would still allow some retention of 

uncaught quota.   

 

As we try to achieve a balance of all factors, we want to be able to have a little bit of flexibility 

for the commercial, but still recognizing that it doesn’t have to achieve the full ACL, because 

there is a value for those fish left out in the environment.  We can show that by putting into a 
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potential framework action the option to shift 5, 10, 15, 20 percent, depending on what is 

available to be shifted, and not necessarily shifting the entire unused quota over to the 

commercial so every last pound is caught.  There is balance that we can achieve. 

 

MR. PATE:  When the staff does its analysis of the pros and cons of creating a plan that will 

allow shifting of the ACLs, I think it would be helpful to canvass the other regions to see if 

anybody has used that approach before.  I am not aware of any; but if there are some, we might 

be able to get some idea of the attitudes of the different sectors in having that flexibility.  It 

sounds like a good idea; but as Chairman Boyd said, you are just scratching the surface of 

reallocation. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Thank you, Pres, and that is good advice to see what other areas have done.   

Kari, isn’t there a bluefish shift that goes on in the Mid-Atlantic?  Michelle knows; there is that 

bluefish shift that occurs.  We will pull that up and add that in.  

 

MR. PHILLIPS:  We need to keep in mind that it is not necessarily a shift from recreational to 

commercial.  We’re moving some resource to a commercial that actually ends up giving more of 

the non-fishing and fishing public access to this resource.  This fish doesn’t just stop with the 

commercial.   

 

It enters where a lot more people have access to a resource that is not being used.  It is not just 

money.  It is like Gregg says, you’ve got a value of being able to go catch fish; but you also have 

a value that is probably intangible of having access to this fish; and by moving this, then we 

make it where more people have access to this fish. 

 

MS. MacLAUCHLIN:  Just to throw this out; what about a stock ACL like for the Gulf Spanish?  

That was just another idea if you guys want to discuss that.  It came up on my discussion with 

my counterparts. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  What Kari is saying – and, Doug, you have single ACLs for a number of stocks 

in the Gulf.  You have it for cobia, for Spanish.  I think for your deepwater grouper complex as 

well; I think you have a single ACL for the recreational and commercial.  That is what Kari is 

asking; how would that work as an option?  Is it something that you want to consider or not? 

 

MS. BECKWITH:  I’m trying to think how that would work, because, of course, our commercial 

we do by the trip tickets on our commercial – I mean our recreational by MRIP.  I’m not sure 

how are they tracking a single stock ACL? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  They’re tracked the same way they are tracked now; they would just be 

combined.  Everything would be in one ACL.  In some species that are rare, you probably 

wouldn’t want to do it; but in species like Spanish that has pretty consistent landings over time 

you could.   

 

To me it is a way that you could accomplish what you’re trying to achieve, by getting closer.   I 

think based on your comments earlier, Anna, and I share some of those, that you don’t want to 

probably shift everything over based on what Gregg said earlier about OY and the recreational 

fishery.  I think you can strike a balance with what we were talking about earlier.  I think that 
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flexibility in that other way looking at it may be a better way to do it than a single ACL; but it is 

certainly an option.  It is an option and if you want to explore it, fine.  Zack. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  I am all for giving the commercial fellows a little bit, but I’m not all for giving 

them everything.  I’m not so inclined I like the single ACL; but again I would look at the 

options.  When you first said that it kind of like, whoa, I don’t know how that would fly for my 

recreational constituents.  Again, I would like to give you a little, but we don’t want to give you 

everything. 

 

MR. COX:  Zack, just keep in mind we taught you all how to do it. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  I can’t even throw a cast net. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Ben had asked me at one point to write this up.  It was like how is in-

season – I’m going to write in-season ACL shift.  Is that okay that we call it that?   

 

MR. HARTIG:  From the legal side; is that okay?  Can we call that an ACL shift or do we have 

to call it an allocation? 

 

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO:  We’re so early in the process; we can call it an ACL shift. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  This was just kind of trying to think about how we would even make this 

into actions and alternatives.  It maybe would have to be split up into separate actions to deal 

with each of the things.  The way that I was thinking about it was that there would be an 

alternative that would designate a period during the fishing year at which the shift could occur 

and then you would have options; the last six months, the last three months, the last two months; 

like you wouldn’t shift until a certain point that you felt confident in. 

 

MS. BECKWITH:  Well, I think this is where we probably need to stop until we see the old way 

of doing it.  We’ll spark some discussion once we’ve read – we might just be reinventing the 

wheel that clearly worked the last time. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  I think there was – the thing that they had, the 10 percent shift, like they 

just did it in a framework amendment.  All they did was in a plan amendment change the 

framework procedures to allow a 10 percent shift in a framework.  Then they did it once and it 

was just like a regular – it wasn’t a mechanism that changed when the RA published a notice or 

something like that.  I can pull up the language that was in the document, but I really think this is 

the first time something like this will be used for mackerel to my understanding. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I think it would still be good to see what the intent was behind that. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Kari has got one way of looking at it.  You look at it within a year, and you shift 

within a year based on what the recreational wave.  Whatever wave you choose to shift it at, you 

would have to base it based on when that wave is available to look at.  Then you could shift 

within that ACL either way.  I think you can also look at it – for Spanish in particular you can 

look at it just based on the amount of the fish that the recreational fishery hasn’t caught in 12 

seasons.   
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You can look at that and then gauge the amount of fish you want to shift over to the commercial 

side on a yearly basis.  You can do it two different ways.  You can do it within season and before 

the year starts; at least the way I look at it.  For some species like Spanish that have a long 

history of not being caught, you are probably pretty safe in choosing some kind of level to shift 

for that year.   

 

For snapper grouper species, where we’ve seen for some of our more important species 

vermilion and gag, where the recreational fishery hasn’t been catching their allocation; in 

particular years they may get closer and you may want to just shift within a season near the end 

of the commercial season, more towards the end.  I see value in doing it both ways.  I think we 

should have both of those options to look at. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  One thing to keep in mind when we’re talking about Spanish mackerel; the 

commercial side has been catching more of their ACL, of course, than the recreational side; but 

when we look at getting the landings data, the commercial had that so much quicker than we do 

the recreational.    

 

But let’s think forward for a minute; what happens when this is reversed, when the recreational 

side tends to catch more of their ACL and then we need some from the commercial side?  Our 

data is a wave or two behind at minimum before we have our landings.  I don’t know that putting 

in there getting 10 percent when six months of the season is left will work because of our 

recreational data being so far behind.   

 

Do you see what I am trying to get across?  It is not late; it is just we’re so much further behind 

on our data collection than we are with the commercial side.  Yes, for Spanish mackerel, in this 

scenario it may work; but when we get to another species where the recreational side is catching 

their ACL at a faster rate than the commercial side, we know that a little too late because we’re a 

wave or two behind on the data. 

 

MR. BELL:  I was picking up on his brain waves that were emitted, because I had the same 

thought is the commercial data track along a lot quicker.  The recreational, there is always a lag.  

We’re trying to improve that, but you are always going to have a little bit of a lag in terms of 

where you really are.  As long as there is plenty of room to move, it is not an issue.   

 

But if you get towards the end of the season or something, you just want to be real careful when 

you start talking about adjustments or something; that you don’t really have the exact picture.  At 

the same time you might have a clear commercial picture, the recreational picture is always 

going to be behind a little bit in terms of how we’re doing it now.  We just need to be sensitive to 

that in adjusting the methodology for doing this.  Like I said, it is our goal to improve that but 

right now that is just the way it is. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Kari, you had some concerns about – 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  No, I was just trying to think of things to make sure that the info I have 

for you guys at the next meeting.  Maybe that is one of them, like really talking about feasibility 

of the monitoring. 
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MR. HARTIG:  I agree, Zack; but even if you’re going to shift in-season to commercial, you are 

going to have to wait for the recreational numbers.  Yes, I guess you could make an informed 

judgment based on so many years and look at the information and shift a portion of that either 

way for either sector.   

 

It is going to take some thought and some looking at different options.  Then like you say, how 

the timing and all is going to tie into how you are going to be able to shift and when.  I’ve had 

great discussion.  I think we’ve given some direction to Kari.  How much more she needs, we’ll 

have to find out. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  I think mandatory electronic reporting in some kind of real-time way, whether it 

is iPhones or whatever, would greatly help us in this scenario; but we’re a little ways away from 

that right now.  Again, just more thought. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Is there anyone here currently that is familiar with what changes MRIP is 

contemplating?  Are they actually looking at less than two-month waves yet?  Are those types of 

considerations being thought on how a bit more timely and informative this could be? 

 

DR. CRABTREE:  Yes, there have been discussions about that.  They’ve looked at going to one- 

month waves and increasing the turnaround.  All of those things are possible, but they are 

expensive.  As you shorten the turnaround and do shorter waves, you have to up the sampling 

effort and the number of dockside intercepts or the precision estimates change.  They’ve looked 

at it and I think there is a lot of need to go in that direction; but it is a funding issue. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  I think at the June meeting for the committee I have some information to 

make sure I bring back to you guys about the old framework adjustments, how that recreation 

data availability would affect this.  Do you want to look at an in-season shift or doing it at the 

beginning of the year?  Are there examples in other regions, looking at that?  I guess what I need 

to know is are you wanting like an options paper with some actions and alternatives to look at 

and consider and see what the language looks like for June; is that where we’re at? 

 

DR. DUVAL:  Yes, I think probably an options paper is appropriate.  I mean, we’re not ready to 

do anything more drastic; we’re just in my mind in the exploratory phase right now. 

 

MR. BOWEN:  To that point exactly, I agree.  We don’t have to have a real specific option 

paper, but maybe some generic options would go a long way, yes. 

 

MR. HAYMANS:  Just one reminder with regard to king mackerel; there was some discussion 

about reallocation of some of the recreational ACL to commercial due to tournament sales or 

tournament donations.  Somewhere in the record we at least want to make sure that we 

acknowledge that; and then if we do move some recreational to the commercial side, that at least 

part of it is due to tournament requests. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes, I had forgotten about that.  What was the year – how many years were we 

going to look at; four years?  I can’t remember, but I know we put X amount of years in there 

that we were going to look at the average of the tournament sales and then try and address that 

problem at that time.  Anyone else?  Okay I think we’ve got pretty good direction.  I see a 

inquisitive look on Kari’s face. 
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DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Okay, I will have an options paper with lots of things for you guys to 

consider and see what actions and alternatives would look like for the things that we discussed 

and then all the information that you guys requested for the next meeting. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Okay, that should be enough for Amendment 24.  The next item agenda is 

Amendment 26. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  You have Attachment 7.  That is a PDF portfolio, and it has the 

summary, all the scoping comments.  You have a comment summary, the scoping document that 

was used and then all the minutes and written comments.  This is the amendment to look at.  I 

was given direction to scope very broadly and just get some input on how people were feeling 

about splitting up the permits into different regions. 

 

There was some support for separating the permits primarily at the Cocoa Beach meeting so that 

the councils could address specific problems in their region without impacting the other region.  

There was some opposition to separating the permits, because fishermen that work in both 

regions, impact on new entrants who want to work both regions.   

 

Then there were some attendees that wanted to remove any king mackerel permits with no or low 

level landings so that the full-time mackerel fisherman could have access to that ACL.   That was 

primarily at the discussion in Cocoa Beach.  We did hear opposition to any action that would 

take away king mackerel permits.   

 

People said the council should not be taking away permits.  Then in Key West someone noted 

that a higher trip limit would increase the number of active permits; and so the council should 

consider increasing the trip limits before taking any action to address the latent permits.  There 

was some opposition and some support for a two-for-one requirement like we have in the 

snapper grouper; some support for an endorsement in the king mackerel mixing zone.   

 

Specifically that area called the mixing zone may change after the king mackerel stock 

assessment is finished; but in general what they’re talking about is the area around Cocoa and 

Canaveral.  If the permits are split into different regions, there is support for qualifying for both 

permits; if the permit holder has landings in both areas, use a very recent control date.   

 

Then we were talking about me going down to meet with the mackerel fishermen in Cocoa 

Beach/Canaveral to talk about options for them in that area specifically.  I used again very broad 

– I just had some trigger questions in the scoping document; you know, should we separate 

Spanish mackerel; should we separate king mackerel?   

 

If so, what would be the requirements?  What about an endorsement program; and then are there 

any other issues with the current permit system that you would want to address?  Then I just 

provided some basic information about the king mackerel commercial permits and Spanish 

mackerel commercial permits.  Then there are some things to consider if you are going to 

separate the permits.   

 

Should there be a limited entry for Spanish mackerel, any kind of permit reduction while you’re 

doing this, and endorsements?  Not a lot of comments; there were a few written comments that 

came in a little bit later, too, about not taking away any king mackerel permits, because you have 
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some new entrants coming in; and just the characteristics of the fishery how they migrate and 

that affects people’s access to that in the landings. 

 

This is one also that the Gulf Council passed a motion at their February meeting to wait until 

after the king mackerel stock assessment is finished.  That is all; I would just need guidance from 

the committee for timing and what you would need if you want something at the June meeting or 

if you want to wait also. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  One additional comment we got in Bill Kelly’s letter, when he was talking about 

pushing for the higher trip limits, one of the last sentences was “Additionally, we would like the 

council to consider making king mackerel permits regional-specific or at least separated Gulf and 

Atlantic, which will better address concerns of those in neighboring counties about early 

closure.”  That is an about face from his last comments during the scoping, so they’ve changed. 

 

That was precipitated by what happened this season down in their area.  The fishery was the 

shortest it’s been probably ever.  There were a number of fishermen that came and participated in 

that fishery from other areas.  Many of the Key West guys didn’t even get to participate, and it 

was caught six weeks early.  That was one of his concerns. 

 

Pleasure of the committee, what would you like to do in 26?  It would probably be appropriate to 

give the report on SEDAR 38 now since we’re talking about king mackerel.  It was held in 

Charleston.  One of the most disappointing parts of the data workshop was there has been very 

little new scientific research conducted to inform the major assessment inputs for king mackerel 

such as natural mortality, fecundity, size and age at maturity, spawner-recruit functions.   

 

There was some information that precipitated a lot of discussion from Dr. Peter Barile’s paper.  

He had submitted a working paper which documented weekly landings by Florida county to 

discern migratory patterns for Atlantic king mackerel in the mixing zone off the Florida Coast.  

Essentially he tracked the fish coming down the coast by county over a number of years and 

showed the different patterns and how in cold winters they were different.   

 

It really started the assessment team talking more about what really is Atlantic and Gulf stock.  It 

got them focused; they took it to another level.  They traced fish on a weekly basis all around the 

Gulf and the Atlantic.  It was really cool.  Unfortunately, all the areas aren’t open so you can’t 

see the real migration for some areas, especially in the Gulf; because once that western Gulf 

group closes and the fish start to migrate to the wintertime area mixing zone down towards the 

Keys, you can’t see that because none of those areas are open. 

 

They were convinced that in common this methodology, in combination with the otolith 

microchemistry, the otolith shape analysis, the genetic work that has been done, was enough to 

separate the stocks out at a new mixing zone boundary.  Instead of the Flagler/Volusia county 

line, which is way up in the north central area of Florida, they moved the mixing zone boundary 

line to the Dade/Monroe county line. 

 

All the fish that have been caught previously in the mixing zone will now be considered Atlantic 

fish; and it won’t have any Gulf component any longer.  It will have impacts – well, there will be 

substantial impacts on both Gulf and South Atlantic stocks.  How this all works out remains to be 
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seen.  King mackerel will be apportioned to the respective stocks based on the genetic otolith and 

shape and migratory time/area function. 

 

We’ll have to wait and see how that works out.  There was significant discussion concerning 

declining landings of Atlantic king mackerel.  Both commercial and recreational landings 

certainly are declining – we’ve seen from Jack’s presentations even further this year.  It is not all 

bad news.   

 

The age structure of the catches indicates that age structure is still relatively good, so it is an 

interesting dichotomy.  It is not a normal overfishing situation where you are fishing down the 

stock in sizes and age.  It is really a missing age class that supports the majority of the fishery.  

The major trolling gear in this fishery and the selectivity of that fishery is based on younger aged 

fish. 

 

Once those fish avoid the gear; those fish move out of being targeted by the predominant gear; 

and those fish are available and are in the population.  There are still a fair number of them there, 

and, of course, the fecundity of those animals is very high.  We still have significant spawning 

stock potential left in the stock. 

 

Be advised the landings information is pretty tough to look at; it is going down.  One of the 

things that did happen in the conference call that I was on earlier this week or the webinar was 

that after they had looked at the new indices – and they’ve got the new indices which includes 

the mixing zone catches in the Atlantic – then they looked at old Atlantic – and they had indices 

for it – the question was whether we should use the indices for the old Atlantic or the new 

Atlantic.  They both show the same pattern.   

 

The mixing zone fish that they approved as Atlantic fish aren’t showing as much wear and tear 

as the bulk of the Atlantic stock.  There are a lot of smaller fish still in that population.  There is 

some recruitment signals in there that aren’t in the bulk of what occurs in the Atlantic.  It is 

bolstering the Atlantic up a little bit, but the decline is still there. 

 

The decision was made to use the new index instead of the old, which should help a little bit.  

One of the other interesting things is the assessment team discussed the environmental 

parameters.  The model they used, the SS3 model, can incorporate the changes in stock based on 

environmental parameters, mainly temperature, related migratory shifts; and that is still being 

looked at.   

 

I’m not sure if is going to be incorporated in this assessment or not.  They’ve done a lot of work.  

They looked at a lot of data, a lot of NOAA temperature data throughout the Atlantic to see how 

these migratory shifts are occurring with temperature.  If it is not used in this assessment, at least 

it was brought forward as a potential, and then data can be collected in the future to make sure 

we have the data to look at that. 

 

Working with the assessment team, I think Anna would agree was very productive.  The 

assessment team was very professional, very accommodating in the questions we had and in 

trying to bring Peter’s work to the forefront, to be able to use that.  I was very, very impressed 

and Anna could probably second that as well; a very great team to work with.   
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I’m very confident that whatever comes out of there, they are very thorough in their analyses; not 

to say that Beaufort isn’t; but these guys, they are just different on the webinar.  There is much 

more discussion, much more back and forth between the analysts.  They all don’t agree on 

everything; and that is when I learn, when they all don’t agree.   

 

But they work it out and that is critical.  That is it; any questions?  Seeing none; how do we want 

to proceed with this splitting the permits out?  The Gulf has asked to wait until after the 

assessment.  It is going to be incumbent on this to deal with the Gulf.  We really can’t move 

forward until the Gulf is ready to come onboard on this.  Okay; I’m seeing concurrence. 

 

DR. DUVAL:  I think the only thing I would say is just that swirling around maybe in the back, 

while the assessment is going on, I agree with the Gulf’s motion that in order to do this we’re 

going to need the information from the assessment.  I think methods of how you would go about 

separating those permits can probably be given some thought and a little bit of brainstorming so 

that we’re not in this lag period.  Once we get the information from the assessment, we are then 

in a situation; well, let’s hurry up and try to figure out how to do this.  That’s all. 

 

MS. BECKWITH:  During the workshop, at one point the Life History Committee had debated 

actually splitting it down by the council jurisdictions, because they reduced the mixing zone so 

much.  Ben and I were sitting in a corner holding high hopes that they would come to that 

conclusion, recognizing the ease that that would facilitate for management, but, of course, that 

was not to be.  I agree; methods are probably a good way to move forward. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes; I see some concurrence on waiting, but I also see value in what Michelle 

said.  I think if we do have time, Kari, that we could look at some options on what we may think 

about.  I don’t know when you want to see them, but certainly not any time – some time in a 

meeting or two before the assessment is presented to the SSC.   

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Sue had suggested a white paper on methods and then for the September 

meeting maybe – or would you want that in June?   

 

DR. DUVAL:  I think whenever you all want to do it.  It is not a rush if we’re not going to be 

getting the assessment back soon.  You guys have plenty of other work to do, I know. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes; at least by September would be great.  We don’t need any motions.  That is 

direction to staff; we’re good.  I’m seeing Kari nod her head.  Everyone around me, I saw  

concurrence and that was the way to move forward.  We’re good on 26 and that brings us to I 

believe other business, if I’m not mistaken. 

 

When we went through the Spanish mackerel deliberations; we dropped out the trip limit 

changes because we didn’t want to do those until after we saw the results of the assessment.  

We’ve got some trip limit stuff that pertains mostly to Florida.  Where we had an unlimited 

season, we wanted to get rid of the unlimited season; we wanted to change the poundage in the 

different step downs based on what came out of the assessment basically.  We’ve got a number 

out of the assessment now.  I think it would be helpful to go back in a framework and look at the 

adjustments in the trip limits.  Michelle. 
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DR. DUVAL:  Basically bring back those actions that we removed from the framework kind of 

verbatim, because I recall we had had some discussion about modifying them, and we had 

actually worked on that quite a bit, so maybe bring those back to the committee in a separate 

framework? 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Yes; that was the intent.  The other thing is what level had those actions been 

vetted?  Had they been through scoping yet?  I don’t know; that is why we need to find that out.  

I can’t remember where we were when we dropped them. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  I can tell you that.  This is what it looked like.  It was actually Action 4 

in the Framework Action 2013.  The action was added in March 2013 and then in June is when it 

was removed for a later amendment.  It had several alternatives under Alternative 2, different 

ones to remove the unlimited on the weekends; to stop using the adjusted ACL and only use 

based on just the commercial ACL percentages for when there was a step down; and then the AP 

recommendation of Alternative 3. 

 

These were all the ones that were in the framework action as you guys had approved until you 

removed the action for the future.  We can just use all of those unless somebody wants to add 

anymore. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  Okay; so with the concurrence of the committee we will proceed with an 

additional framework document.  I see heads nodding. 

 

DR. MacLAUCHLIN:  Is that going to be in a motion? 

 

DR. DUVAL:  Mr. Chairman, I move that we bring back the previous trip limit actions 

from our original framework document back in a separate framework action for 

consideration. 

 

MR. HARTIG:  We understand what it is; the motion is bring back the previous trip limit actions 

from the original framework in a separate framework action for consideration.  Motion by 

Michelle and seconded by Charlie.  Any more discussion?  Is there any objection?  Seeing none; 

that motion is approved.  Is there any other business to come before the Mackerel Committee?  

Seeing none; the Mackerel Committee is adjourned. 

 
(Whereupon, the meeting was adjourned at 10:54 o’clock a.m., March 6, 2014.) 
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