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The Administrative Policy Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in Salon I and II of the Baton Rouge Marriott, Baton Rouge, Louisiana, Tuesday afternoon, August 15, 2006, and was called to order at 3:50 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Julie Morris.

CHAIRMAN JULIE MORRIS:  The members of this committee are myself, Bill Daughdrill, Columbus Brown, Roy Crabtree, Phil Horn, Roy Williams, and Joe Hendrix, who are all present.  We have an agenda at Tab F, Number 1.  Are there any changes to the agenda, Mr. Swingle?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  No, I don’t, Madam Chairman.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I thought you wanted to add something about the SEDAR Steering Committee.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE: That’s right.  You each have a Tab F that has the title “SEDAR Steering Committee Recommendations” and we would like to discuss that under Other Business.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any other changes to the agenda?  Then without opposition, we’ll accept the agenda and we’ll move to the Approval of the Minutes, Tab F, Number 2.  If you’ve had a chance to review the minutes, are there any changes that need to be made?

MR. PHILIP HORN:  Move to accept.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  There’s a motion by Mr. Horn to accept.  Is there a second?  Second by Mr. Brown.  Is there any discussion?  Is there any opposition to approving the minutes?  Hearing none, the minutes are approved.  The next item is the Proposed SEDAR Pool for NGO Representatives and, Mr. Swingle.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  We, on Tab F, Number 3, just route you to look at Tab H, Number 4, which is what we’re recommending for that SEDAR pool and that is to create an NGO Advisory Panel.  We’re making that suggestion because all of our APs are exempt from the Federal Advisory Committee Act and so that allows them to serve in a group that makes recommendations as a group to National Marine Fisheries Service.

This was a recommendation from this committee, the Administrative Policy Committee, that the staff develop a strategy for creating that NGO pool and what we’re suggesting to you is that it be an advisory panel.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Could you repeat your suggestion, just the last thing you said?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Our suggestion to the committee is that we use an NGO Advisory Panel as the strategy for creating the NGO pool for the SEDAR process.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I think if you turn to Tab F-4 and you go to page 3, what we’re talking about is adding to the SEDAR process and panel pool -- It’s highlighted in yellow on my copy and go to page 3: (6) all state personnel involved in Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Management Conservation Act management and (7) a pool of members from NGOs an NGO AP.  Is that the action item here?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Yes, that’s how we propose structuring the pool, is to create an NGO AP.  

MR. ROY WILLIAMS:  Wayne, didn’t we already do the all state personnel involved with the Magnuson Stevens Act?  That’s already approved, wasn’t it?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  In getting into Tab F-4, that’s really the next agenda item, but yes, you’re correct.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  What is it that we were supposed to do in III that I’m missing?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Just approve the inclusion or creating of an NGO Advisory Panel as the mode for creating the NGO pool for the SEDAR process and as you pointed out, it would be inserted in the SOPPs, as set forth on page 3, under Number 7.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Can I have a committee motion to include on page 3 of Tab 4, (7) the creation of an NGO AP as a pool in the SEDAR process?

MR. COLUMBUS BROWN:  I move that we include as Item (6), members of the NGO AP.  I have one question for clarification.  Here in yellow, we have all state personnel involved in -- That’s already done and so I would move that Item (6) be added, being members of the NGO AP.
CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  It would be Item (7), isn’t it?

MR. BROWN:  What is (7) should be (6).

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  No, it’s an addition to (6).

MR. BROWN:  Okay.


CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  The motion is to include (7) members of the NGO AP to the SEDAR process and panel pool.  We had a second to that motion?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Second.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Second by Mr. Williams.  Is there discussion?  Is there any opposition?  Without opposition, this is approved as a recommendation to full council.  

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Under the next agenda item, we have referred you to Tab F, Number 4.  This summarizes the suggested changes to our SOPPs for the operations of the SSC and some of it was approved at the last meeting, I’ll mention that, but it’s all highlighted here, because we did send this out to Dr. Keithly to review so that he concurred that these were the changes that they wanted in the section of the SOPPs that regulates the operations of the SSC.

On page 1 of Tab F, Number 4 at the top is the -- The last sentence in the first paragraph is highlighted.  That, you approved at your last meeting and is so noted in the minutes you just approved.

The next changes, under Review of FMPs and Amendments, are just editorial changes that we had omitted the Environmental Impact Statements and we added that.  

The major change is under the last paragraph in black font.  It’s under the Review of the Stock Assessment.  We are recommending that you adopt the section in blue on pages 1 and 2 and these are at the request of the SSC that we put descriptions of the benchmark assessments and the assessment updates into the operation plan, since they are involved in the SEDAR process now.  All the blue language is up before you for approval as part of the SOPPs.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any discussion?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  It was just plagiarized directly out of the SEDAR document that defines how the process works.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Are we just addressing the benchmark assessments, Wayne, or are you doing them both?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  All the language in blue was put in at the request of the SSC that we better define both the benchmark assessments and the assessment updates.

MR. CORKY PERRET:  Wayne, benchmark assessments at periodic intervals set by the SEDAR Committee, are you saying or would that indicate that the council would not be able to have an assessment earlier if they wanted one?  Are we leaving it all up to the committee to decide when it’s due?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  The committee does make the decisions on which ones go in there, but that’s based on the recommendations of the councils involved and, of course, three councils are involved and we have periodically, before the Reef Fish or other committees, raised the point as to which fisheries or stocks we should have assessments scheduled.

Right now, this process -- I guess it’s what the council is adopting for most of its stock assessments.  The updates that are done under the process usually and probably will be done, as we had in the past, it would be done by the Southeast Fisheries Science Center and then we would use our stock assessment panels to make a recommendation to the council.

They made a place for both of them in the SEDAR process and in each briefing book, we do put the SEDAR schedule, which lists the benchmark assessments and the updates into the document.  The answer to your question is yes, the council is still involved in the determination of the order and frequency of the thing, but it’s routed through the SEDAR Committee.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Mr. Swingle, do you want to continue then with changes, starting then at the top of page 3?  Is that where you left off?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  No one has any objection to including all the blue in there then.  The next changes at the last meeting, and as so noted in your minutes, was deletion of the last sentence of the first paragraph on page 3, as marked in red and struck over, and this was Mr. Williams’s motion.

The following language in blue is what staff assumed that the effect of striking that sentence would be and that would be the SSC and appropriate special SSCs would provide a peer group review of benchmark assessments and assessment updates.

That was not in Mr. Williams’s motion, but that was our interpretation of what the effect of striking that sentence was and so that’s before you for your consideration.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Wayne, you said the blue language, but did you mean the yellow language at the top of page 3?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  I’m sorry?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  You’re talking about the yellow highlighted language at the top of page 3?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Yes, that sentence that says: The standing SSC and appropriate special SSCs will provide a peer review of the benchmark assessment and assessment updates.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any discussion of this statement?  Moving on, Wayne.  The next change is on page 4.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  That one was approved at your last meeting in June.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  That’s already approved and how about the one on page 6?  Is that already approved?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  No, that’s not.  That was a request of Dr. Keithly, that we provide language on whether the standing SSC would approve the SAP and SEP reports as well and typically that’s been the case and so that’s for your review and approval.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any discussion of having the reports of the SAP and the SEP reviewed by the SSC before coming to us?  Any opposition to this?  

MR. WILLIAMS:  What does the SAP do?  The SAP is really a stock assessment pool now, right?  Do they produce anymore reports?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  At the current time when we shifted over to doing benchmarks with the assessments under the SEDAR process, they only became involved in there as panel members in the data panel, the assessment panel, and the review panel.

We had not done any updates under the SEDAR process and in that process, they have a lead, in that the Southeast Fisheries Science Center would do the stock assessment and then it would be reviewed by the stock assessment panel, or elements thereof, and then their recommendations would go forward to the council, as they always had in the past.  They’re fully involved under the update process and they’re involved as members of the workshops in the SEDAR process.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  I was just going to give another example.  Truthfully, they have less role than they used to have with SEDAR, but another example -- We were talking about this at the Steering Committee meeting the other day.

Our use of indexes and how we use indexes with these different gears and so forth and how that’s always struggled to put those indexes together in a meaningful way, those are the kinds of things that we could in fact even start considering tasking our SSC with and our SAP with so that at the data review workshops they spend less time.

There’s already kind of an agreed on way to do those kinds of things and that may be one way we can use that body in the future or both of those bodies and so we may find some uses for them that we otherwise don’t have right now.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any further discussion?  I guess I would like to have a motion from the committee recommending all the changes in yellow and blue at Tab F, Number 4 for adoption by full council. 

It’s moved by Mr. Brown and seconded by Mr. Horn.  Is there discussion of the motion?  Is there any opposition to the motion?  It passes without opposition.  The final agenda item is a handout that came today.  It says Tab F, SEDAR Steering Committee Recommendation.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  That document was prepared at this meeting because Mr. Riechers and I attended as members of the Steering Committee and we only received the minutes of that session last week at the end of the week and so we brought that along with us and just listed the items that would need to be addressed if we comply with the recommendations of the SEDAR Steering Committee.
I would think we could probably include those into the description of the SSC’s operations, if you choose to approve them, and they could be approved all by one motion if you want to.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Wayne, these are suggestions that emerged in your most recent SEDAR Steering Committee meeting and were they recommendations to each of the councils or just to the Gulf Council?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Each of the councils.  That group consists of the three councils, the commission that Larry serves on, the Atlantic States Commission, as well and the head of the Science Center for NMFS and the Regional Administrator of NMFS.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Why, Wayne, would they want an SSC representative to take the lead in presenting the SEDAR assessment?  I would think if you’re going to have a gag grouper assessment presented that you would want the person that did it to present it rather than somebody from the SSC.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  This was a suggestion I guess to kind of reduce the dependence on the Center analysts to make that presentation, like Clay Porch came and gave the one.  That’s not to say that that couldn’t happen, but they are suggesting that maybe that we use the SSC members to make that presentation and by the SSC, that does not exclude us from using the stock assessment panel personnel instead.

MR. WILLIAMS:  If I may follow up, when our SSC met last week, they asked that the person who was responsible for these assessments -- They were presented four assessments last week and there was only one person there from the whole stock assessment group to go through them with them.

They would have liked to have had the person responsible for each assessment there to answer questions and so it seems to me that this one is somewhat in conflict with what our SSC requested last week and it’s in that group of ten recommendations that were presented yesterday.

MR. RIECHERS:  I’ll try to help clarify a little bit.  What they’re wanting, I think, is that this is an inclusive process.  SEDAR is an attempt that this is really our process and they really want our SSC to kind of take the stock assessment and then have it as theirs, almost.

The reality of it is I think that you hit on some of the issues there, Roy, and certainly our SSC did as well.  They’re reviewing those documents and so they want the people there to help provide them with the background and then at the council level, we’re going to want that same thing and I don’t think there’s any way an SSC member is going to know that in detail and to say that this was a suggestion of the Steering Committee is probably taking it a little far.

We said we would work on that issue and we would try to do our best to have our SSC try to be available and take more of that ownership role and try to be also available and help present it here.

The reality of it is, just as we saw yesterday, there are things that only Clay could have answered to us and an SSC member would not have had time to be able to make himself so familiar with the modeling that he or she would be able to answer that real quickly.

I think it’s just struggling for a way for all of those processes to work a little cleaner and I think that’s the key word.  We’re still struggling for a way for them all to work a little cleaner and so I think we should take this with its intent, which is to try to have them take a little more role in that process, if we can.  I don’t know that we make a strong motion here or anything.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  How about if we change the language to “should participate in presenting the SEDAR assessments to the council?”  Is that workable?  

MR. RIECHERS:  I think it would be for me.  Roy, you were there as well.  What do you think?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I don’t know how they would participate.  When the thing is presented, it’s the assessment person that makes the presentation on it.

MR. JOE HENDRIX:  It seems contrary to me, too.  I agree with Robin and Roy.  It doesn’t make a lot of sense for someone else to come in and make the interpretation.  Also, I remember discussion at one meeting, I believe the last meeting we had, concerning the SSC reviewing the process after the fact.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  It’s my sense of the committee discussion that we would not recommend this particular, and I’ll put a Number 2 by it, since these aren’t numbered, this Number 2 recommendation.  Is there discussion on additional recommendations on this list?
MR. WILLIAMS:  Number 3 needs some prepositions to make it read right: The council should provide the research and monitoring needs in SEDAR reports and in consolidated SEDAR research recommendation reports to their SSCs to prioritize research and monitoring needs.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  What’s the intention here?  Could one of you state it more clearly?

MR. RIECHERS:  I think in SEDAR now they’re basically, if I’m remembering correctly, just like we used to do with our SAPs, creating a list of things that were specifically they felt would need to be addressed to make the assessment better.

In that respect, I think what they’ve asked us to do is start creating kind of a prioritization of those things, because obviously with each SEDAR you may have some competing workload issues and have the SSC help prioritize that and as we get a prioritization list and then we are better able to, if you will, knock those off one at a time as we have either funds available or opportunity to do so.  I think that’s the context of that Number 3.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I agree the wording is really awkward.  Do people disagree with the intention here?  If I could restate it, it seems like the intention is for our SSC to review and prioritize research recommendations that come out of each SEDAR, because there’s always a list of research recommendations and so that’s the goal here.  Does anybody disagree with the goal or the idea of improving it?  Just give me a little editorial license and I’ll work on that, but you support the spirit of it.  What about the fourth one?  

MR. RIECHERS:  I’ll try again and I’ll really lump 4, 5, and 6. Those weren’t sent to other councils.  Basically -- Well, 6 was, but 4 and 5 weren’t.  Basically, these were items that were on our list.

Number 4, we got into that question just a little bit yesterday regarding goliath grouper.  The reality of it is in the past when those assessments have been done or when they’ve attempted to do them, there really hasn’t been enough data to do a full-blown assessment.

For us to put it on the SEDAR list and then ask them to do a SEDAR assessment of it when there isn’t data, what we’ve done is just used up a slot.  We’ve spent a lot of time and resources and there may not be -- They may be able to tell us beforehand that there’s not enough data and so we’re basically asking our SSC to kind of review that and make a recommendation.

Our SSC kicked that to the Southeast Center yesterday and I think we had a motion to that effect.  The Gulf and South Atlantic SSC, we had red drum on the list.  I think the idea was that Larry’s group would make an attempt at gathering up the red drum data to look at red drum and see if we had enough available data to create a red drum assessment.

Again, I think that was one where we could have our SSC look at that before we start moving forward with an assessment and then the last one, Number 6 there, I think there’s that kind of blanket of all those species where -- Those species where we currently do not have a benchmark assessment on them.  There’s probably a reason for that.

In most cases, they have a very small amount of data associated with those species and we probably haven’t been able to do a full blown stock assessment and I guess the idea is to have our SSC come to some benchmarks there so that we can kind of review those species and determine what we can’t do and what we can do and whether we should use our SEDAR resources on any of those species.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any discussion on what I’m numbering 4, 5, and 6?

MR. DEGRAAF ADAMS:  I’m not on your committee, but as a member of the little known Red Drum Committee, I would suggest that 4, 5, and 6 are species specific requests from the SSC and I don’t know why they would come in front of the Administrative Committee and not directed towards the appropriate species committee.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  I think the reason was because the Administrative Policy Committee is trying to put this -- Is considering putting part of this in as the operations of the SSC and the SOPPs and some of these, I think, as Mr. Riechers has pointed out, are probably kind of tentative.

They were suggestions that the councils might use their SSCs, but in many instances, we would be better off involving our stock assessment panel in those decision loops rather than the SSC.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  What would the committee think of following up on Mr. Adams’s suggestion and forwarding Number 4, which deals with goliath grouper, to the Reef Fish Committee and Number 5, which deals with red drum, to the Red Drum Committee?  Is there any opposition to that?

MR. WILLIAMS:  It seems to me that they’re things that the council could approve tomorrow or Thursday and that we really don’t need to convene committees just to look at these things.  Whether we do anything with it or not, I think the council ought to just take it up Thursday when they get to it and approve it.  I don’t think the committees need to meet.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Are you all comfortable with Mr. Williams’s suggestion?  Does anybody have problem or heartburn about that?  We recognize that they’re specific species, whereas the others are a bit more generic in their tone and direction.  Is there any other discussion of Items 1 through 6?  Is Number 7 something that the SEDAR Steering Committee is recommending to us?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  That came up because they felt like probably in the review panel it was not a good idea to use one of the CIE people as the chair, because that detracted him away from being involved in the assessment because he had other duties.  They felt like probably an SSC person could chair that session and relieve the CIE person from that duty.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  That sounds more like they need a facilitator than a chair.  A chair sounds like it’s a decision leader or something like that.  Some people are chair facilitators and some people are more heavy-handed decision leaders.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  I think that’s essentially what the chair does in the SEDAR process, is facilitate the meeting.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Did you guys give this a thorough discussion at the SEDAR Steering Committee meeting?  What occurs to me right away is that three-quarters of the SSC doesn’t really understand this assessment stuff.  It’s a unique kind of knowledge and I’m not sure that they’re -- If Cowen is still on the committee, he certainly would know what to do with that, but I’m not sure that most of them really understand what needs to be done and are in a position to chair these things.  I’ve got my doubts about that.
MR. RIECHERS:  I think Julie hit the nail on the head and you did as well, Roy.  Obviously what it takes is someone to kind of facilitate and know enough to make sure that all the questions are answered and the people are involved.  The reality of it is that it’s less associated with what body they came from, the SSC, the SAP, or wherever they may have come from.  It’s more associated with the type of person you have running the meeting and trying to get you from Point A to Point B.

I’m not even certain why this came in as a summary recommendation.  We did have a lot of discussion about it.  They’re struggling to get enough chairs is what it amounts to.  They’re struggling to get enough people who can chair those three different panels and move them through the process who will make that commitment in time to then come to a subsequent meeting and present those results.

Any of the initial discussion about the primary lead and also this discussion has more to do with time constraints and getting people to commit to what we’re asking them to do in the SEDAR process and they’re just struggling with that.

Part of it is us to put our heads together and start thinking of new nominees that might fill into those roles and could spend those kinds of times to work within that process.

DR. LEARD:  I was just going to say the SEDAR processes that I think I’ve participated in and probably Steve too, the primary role of the chairman in that review workshop is to keep the group on task with the terms of reference.  

That’s their major focus, to make sure that the CIE people that are on that stay and address each one of those terms of reference, which are set before the meeting starts.  It really is more of a facilitative type job than a directive type one.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I’ve just got a different model in mind, I guess, because the ones I’ve been to, the chair actively participates in the decision making and the discussion and maybe it can be done.  I’m not sure and I would like to know what Dr. Crabtree thinks about it.  I’m curious to know what your take on this is, but I have my doubts on it.

DR. CRABTREE:  I think the way it works now is the panel is basically the three people from the CIE and then you have a chair who, in a lot of cases recently, has been from National Marine Fisheries Service.
MR. WILLIAMS:  At the gag assessment, there were three people, one of whom was from NMFS, and he acted as the chair, but were there only two CIE people there and the third was one the NMFS guy?

DR. CRABTREE:  I think there were three CIE people at that meeting and then the NMFS fellow who chaired it, but I think only the three CIE people are actually the review panel.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I guess you’re right.  There was the guy from South Dakota, the Chinese fellow, and then the Frenchman and --

DR. CRABTREE:  I don’t remember who they were, but I think that’s right.  Remember, if you go back in time in SEDAR, it hasn’t always been that way.  The review panels originally had a different cast of people on it.  I had, I think, originally two CIE people and then other people that the council put on and I think at those times the CIE person chaired the meeting and so it’s changed from the way it was.

The thought now of where we are is the review workshop will be the three CIE people so that it is completely unbiased and anonymous review and that’s a different situation than, for example, with the red snapper review workshop.  That was two CIE people, but then there were some state people and some NMFS people and other people.  In that case, the chairman was a CIE person and he was a voting member of the review panel and so that’s the change.

MR. HORN:  It sounds to me -- Roy, I’m listening to what you’re saying and I partially agree with you, but would it be better to have rather than the SSC members being the chairs that perhaps members from the stock assessment panel group that would be more familiar with that type stuff, rather than the SSC members?  It sounds to me like that would be more appropriate.

MR. RIECHERS:  Just remember that obviously we select those members to those panels and so it’s us selecting those members and the pool includes those people who are on our SAPs.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I’m still hung up on the idea of calling this person a chair and it sounds like the role shifts and is not -- The role of the chair at the review panel is not fixed.  It evolves and changes with each assessment.

If we could call this person a facilitator, I would be a lot more comfortable with it.  That would imply that they don’t vote on the review and their job is just to keep the agenda going and I’m not sure -- Some SSC and SAP people have those skills, but it doesn’t necessarily follow that if you know a lot about assessments and understand the models that you’re going to be a good facilitator.

If what you really need is someone who is a good facilitator and keeps the meeting running, that may not be someone you find in the SSC or the SAP.

MR. HORN:  Are we still looking at that statement that says the SSC members could be appointed to chair and present the SEDAR assessments to the council and the SSC?  If we’re still looking at that, I’m in disagreement with what you’re saying.  If they’re going to do that, then I would suggest an SAP member.

MR. RIECHERS:  I think the idea that the steering committee or what I think Nancy’s and John’s hope was that we would start making our membership aware that if they are selected to this and if they agree to this that they could -- In the items we have here, they could in fact be asked to be the rapporteur, they could in fact be asked to be the chair so that they become aware when they make that commitment that one of your tasks -- You might be the one chosen to do that.

I think it’s more of an awareness, if we can put that and word it appropriately in our SOPPs or in the thing we send to them when we ask them whether or not they can accept to participate in these different panels, if we can just make them aware, that will give John and Nancy a little bit of an you agreed to do this.  When you signed on, you said you might do this.  That’s what they’re really looking for here.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Certainly there are some members of the SSC that are capable of doing this.  Will Patterson represented the SSC at the gag assessment and he can walk the walk and talk the talk with those guys.  He’s fine at that, but they can’t all do it.

There’s a real small pool of them that I think are able to do it.  If we took Phil’s suggestion and said SSC members or SAP members could be appointed as a facilitator for the review panel, that would be okay with me.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Are there other suggestions here?  Could someone explain what the rapporteur is and what their role is?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  -- the actions of the group, if I understand correctly, and then at specific points, they summarize the completed part of the terms of reference and that type of thing, but I guess maybe I ought to defer to Rick and Steve.

What happened, I guess our staff persons used to be appointed as rapporteur and they felt a little uncomfortable within that position as being rapporteur and so they requested that we have someone else take over those duties and I guess that discussion led to maybe the SSC or SAP members could also be appointed as rapporteur.

MR. WILLIAMS:  At the data workshop for red grouper a few weeks ago, they had four panels.  They had commercial statistics, recreational landings and statistics, life history, and indices.  Each one of those groups, and there could be anywhere from five to probably twenty to twenty-two people in each of those groups, but they each have to report out.

They need a rapporteur to write the report and summarize everything for them and I think in some cases they weren’t appointed until they got to the meeting and that was one of the SSC recommendations, that rapporteur know in advance and already have been emotionally committed to be the rapporteur for that group.

I don’t recall exactly how the stock assessments themselves were set up, but they must have rapporteur for their individual sections as well, but basically it’s summarizing and writing the final report for each group.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Let me try to pull together where I think we are on all of these recommendations.  It sounds like we want to move 1, 2, 4, 5, and 6 to the council.  We want to edit 3 so that its intention is clearer and on 7 and 8, we also want to move that to the council, but we want to have it be SSC or SAP members and it’s more like letting them know that they could possibly be called on to either chair/facilitate the review panel or present the SEDAR assessments to the council and the SSC.  Is that a summary of where we are?

MR. WILLIAMS:  Yes, except on Number 2, I thought we struck that.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  That’s right.  We’re not going to move 2 forward.  1, 3 edited, 4, 5, 6 and 7 and 8 with 7 edited would move forward to the full council.  Is that where we are?  How can we make this into a motion that doesn’t kill us by doing group editing?

MR. RIECHERS:  Wayne, could we just have it modified to reflect what the committee does and could we adopt it as just reference to the tab and have it modified?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  I think what staff could do is modify the ones that you wanted modified and then just indicate that these were adopted by consensus by the committee and make it part of the report to the committee.  Would that be satisfactory?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Is there any opposition to committee consensus to move an edited version of these recommendations to full council?  No objection.  That will be the action that we take.  Is there any more business for this committee?  The committee is adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 4:30 o’clock p.m., August 15, 2006.)
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