GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

JOINT ADMINISTRATIVE POLICY AND STANDING SCIENTIFIC AND STATISTICAL COMMITTEE
Radisson Admiral Semmes Hotel                    Mobile, Alabama
March 20, 2006
· - -

The Joint Administrative Policy and Standing Scientific and Statistical Committees of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Crystal Ballroom of the Radisson Admiral Semmes Hotel, Mobile, Alabama, Monday afternoon, March 20, 2006, and was called to order at 3:15 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Julie Morris.
CHAIRMAN JULIE MORRIS:  Thank you, everybody.  This is the Administrative Policy Committee jointly meeting with the Standing Scientific and Statistical Committee.  We have an agenda at Tab F, Number 1.  We may be doing a little bit of turning back and forth between Tab E and Tab F as we work through the joint committee agenda.

Just because part of what we’re trying to do here is to get to know each other, I would like to once again go through and do introductions.  First, I would like the members of the Administrative Policy Committee to introduce themselves.

MR. WILLIAM DAUGHDRILL:  Bill Daughdrill, Florida.

MR. DOUG FRUGE:  Doug Fruge, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Dr. Crabtree, are you in the room?  Dr. Crabtree is a committee member.

MR. JOSEPH HENDRIX:  Joe Hendrix, Texas representative.

MR. PHILIP HORN:  Philip Horn, Mississippi.

MR. ROY WILLIAMS:  Roy Williams with the Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Then could we just have the other council members in the room introduce themselves as well, in case you haven’t met the members of the SSC and they haven’t met you.

MR. BOB SHIPP:  Bob Shipp, Alabama.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  Karen Foote, Louisiana.

MS. KAREN BELL:  Karen Bell, Florida.

MR. PHIL STEELE:  Phil Steele, National Marine Fisheries Service.

MS. VIRGINIA FAY:  Ginny Fay, National Marine Fisheries Service.

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  Roy Crabtree, NOAA Fisheries.

MR. MICHAEL MCLEMORE:  Mike McLemore, NOAA General Counsel.

MR. LARRY SIMPSON:  Larry Simpson, Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission.

MS. BOBBI WALKER:  Bobbi Walker, Alabama.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  Robin Riechers, Texas.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Robin is our chair at this point in time.  Members of the SSC, could you please introduce yourselves?

DR. WALTER KEITHLY:  Walter Keithly, Louisiana State University.

MR. DOUG GREGORY:  Doug Gregory, Florida Sea Grant.

DR. MICHAEL JEPSON:  Michael Jepson from Gainesville, Florida.

DR. ALBERT JONES:  Albert Jones, Miami, Florida.

MR. LUIZ BARBIERI:  Luiz Barbieri, Florida Fish and Wildlife Commission.

MR. GEORGE GUILLEN:  George Guillen, University of Houston.

DR. JOACHIM SINGELMANN:  Joachim Singelmann, LSU.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Thank you, everybody, for doing those introductions.  If you turn to the minutes, they’re at Number 2, Tab F.  Are there any changes or additions or deletions to the minutes?  
MR. HORN:  Move we adopt.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Mr. Horn moves we adopt.  Do we have a second?  Second by Mr. Hendrix.  Is there any further discussion?  Is there anybody in opposition to approving the minutes of the January 10th committee meeting?  The minutes are approved.

Next we’re going to move into a discussion of the tentative recommendations on SSC operations.  Many of you were here for the discussion that we just initiated during the SSC Committee meeting and so let’s pick up on some of those themes and see if we want to develop any recommendations to the full council regarding SSC operations.

It could be that the answer is we need to incubate and work on this a bit more, but if everybody is feeling comfortable enough about any of these ideas to move them forward to full council, we can go ahead and make that recommendation.

Something that I definitely heard come out of the SSC discussion is some kind of inventory of reasons why attendance has been low at SSC meetings and Joachim agreed, if he could get a list of recent excused absence excuses, that he would try to do some analysis and come up with a survey based on that.  Was that what you were volunteering to do?

DR. SINGELMANN:  Yes.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Does that make sense to the joint committee?  Does anybody have any concerns about that?  Should we form it into a motion or just have it be sort of a --

DR. JEPSON:  Julie, since you were also going to talk about video conferencing, you might want to ask those individuals or the SSC members if they would be willing to participate or could participate in some type of a video conference if you did a survey.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Have you got that, Joachim?  Yes.  Another point of discussion that I was hearing during the SSC meeting was to change the definition of a quorum to be less than a majority and I would just like to have a little bit more discussion of that idea among the joint committee.  Currently we have sixteen members of the SSC, is that right?

DR. KEITHLY:  That’s correct.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  We also have a number of special SSCs that convene with the SSC when there’s a particular management plan under discussion.  Is that how you operate?

DR. KEITHLY:  Correct.  There are special SSC members, as Wayne said, usually comprising of three to five members and they fall in line pretty much with the FMPs, with some possible exceptions.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  The other ideas that I heard regarding a quorum was changing the number required to a quorum and specifying that there be a sort of minimum diversity of interests represented or expertise represented to compose a quorum and so what do members of the joint committee think about these ideas?

DR. CRABTREE:  Right now, Julie, do our SOPPs specify that a quorum is a majority?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Wayne is not in the room and he could give us that answer immediately.  Wayne, do you SOPPs specify that a quorum is one more than -- Is a quorum a simple majority for the SSC according to our SOPPs?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  The SOPPs doesn’t address what is a quorum.  It just states that we will use Roberts Rules of Order in carrying out our business.

DR. CRABTREE:  Then to follow, what does Roberts Rules of Order -- Does that say a quorum is a majority or what is our practice?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Typically a majority.  I can look and see -- I’ve got the book with me and I can look and see what they say in the way of exceptions to that, but typically we’ve operated, as a council, assuming that the quorum would be the majority, nine persons out of the seventeen voting members.

DR. CRABTREE:  I guess my concern would be when you have sixteen members and we have a relatively small turnout that you’re not likely to have the diversity and you could be missing key people and they could come to a different recommendation than if you did have a quorum.

Maybe there’s a way to manage that diversity in terms of defining what a quorum is, but I suspect that’s complicated and I’m not sure how to do it, but that would be my fear.

MR. FRUGE:  Not being real familiar with the SSC and its operation, I was just going to ask over the recent, say the last year or so, what’s been the average attendance at the meetings?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Does staff have a number for us of average SSC committee attendance?  Trish is going to work on that.  If we were going to define a quorum in terms of diversity of expertise, what types of expertise would need to be there in order to have that represented?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  We structured our Standing SSC of sixteen members so that we typically have three population dynamics experts, three fishery economists, three sociologist/anthropologist types, and three general biologists and in our case, we have one expert on marine law and one person that’s used to the state management system.
We structured it that way because we viewed them as being the peer group review for all our actions and the standing committee normally meets with a special committee of three to five or six persons that are usually biologists particularly knowledgeable of a particular fishery.  I guess you have that other special group as part of the expertise.  They’re just particularly knowledgeable of the biology of that particular fishery.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I’m just brainstorming here.  One approach would be that a quorum would be composed of one population dynamics person, one fishery economist, one social anthropology person, one biologist, one -- Now we get down to it.  If the marine law person or the one state management person aren’t there -- One general and so that would be five people if you had that diversity of interests represented that could be a quorum.  I’m brainstorming and is there any response to that idea?

DR. CRABTREE:  I guess Trish is going to look to see what the attendance record is.  Do we, Wayne, have any standard policy where we write members who have been absentee for X number of meetings and ask whether they want to stay on or not or do we have any sort of set policy of how we go about removing people who aren’t attending or what do we do?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  We reappoint or appoint our members every two years and rather than going ahead and taking any action during one year, the council has typically waited until the end of that two-year period and then it does take into consideration the attendance record of all the persons, the AP and the SSC and so forth, and not reappoint those persons that have poor attendance records.

That’s been frequently used and it occurs at an interval of every two years and so we have not contacted the persons other than just not reappointing them.

MR. SIMPSON:  I thought there was an instrument at the end of that two-year period in which we asked would you like to continue to serve and you’re saying we haven’t done that?  I thought we had done that.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  No, we ask everyone whether they want to be considered for reappointment.

MR. SIMPSON:  Roy, there’s an instrument that says yes, we would like to serve and then there’s an evaluation of the SSC selection.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I’m trying to urge a discussion about quorum here and SSC size.  Some people think if you’re not getting enough people at a meeting you should reduce the number of people on the committee and then it would be easier to reach a quorum.

Other people think that if you’re not getting enough participation you should have a bigger group, in order to create more of a critical mass.  I’m just trying to get some discussion going here. 

MR. HORN:  These folks on these special panels that we’ve set up, the council has historically tried to get really quality people and I think we have, for the most part.  The problem we’ve got is that pool of individuals has not really changed a whole lot since I’ve been around.

Every time we talk about members of these panels, the same names keep coming up.  They’re obviously people with historical knowledge and have done a good job with their information and what they do as far as their backgrounds are concerned and it just appears that we don’t have a lot of new names or new people to draw from.

I personally think that if you reduce the value of a quorum to a much smaller number, you’re going to lose a lot of your objectivity of what the group actually does.  I would like to see us either try to search out some new individuals, if that’s possible.

Even if we get someone who may not be -- People who may not be quite what we feel are the top-notch folks -- We’ve got some folks on here that’s been around for a long time on this SSC list.  Chuck Adams has been around a long time, Jim Cowen, Sandra Diamond, Billy Fuls, Doug Gregory, and on and on and Al Jones.  There’s lots and lots of folks.
Surely there’s got to be somebody, even if it’s just a matter of a few extra folks, maybe we should -- I think maybe we should consider expanding the number in order to get a quorum, but maybe we’re not looking hard enough for new individuals, I don’t know.

As long as we still have this core of folks that have been around a long time, that sure makes a lot of difference when you have people that are familiar with the issues and the history of the fisheries and what have you.  That really does help a lot, but it’s hard for people to do these things.  More and more there’s other issues and other things for people to do.

Last week Larry had his meeting and there’s meetings in Washington and there’s meetings in Tampa and these same people get called on all the time and it’s hard to travel that much and get away from your families, whether you get paid or not.  The issue of paying them has been mentioned and so just like all of us, it’s hard for us to do things a lot of times.

I would like to see us continue with a majority and maybe try to seek out some new names and expand the group in order to try to get a quorum and then if you just happen to hit that lucky deal where we have fifteen of them there, you just have it.

MR. HENDRIX:  I agree with Mr. Horn.  I think we definitely need to look for more people.  A lot of these people have other substantial responsibilities or otherwise they wouldn’t be qualified to serve in the first place.

At the same time, I think the most important part of this group getting together is the diversity of the representation or it seems to be.  A larger pool would certainly help that, too.

MR. WILLIAMS:  I’m curious.  If we just scheduled two regular meetings a year of the SSC and you knew six months and a year in advance, would that make it easier?  I’m going to assume that Cowen and Diamond and maybe Chuck Adams are busy and they just can’t get away.  I don’t know why they’re not here, but if they had known six months or nine months or twelve months in advance and put it on their calendar, do you think it’s more likely they would be here?  I guess I’m asking any of the SSC members.

MR. BARBIERI:  I can speak from experience that that would help a lot, from my perspective.  I actually am also a member of the Management and Science Committee for Atlantic States Commission and our meetings are scheduled like this.  I was just explaining it to some of the other SSC members here.

That helps allow my planning, because I plan other things around those two meetings, which I always expect to fall within a certain time period, so many a year, scheduled regularly around the same time and that helps a lot.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Just a follow-up on that.  On this one, how much lead were we able to give them on this?

MS. MORRIS:  I think we decided in January that we wanted to invite them to attend the March meeting and so a couple of months.

MR. WILLIAMS:  Maybe that’s not enough for a lot of these folks.  Walter has his schedule.  I’m thinking we’re missing so many of the academics.  Well, I guess we’ve got three.  People that are teaching classes and so on, I know it’s probably difficult for them to get away.

Following up on what Phil said, Phil suggested maybe we need to get some new blood, but gee, we did that.  We put Will Patterson on here and he’s a new academic and we were hoping he would come and he’s not here and somebody else is new on here.  I don’t remember who it was, but we were thinking -- Bill Lindahl is new.  Bill’s retired and why isn’t he here?  We just stuck him on a little while ago.  He has resigned already?

Walter, let me ask you directly.  Would more lead time help?  You’re going to have to speak for Chuck Adams and the ones I know, Jim Cowen and Sandy Diamond.  Do you think they would be more likely to be here if they had six, nine, twelve months notice?

DR. KEITHLY:  I think the fewer the number of meetings the more likely other people would come.  I’m not so sure of the lead time, the major issue.  I say that only because one of the members called me up about Tuesday of last week, I think it was Tuesday, and said is there going to be a quorum, because I’m getting pretty tied up right now and I won’t come if there’s a quorum.

I called up Dawn and Dawn said as of now only four people have said they’re not coming and she said I’ve asked them five times now or whatever to tell me if they’re not coming and so I’m guessing that a large number of people since Wednesday something came up and cancelled their plans to come here.  I don’t think the lead time is a major issue.

MR. GREGORY:  If fixed meetings could be arranged, I think it would help, even though -- I think it would help.  The impression I’ve had, versus council staff person, because I would hear complaints from the SSC, and now being on the SSC for a decade, to me it was one of the members not feeling like they were empowered and they lost interest.
I don’t know if that’s true and that’s why I like the idea of a survey, of sorts, to see if we can get at the real reasons for the lack of attendance and motivation.  I’ve always thought it was empowerment and that’s why in my comments you see everything I’ve suggested is a way of making the SSC more a part of the process and not what some people appear to think is an afterthought.

My vision of the SSC is a body that is not a filter, per se, but is a mechanism for review of all analytical information and scientific information going to the council to help protect the council from biased information.

That’s a real task and that’s a real job, but that requires much like I think it was the Pacific Council.  They actually meet with the -- The Pacific SSC meets with the Pacific Council every time at the beginning of the week and goes through the same documents the council goes through.

I’m not suggesting that, but if we met in between each council meeting and if we reviewed what the council decided at the previous meeting and we reviewed what the council is going to do at the next meeting -- That may be an impossible task on staff, because I know staff, having been one, is always catching up to the meeting deadlines, but if we were a part of the overall process and an integral part, I think you would get a lot more participation and that’s why I pushed for ideas like the list serve and other things that would make us feel like more a part of the process.

Now I’ve assumed that that’s the problem.  I don’t know if it is, but from the comments I’ve heard -- The financial part of it I don’t think is a major problem.  I’ve only heard one SSC member really make a big deal out of that.  Clearly everybody wants a little extra money, but I don’t think that’s why we have poor attendance, with the exception of maybe one individual.

Fixed meetings would be helpful, but I would suggest at least quarterly so that we can help the council in its process of developing, like we’re doing at this meeting, an options paper.  We’re here at that.  The council is responding to our requests and I appreciate that and I think it will take time for this empowerment to be obvious to the ones that feel alienated or have become less interested than they originally were.

MR. VERNON MINTON:  I was thinking along the same lines.  I’ve been to a number of these meetings and the empowerment or I guess the other side of the story is they don’t listen to us anyway.

I was wondering, maybe for Walter or anyone with the SSC, do you think there might be some hesitation on participation at this time because of the Magnuson reauthorization and a restructuring of the SSC and possibly some more empowering going on and waiting to see how that all falls out?

DR. KEITHLY:  Vernon, I don’t think that is relevant in terms of the number of SSC members that are coming to the meetings.  Ask Doug, but I don’t think it’s really relevant.

MR. GUILLEN:  I was going to second what Doug was saying.  I think that everybody’s time is valuable, but if you feel like your word is being heard and you’re having significant input, you’re much more likely to attend.

Also, the planned meetings is really, from my standpoint, a real important thing and being an academic, the only reason I wouldn’t come is there’s something that I didn’t know was there’s a meeting coming up and far enough in advance and I had a class scheduled or something like that.  Other than that, I’ll show up and the main thing is getting something scheduled on one of my class dates and even if I knew far enough in advance, if few always met in the middle of March, I would just lock that date in.

MR. DAUGHDRILL:  To Phil’s point, I have a question.  First, I agree with him on adding numbers, but where do we get our list of names and do we ever go back to the SSC members to try to get additional peers from them to add to that list?  One more question is why do we not have -- I know at one of Corky Perret’s -- When he was on Capital Hill, the group there were actually asking us to have joint meetings with the SSC members, like we’re doing today, and why do we not do more of that?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  In answer to the second question, we’ve decided to start doing that and I guess I would turn to Mr. Swingle to answer the first question of how we solicit interest in the SSC and where we are in that cycle.  I think we’re in the off year, is that right?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Yes, we’re in the off year.  We’ll appoint them next March and usually our solicitation goes mainly to the council members for the SSCs.  For the APs, we go out with news releases requesting interested persons to consider applying and we use our newsletter and everything as a request for both the AP and SSC and so forth, but I guess that’s pretty much with the only groups that we check with, is the public and the council members.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  What ideas do the SSC members here have regarding how we could more effectively look for new interest or new talent to join the SSC?  

DR. KEITHLY:  I think certainly all the SSC members could simply recommend names of colleagues to any of the council members and that would probably increase the possible list of at least university personnel right away.

MR. BARBIERI:  I just have a question.  Are you suggesting that we increase the SSC, the numbers, the pool, or is this a substitution that you’re proposing?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Some people, Mr. Horn and Mr. Daughdrill, have suggested increasing the number of people on the SSC.  I was thinking more in terms of decreasing the number of members of the SSC so that we would be more likely to get a quorum.  

We have a variety of opinions expressed on that, but my question that I just posed was when we are preparing for next March for our once every two years appointment of members of the SSC, in addition to looking at the attendance and excused and unexcused absences of the current members, we’re always looking for names of new people to join.  Yes, that would be a substitution idea. 

Let me try to summarize the good ideas that everybody seems to feel comfortable with at this point in time.  It seems like everybody was positive about the idea of setting up some kind of message board on the website for the Gulf Council that would make it easier for SSC members to directly communicate with each other.  Am I right that everybody feels like that would be a good idea?

Another thing that I think everybody is feeling good about is that we would first have staff produce sort of an inventory of the reasons that people don’t attend and then Joachim and maybe Mike would work together to develop a survey of current SSC members regarding these issues of empowerment or inconvenience or just to get more information.  I guess we leave it up to you to figure out what the questions would be leading from that analysis of why people aren’t attending meetings.  Am I right that everybody feels comfortable that that would be a good step to take?

Then we have this idea that we should try scheduling six months in advance a predictable cycle of two meetings a year of the SSC so that members could arrange their schedules well in advance.  I would like to add a caveat to those, that those would be co-located with a council meeting.  Does that seem like a good idea to pursue?  Okay.

Then the final thing that it seems like everybody is in agreement on is that prior to the once every two years work that we do to appoint members to the SSC we would ask SSC members themselves to recommend names and résumés of people who might be good additions or substitutions.  Do people feel comfortable with that set of steps that we would take to try to improve an effective working relationship between the council and the SSC, in addition to a more active and involved SSC?

DR. KEITHLY:  I have just a point of clarification.  You mentioned two meetings advertised well in advance for the SSC and would that be two meetings per year that the SSC would have in total or just two meetings that we would know the dates well in advance?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I was thinking of that latter and that we always run into situations where the council needs advice from the SSC on a kind of unpredicted sometime in the next two months we really need to hear from you and maybe those could be telephone conference meetings or a mixture of face-to-face and telephone conference, but that we would know that we would have these two standard meetings a year in conjunction with the council and anything that could be scheduled on that time table would be, but other things would have to be filled in in between.

MR. BARBIERI:  Perhaps one thing as a suggestion that I would add to that -- This would not resolve the quorum issue, but in terms of input, perhaps we would allow people to provide their input by sending their review comments or suggestions or whatever by email or snail mail, whatever way.

Many times we are asked to review materials and if we cannot be physically present at a meeting or join a video conference or teleconference, we could perhaps just send our input to the council and that input would be taken into account.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Thank you, Luiz.  If we’re comfortable with that part of the discussion, I would like to move on to an issue that the council struggled with in January and we wanted to get the SSC’s input on it.

It’s the issue of whether in a full benchmark SEDAR assessment, after the Council of Independent Experts reviews the results of SEDAR, should the SSC also review the results of SEDAR.  One view expressed by the council discussion was that they should and one view was that they shouldn’t.

At our last council meeting, we came to the point of suggesting that we wouldn’t expect the SSC to review every benchmark SEDAR assessment, but that if either the council voted that they wanted the SSC to review the assessment or the council chair and the relevant committee chair both agreed that they wanted the SSC to review it, then we would ask the SSC to do it at that time.  We would like your response to that idea, which is kind of where the council ended up when we discussed this in January.

MR. BARBIERI:  Just a matter of clarification, but I thought, at least for the Gulf Council, we were supposed to have an SSC representative attending each one of those SEDAR meetings.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Yes, that is our intention.  Is that right, Wayne?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  The issue really is we have been using the SSC as the final peer group review of the SEDAR products and really, they have a contract in which they have a group of independent experts that basically serve to be the final review in each one of those SEDAR assessments and our council wrestled with whether the SSC should continue their peer group review or not and there was a disagreement, as Ms. Morris pointed out.

The issue now is whether if the council or the council chair and committee chair indicated the SSC should review it then the SSC would review the benchmark assessment or otherwise they would not review it at all.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Yes, but it is our standard procedure to appoint SSC members to attend the data workshop and to attend the assessment workshop and to attend the review workshop as observers and then the other nuance of our discussion in January was that SEDAR also does updates, not the benchmark assessments, but updates of previous benchmark assessments, and there is no CIE review of the updates and we would like the SSC to continue to be the peer review committee for the updates in those situations.  Do you understand the kind of role that we’re parsing out here?  We want your response to that.

MR. GREGORY:  I was one of the ones that thought the SSC should be the gatekeeper for all the assessments, including the benchmark, and the main reason is -- I hearken back to the yellowtail stock assessment that you were part of, Luiz, and at that time, the SSC had active participation in the review workshop.

Now, the SSC role is simply to observe.  That doesn’t mean they can’t comment, but there is a different level of comment if you’re at the table as a full partner or if you’re just there as an observer.

The yellowtail CIE review panel got extremely off base on the first day of the meeting and if a couple of us hadn’t been pretty vocal and really discussed it with them further, the whole stock assessment would have gone into a completely different direction. 

That’s why I feel like the SSC would help ground the outsiders into the existing fishery.  That may still occur with the observers, I don’t know, but that was my experience and my concern, that the SSC’s role is being diminished even further than what it’s been diminished already.

MR. GUILLEN:  It sounds to me like they just need to kind of meld this together.  I think everybody is really busy and doesn’t want to duplicate efforts, but if there’s some way we can make that stronger just as an observer, then maybe we can --
MR. BARBIERI:  That was exactly my thought, that perhaps -- I don’t know how much influence we would have to make a suggestion to the Science Center to perhaps review the whole SEDAR process and reintroduce some of our input at that level, of the review level, instead of duplicating the effort.

DR. JONES:  I think it would help to have SSC input at all the levels of the SEDAR process, both the data workshop, the assessment workshop, and the CIE review workshop.  I think getting that participation all the way along would help in the end and would, certain extent, obviate the need for another review at the end.

I think what you get when you get a SEDAR assessment is the best possible stock assessment that you can, because in the Council of Independent Experts you have people who are worldly recognized as experts in population dynamics and population biology.

In a sense, there’s not much to criticize in a stock assessment that has come from the CIE review process.  It will be the best there is in methodology.  That doesn’t mean necessarily that it is correct, because, again, remember that a stock assessment is merely a model of reality and I think oftentimes, and I’ll agree with Doug on this point, that very often it may be advantageous to have another look at a stock assessment to see to what extent you think it verifies with reality and how real do you think it is and does it represent the actual situation that’s out there on the water.

If the council is able to, when it thinks it needs and wishes to have a review of a SEDAR assessment and requests that of the SSC, I think that would be very appropriate and good insurance, but normally, I think it would improve the process to have SSC people -- It would help the council to have SSC people involved along the total process so that their input can get in through the successive steps.  I’m sorry if that was a little convoluted.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Albert, what you described is exactly what we’re proposing as the new role and that would be that we would appoint SSC members to participate in the data workshop and the assessment workshop and to be observers and commenters at the review workshop and that if after the SEDAR process was over either the council by vote or the council chair and the relevant committee chair felt it was important for the SSC to review the CIE review or the whole SEDAR outcome, we would ask you to do that.
MR. GUILLEN:  On this potential role of the SSC to sit on the data workshop and the assessment workshop, are you all envisioning one or two people following it through the whole process for continuity or different people for each workshop?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Wayne, do you want to reply to that?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Essentially we try to have different persons at each one of the things from the SSC.

MR. GUILLEN:  I just see value in both approaches.  The nice thing, if you had somebody, you could kind of follow through the whole thought process from the beginning to the end.  At the same time, that’s a significant time commitment, too.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I want to turn your attention to Tab E-4(a).  This is some language highlighted in red that the council staff has added to our SOPPs that would do what we’ve been talking about and I know that Wayne preambled this whole discussion with the reality that depending on the Magnuson reauthorization we may have to revise this section of SOPPs, but if the members of both committees could quickly review this highlighted in red language at Tab 4(a) and see if you agree that this gets us where we’ve been talking about, in terms of the role of the SSC in benchmark and update assessments.

DR. JONES:  I would suggest in the red section in Tab E-4(a) that on the third line from the bottom, starting with “SSC” that it read: SSC members or a set of members may be asked to attend the data, assessment, and review workshops as observers or participants and provide comments to the council.”
It would add the words data and assessment workshops to the review workshops and it would add “participants” after “observers.”

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Does everybody understand and accept that?  I think I would just say that I think our intention is that SSC members would be participants in the data and assessment workshops and they would be observers in the review workshop.  That’s our intention of how it would work.

MR. HENDRIX:  There’s not a discussion of the participation of the benchmark assessment, is there?  Of the SSC, that is.  I understood the SSC was going to be involved in that as well.  Am I missing something?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Earlier in the paragraph it talks about benchmark assessments and update assessments and then it goes back to the language that Albert is amending that addresses the benchmark assessments.  Is there any further discussion of -- I think those are good suggestions, Albert.  Are there any objections to those?

MR. WILLIAMS:  No objection.  It sort of leaves you hanging though as to what the involvement of the SSC is with the updated assessment, doesn’t it?

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  I think if you turn to the next page, the final paragraph before the underlined new heading, it specifies the role for the SSC in the update stock assessments.  The third paragraph on page 2:  The SSC will also advise the council on the adequacy of scientific information and support analysis in the update stock assessments.

Then at the top of the third page, there’s a sentence that’s been added: When deemed appropriate, the SSC will attend the council meeting.  Can I -- If there’s no further discussion, would you like to recommend to full council that we adopt these changes to the SOPPs, with the amendment that Albert suggested?

DR. CRABTREE:  I have a question.  Maybe I missed something, but is it clear from the language here that the SSC will serve as the reviewers of the updates?  It says that the updated assessment does not include the CIE review workshop. My understanding has been that the SSC will review updated assessments.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  If you go to page 2 of this Tab E, Number 4(a), the third paragraph down specifies the role of the SSC in relation to update assessments.

MR. GREGORY:  In that same sentence, where it starts with “SSC members or a subset,” it says “may be asked.”  Are there any reasons why no SSC members would be asked?  I would think that would be “shall,” that the SSC members or a subset of members shall be asked to attend.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Are you on the first page, Doug?

MR. GREGORY:  Yes, the sentence that Albert modified.  I’m thinking the “may” would better read as “shall.”

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  How about “will?”  Any further discussion?

MR. WILLIAMS:  It would read then that the SSC or a subset of the SSC may be asked to attend the data, assessment, and review workshops and then if Al would help out after that.  I didn’t get the rest of it.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  As participants or observers.  Any further discussion on these proposed changes to the SOPPs?  Do you want to recommend these to full council at this meeting?  Can I have a motion to do that?

MR. WILLIAMS:  I would move the changes.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Is there a second?  Second by Mr. Hendrix and moved by Mr. Williams.  Any further discussion?  All those in favor say aye; opposed like sign.  The motion passes.
DR. CRABTREE:  I have just one concern, and this has come up at a number of I think SEDAR Steering Committees and things.  If we have SSC members, for example, participating in the update assessment workshops, then we need to be careful that we aren’t having SSC members review their own work and so there needs to be some sort of consciousness of keeping things separate along those lines.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Right.  It’s very important in the SEDAR process that the review team have not -- That nobody on the review team have participated in the -- Are there data and assessment workshops for updates as well?

DR. CRABTREE:  Ii would think there would be.  They would probably be abbreviated some.  Maybe Steve Turner could comment on that.  My point is if we are going to have those kind of workshops and we put SSC members on as participants, then we potentially need to be conscious that we could come up with some sort of conflict there.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SWINGLE:  Roy, are you sure, in the case of an update, that we’ll even really have a data and assessment workshop?  I thought it could very easily work out that the Southeast Fisheries Science Center would take the responsibility of developing the assessment, as they did in the past, and then it would just be reviewed by our SSC before it went to the council.  That’s a question I really have for the SEDAR Steering Committee.

DR. CRABTREE:  I’m not sure, Wayne.  The language in here says that the update may be completed by the Southeast Fisheries Science Center or under an abbreviated SEDAR process.  Steve Turner is here and he might could comment on how they’ve done them.  I know we’ve done some updates on the South Atlantic side, but I’m not sure we’ve done very many updates on the Gulf side.

CHAIRMAN MORRIS:  Dr. Turner, do you have anything to say?  Not a thing.  Mr. Turner has not participated in an update assessment and has no comment.  Any other business before the joint committee?  

I want to thank the SSC members who are present for their constructive thoughts about improving the operations of the SSC and thank them in advance for their assistance in our deliberations on the shrimp and reef fish and grouper allocation issues that we’re seeking your assistance here today on and appreciate your willingness to participate early in the process on these amendments, because we hope that it will improve our work and improve our working relationship with you.  This committee is adjourned.

(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 4:10 o’clock p.m., March 20, 2006.)
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