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The Administrative Policy Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in Grand Ballroom A & B of the San Luis Resort, Galveston, Texas, Tuesday morning, November 14, 2006, and was called to order at 11:45 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Julie Morris.

CHAIRMAN JULIE MORRIS:  This is Tab P, Administrative Policy.  Just to remind you, the members of the committee are myself, Bill Daughdrill, Columbus Brown, Roy Crabtree, Phil Horn, and Roy Williams or Bill Teehan.
We have an agenda.  The agenda includes Adoption of the Agenda, Approval of the Minutes, and then Reviewing the Recommendations from the SSC on SEDAR and SSC Operations.  It’s Tab P.  Do I have any other additions or deletions from the agenda?

MR. PHILIP HORN:  Move the agenda.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Mr. Horn moves adoption.  Is there a second?

MR. BILL DAUGHDRILL:  Second.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Second from Mr. Daughdrill.  We have an adopted agenda.  We’ll move on to the minutes.  Are there any amendments to the minutes?  

MR. HORN:  Move to adopt.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Mr. Horn moves that we adopt the minutes.

MR. COLUMBUS BROWN:  Second.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Second from Mr. Brown.  Any opposition to accepting the minutes?  The minutes are accepted.  Then let’s move into the SSC Recommendations.  

SSC RECOMMENDATIONS ON SEDAR AND SSC OPERATIONS

This is Tab P, Number 3.  Wayne is here.  Again, we talked previously in the meeting about the SSC’s recommendations regarding our questions regarding the Marine Recreational Fishing Statistical Survey, but the afternoon session was devoted to SEDAR operations and the role of the SSC.  Wayne, would you object if we just skipped right to the motions or do you want to --

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  That will be fine, Madam Chairman.  The first of these would be on the top of page 2 and this is the SSC moved that the Gulf Marine Fishery Management Council, through the SEDAR Steering Committee, request additional funding to support hiring of a dedicated SEDAR stock assessment analysis for each of the states participating in SEDAR.  

We suggest that funding be appropriated incrementally until each participating state has the ability to hire such a dedicated SEDAR analyst.  That was their recommendations in trying to over time increase the number of analysts for the SEDAR process.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Is there discussion of the motion?  Roy and Bill, do you have any comment from a state agency’s perspective?

MR. ROY WILLIAMS:  The state always welcomes more funding.  I guess these would all be state employees, Wayne.  Is that the goal here?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  They would be employees funded through a grant from National Marine Fisheries Service.  Right now, Dr. Thompson’s office funds all the SEDAR activities largely through a sub-grant to the South Atlantic Council, who pays for all the travel.
MR. DAUGHDRILL:  The main reason for this was to get more local knowledge, am I correct?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  My understanding is it was to get more analysts available in the SEDAR process so that we can get more stock assessments in the long term.  As it is now, we’re reaching the point where for the next two years, we will not have an assessment moving through that process.  It will be the Caribbean Council’s turn and the South Atlantic Council’s turn.  It’s just an effort to get additional analysts.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Bill, the local knowledge was more the rationale for the second motion.

MR. HORN:  This is a pretty broad request, in my mind.  You’re talking about requesting funding to support the hiring of an assessment analyst for each state.  Hiring somebody means, in my mind, that it’s a permanent position and requesting funding, is that perpetual funding?  If you mention grant, in my mind, that’s a one-shot deal.  How many states are there that’s going to participate in this?  This is a pretty broad request, in my mind.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  My sense is that the committee doesn’t initially support this motion.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I don’t know how many states this involves.  Is this going to be every state in the Gulf?  Is that their intention?  I know Florida and NMFS have done stock assessments and submitted them to SEDAR.  I don’t know if any of the other states have.
We’ve submitted assessments on lobster, yellowtail snapper, and mutton snapper and we’ve now agreed, I believe, to do black grouper as well.  I don’t know if any of the other states have done any SEDAR assessments or not.  Ours have gone through the formal SEDAR process when we’ve done them and have been submitted to the council.

These sort of need to be tied to species, in my opinion.  All the states need money and there’s no doubt that they do, but the council and NMFS need to think about what needs to be done as well and we need assessments on snappers and groupers and invertebrates and we need to figure out how the states would tie into that, rather than just simply throwing money out there and hoping that there’s going to be something good come out of it.  I would like to see a little more plan here, I think.

MR. STEVEN ATRAN:  As I recall, part of the rationale for this motion was to get states other than Florida involved in doing some of these analyses.  Right now, after the National Marine Fisheries Service, Florida does the lion’s share of the stock assessment analysis.

That’s in part because the other states, I understand, have very limited facilities as far as the number of assessment biologists that they’re able to hire.  This was to try to relieve Florida of some of their workload and get the other states more directly involved in the assessment process.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I’m not hearing a lot of support for this motion.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I have one more thing.  If we’re going to do this, then I think it needs to be tied to some specific objective.  If we’re going to hire somebody, we need to -- We’re not going to hire them, but if we’re going to get money to get them hired, to state specifically what it is they’re going to do and not just throw the money out there and hope something good is going to happen.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Let’s request that our staff have some conversations with the Science Center and see if they can come up with a plan that would be more detailed for us to look at before taking action on this motion.  Does that seem like a good next step?  Let’s move on to the second motion that passed the SSC, Wayne, and it’s at the bottom of page 2.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  The SSC recommends the Steering Committee revise the requirement that the review panel be composed only of CIE members to allow the council to appoint two additional non-CIE members.  If you look at the failed motion above, I think they’re mainly talking about adding an SSC and an SAP member to that group.
CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Any discussion of this motion from the SSC?  Steve and Wayne, was John Carmichael open to this idea or did he oppose it?  What was his comment on it?
MR. ATRAN:  I don’t recall he had any specific comments, but he did not seem opposed to it.  Apparently, I guess the review panel did have representatives that were appointed by the councils in the beginning and it was felt at some point along the way that they wanted the review panel to be more independent.

The SSC had concerns that they were getting too independent and they were losing the continuity and the local knowledge about the fisheries.

MR. HORN:  I would just ask the question of why was it set up this way, with only CIE members? 

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I was on the SEDAR Steering Committee when we made that change and there was a sense that some of the council appointees to the review panel were not sufficiently independent in terms of being able to provide that outside peer review function that’s important in the process.

The discussion was very clearly drawing on examples from the gag assessment, where they felt that the CIE panel, which were all from far away and are very much modelers, had not given sufficient weight to some of the life history factors with gag with the sex change and all that kind of stuff.

So they thought that the gag assessment would have been more robust if there had been some people who were familiar with the gag life history on the panel.  That was pretty convincing to me.
MR. HORN:  What you said in the beginning is just total opposition and conflict of what Steve was saying, that they felt like they needed more of the outside historical information, so to speak, or life history information, but yet you’re saying that if you use those people that you’re going to lose the objectivity, I guess is the right word. 
The reasoning for doing it this way, only having the CIE members with your rationale, is in conflict to why the SSC is requesting that it go the other way and have non-CIE members on the panel and so I’m kind of confused.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I think we have a kind of swinging pendulum as we learn how to use the SEDAR process most efficiently and so I think in some of the early assessments that local knowledge was seen as problematic and not really science-based in terms of the review.

We swung back to just completely independent CIE review and now the SSC is encouraging us to make sure that we have some science people that the council appoints at the review panel point and I actually support that, after hearing their discussion.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I was going to suggest that we add somebody from the stock assessment pool.  The SSC itself has got a lot of different disciplines in it.  There’s lawyer and there’s quantitative biologists and there’s non-quantitative biologists and economists.  There’s a little of everything.  I think that we should ask and that we should add somebody from the stock assessment pool.

I’m going to go ahead and make the motion, Madam Chairman, that we ask the Steering Committee to revise the requirement that the review panel be composed only of CIE members and allow the council to appoint somebody from the stock assessment pool.

MR. BROWN:  Second.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  We have a motion by Mr. Williams and a second by Mr. Brown.  Is there discussion of the motion?

MR. HORN:  I have just a question, Roy.  They asked for two.  Do you have a number?  If you just leave it open, is that going to dilute what they have potentially in the future or not?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I don’t object to two, Phil, but I do think -- I guess from -- Did I hear Steve say that they wanted somebody from the SSC and somebody from the stock assessment panel?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Yes, that was the motion above that failed, was to have one SSC and one SAP member.

MR. WILLIAMS:  My only objection -- I don’t really object to the SSC, but it’s just that there’s a lot of disciplines on the SSC that are not going to contribute to this process.  They’ll be even more confused than I am when I go to those things.  Phil, if you prefer that there be two, I don’t object to them, but I just don’t think it should necessarily be an SSC member.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Let’s continue with your original motion then, if Phil is comfortable with that, which would be one additional member from the appropriate stock assessment panel.  Is there any opposition to this motion or further discussion?  The motion passes without opposition.  Moving on then, the top of page 3, Mr. Swingle.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  This motion is that the SSC moves that the review panel report be reviewed by the stock assessment panel members before reporting to the SSC.  By the phrase at the end, they envision the SAP to meet and review it and then the report from that meeting of the SAP would go to the SSC along with the review panel report.
CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Discussion of this motion from the SSC?

MR. HORN:  Do we still have our stock assessment panel intact?  I thought we were in the process of doing away with that because of the SEDAR process.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  No, we combined them all into a pool for the SEDAR process and they’re now called the Finfish Stock Assessment Panel and there are sixteen members.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Further discussion of the recommendation from the SSC?  Does somebody want to offer this as a motion?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I’m trying to figure out what would happen here.  I’m just trying to figure out the sequence of events.  The review panel completes their recommendations and we then send it to the stock assessment panel for them to review the reviewers and then the SSC to review the reviewer of the reviewers.

It seems to me it’s getting out of control and so if it ain’t working -- If the review panel isn’t right, then we need to fix it and not keep adding another layer on it, I think.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  At one of your subsequent meetings, the committee and the council did agree that the SSC would be a peer group review that would review the document after the review panel had completed their work and that’s now in the SOPPs description of the operations of the SSC.

This one, they mainly felt that the SAP housed all your expertise, most of your expertise, in population dynamics and they thought it would be useful to run the review panel report through that committee after they had completed it and then have the SAP members report to the SSC when they take final action.

MR. HORN:  I agree with Roy that there’s so many meetings and these processes are getting longer and longer and we’ve got fewer and fewer people to spend less and less time creating more reviews and obviously if you’re going to have this review, it’s going to have to be some kind of a meeting.  Otherwise, why do it?

We’ve just got too many of them on the plate now, I think.  We’ve got a review panel that’s looking at it and so give it to the SSC.  They’ve got stock assessment people on that, I think.  They may not have a bunch, but they do have some on it.  I’m opposed to this.

MR. BROWN:  I agree with Mr. Horn and Mr. Williams.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I’m not hearing any motions to move this idea forward and so I think that’s -- The only other motion by the SSC had to do with goliath grouper and the motion was just one to table and so I think -- 

If you turn over to the back page, page 4, if you have paper and scroll down if you’re on electric, we had one final motion under Other Business from the SSC.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  This motion was made by Andy Strelcheck and basically what he’s wanting to do is outlined on the bottom of page 3.  He would like to have a review program on how he should conduct some of the analysis at the Southeast Regional Office level related to alternatives that you’re using in your amendments.

What he was suggesting is a generic discussion about the impacts of the various assumptions and methodologies of those analyses and he wanted to have it done in the SSC.  I guess the consensus was to recommend a presentation on the assumptions and methodologies using size and bag limits be put on the agenda for a future SSC meeting.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I don’t think this action really requires any council action.  It’s up to them to set the agenda for their meetings and hopefully they’ll do that and we’ll hear about the results of it.  Do people agree with that analysis?  Going back to our agenda, does that conclude our business then?  Is there any other business for this committee?  Then the committee adjourns.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 12:05 o’clock p.m., November 14, 2006.)
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