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The agenda and minutes of the May 27-29, 2008 meeting were adopted as written.  
Five Year Research Plan 
The SSC felt that they could not develop a five year research plan because they did not have guidance.  Instead, they provided suggestions on how to proceed with developing a plan.  Suggestions included:

· Council staff should contact SAFMC staff to find out how they out their plan together (and perhaps the staffs of other Councils that have completed this task).

· The SEP should also have an opportunity to provide input into the plan.

· In addition to the research recommendations in the SEDAR assessments, other sources for developing priorities include:

· NMFS plans for SEAMAP and MARMAP activities over the next five years

· FMP schedule over the next few years

· Upcoming assessments schedule

· Overfished stocks

· Magnuson-Stevens Act requirements (e.g., ACL requirements)

· Solicit suggestions for priorities from individual SSC and SEP members by e-mail

· General priorities

It was suggested that Council and NMFS staff begin by developing a preliminary draft research plan.  This plan could be reviewed by the SSC and SEP by e-mail or by conference call, and a finalized list could be presented to the Council by the October Council meeting if possible.

By a vote of 9 to 0, the SSC moves that the Council staff, working in coordination with NMFS, prepare a draft list of research and monitoring priorities for the GOM.  The draft list will be distributed to the SSC and SEP for review and comments. The final list will be presented to the Council by the SSC Chair or designee when completed.

SEDAR TERMS OF REFERENCES 
Some SSC members had concerns about having an update assessment proceed without first having a data workshop to determine what new data was available and to evaluate the available data.  This is particularly true in cases where new data or abundance indices are being considered that were not used in the previous assessment.  One SSC member indicated that he could not accept an assessment as best available if there was no data review.  The SSC discussed how an evaluation of data could proceed in an update assessment.  Suggestions included having the SSC review parameters and data for an update assessment, or having a separate data workshop prior to the update workshop.  After some discussion, the SSC concluded that a review of available data should be incorporated into the beginning of an update workshop, although there was some concern that this could delay running the actual assessment until very late in the workshop meeting.
The SSC also had an extended discussion on whether an upcoming assessment should be pre-scheduled as an update rather than a benchmark assessment without input from the SSC.  Depending on the status of the stock, the amount of time since the last assessment, and the amount of new research and data generated since the last assessment, an update assessment might not be the best choice.  The SSC felt that it needed to have some discretion on determining whether to approve an assessment to be done as a benchmark or an update.  Rick Leard noted that the SEDAR Steering Committee is responsible for negotiating the schedule of assessments among the Councils.
By a vote of 6 to 3, the SSC moves that the SEDAR Steering Committee consider recommendations from the SSC on whether  specific stock assessments would be conducted as  benchmark or update assessments.  SSC recommendations would be based on the level of uncertainty of current assessments, new data, new studies available since the last assessment, pending management actions, as well as the relative importance of the fisheries in question.

UPDATE ASSESSMENTS
Red Snapper Update Assessment (late 2009)

Luiz Barbieri (Florida) and Barbara Dorf (Texas) noted that their states had concerns with making sure that red snapper had the best assessment that could be conducted.  There was some discussion of possibly delaying the red snapper update assessment until it could be done as a benchmark assessment, but Steve Szedlmayer noted that a red snapper assessment had to occur in 2009 so that the Council could know if it was achieving the requirement to end overfishing by 2010.  The SSC then proceeded to review the draft red snapper update assessment TOR.
SSC members felt that, rather than include optional items in the TOR to consider specific new data to include, there should be a general term that would allow the workshop to evaluate any relevant data and parameters to be included in the stock assessment.  This evaluation was added as a new term #1.

SSC members questioned why the TOR carried assessment projections out for only 6 years (2009-2014).  It was explained that this would be sufficient to provide projections until the next stock assessment.  However, it could be beneficial to carry the projections out to 2032 to see if the recovery was on the correct trajectory.

By a vote of 7 to 1 with 1 abstention, the SSC moves to approve the revised red snapper update assessment TOR (see attached*).  William Patterson abstained because he was uncertain what was being voted on.)

Gag Update Assessment (currently mid-2011, requested to be moved to 2009)

The SSC added the same new term #1 TOR that was added to the red snapper TOR.  It was noted that, since gag is not overfished, there was no recovery target date.  Therefore, six years of projections would be sufficient to provide management guidance until the next stock assessment.

By a vote of 9 to 0, the SSC moves to approve the revised gag update assessment TOR (see attached*). 
Red Grouper Update Assessment (currently mid-2011, requested to be moved to 2009)

The SSC added the same new term #1 TOR that was added to the red snapper TOR.  It was noted that, since red grouper is neither overfished nor undergoing overfishing, there was no recovery target date.  Therefore, six years of projections would be sufficient to provide management guidance until the next stock assessment.

By a vote of 9 to 0, the SSC moves to approve the revised red grouper update assessment TOR (see attached*). 

Greater Amberjack Update Assessment (late 2010)

The SSC added the same new term #1 TOR that was added to the red snapper TOR, and deleted the optional item in the TOR to consider specific new data in favor of the more general term #1.  It was noted that gag is considered overfished and undergoing overfishing.  The Consensus Report from the previous gag benchmark assessment (SEDAR 9) had recommended that future greater amberjack assessments include a yield per recruit analyses to act as a check against growth overfishing and whether the legal minimum length is appropriate.  The SSC added this provision as an additional TOR.
By a vote of 9 to 0, the SSC moves to approve the revised greater amberjack update assessment TOR (see attached*). 

BENCHMARK ASSESSMENTS

SEDAR 19 Black Grouper (late 2009)
The draft SEDAR 19 TOR was provided as drafted by the SEDAR Coordinator.  The SSC modified Assessment Workshop Term #6 to add specification of OFL and recommendation of a range of ABC in compliance with ACL guidelines.  The SSC also modified Review Workshop Term #4 to include OFL in the list of management parameters to be evaluated.

By a vote of 9 to 0, the SSC moves to approve the revised SEDAR 19 black grouper benchmark assessment TOR (see attached*). 

SEDAR 18 Red Drum (early 2009)
The SSC did not approve the SEDAR 18 red drum TOR.

Initially, the SSC unanimously approved making the same revisions to the SEDAR 18 terms of reference as they approved for the SEDAR 19 TOR, i.e.,:

· Modify Assessment Workshop Term #6 to add, “In addition, specify OFL, and recommend a range of ABC for review by the SSC in compliance with ACL guidelines.”

· Modify Review Workshop Term #4 to include OFL in the list of management parameters to be evaluated.

However, upon further discussion, the SSC realized that there was no catch data for red drum in the EEZ.  The Council’s Ad Hoc Review Panel for Red Drum was given the charge to review the available data for red drum, review current research and monitoring programs that include red drum, and design short-term research that could be completed prior to 2009 that collectively could be used to conduct a SEDAR assessment of red drum.  However, a plan was not funded.  Clay Porch stated that since we don’t have a picture of the offshore red drum population, he did not see much benefit to conducting a Gulfwide stock assessment.  Instead, state assessments could provide whatever information is available.  In light of the lack of offshore data and Dr. Porch’s opinion, the SSC passed the following motion.
By a vote of 9 to 0, the SSC recommends that the SEDAR Steering Committee reevaluate the feasibility of conducting an assessment for GOM red drum given data limitations concerning the offshore population that were highlighted by, but not addressed, since the last stock assessment of Red Drum.

* In the August 2008 Council briefing book, the SSC approved TORs are in Tab B, No. 12 (benchmark assessment TORs) and Tab B, No. 13 (update assessment TORs).

Review of ACL Guidelines

Andy Strelcheck gave a PowerPoint presentation outlining the provisions and biological and management reference points contained in the draft ACL guidelines.  It was pointed out that ABC and ACL appeared to be redundant terms since there was no justification given for setting them to different catch levels.  Steven Atran noted that the SSC members had been provided with a printed copy of the ACL guidelines, and he suggested that, having viewed the presentation, SSC members review the guidelines and e-mail the Council with any comments that they may have.

Role of the SSC

Rick Leard noted that in November there will be a SEDAR Procedural Workshop in Honolulu on November 12-14, in which members from each of the Councils SSCs will get together to discuss the role of the SSC under SEDAR, and haw the various SSCs are handling the ACL guidelines.
Walter Keithly asked that members of the SSC be sent copies of the current SOPP, for review of the adequacy of the SOPP definition of the SSC’s role.  He stated that he would take the lead in e-mailing recommendations for changes to the SOPP.

Other Business
Dennis O’Hern informed the SSC that the Reef Fish AP had voted to recommend that the Council raise the gag minimum size limit from 22 to 24 inches total length instead of reducing the bag limit and/or increasing the closed season.  Analyses in Amendment 30B indicated that, at a 20 percent release mortality, this action would result in a 19.6 percent reduction in recreational gag catches.  He asked if the SSC had any input from a scientific basis on the effects of raising the size limit.  Steve Branstetter indicated that there was a report from Dr. Ortiz that indicated there would be a 3.3 percent decrease in yield per recruit if the size limit were raised.  SSC members stated that, since they had not been provided with background materials to use in discussing the issue, they could not provide any input at this time.
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