February 18, 2022

Peter Hood

Branch Chief

NMFS Southeast Regional Office
263 13th Avenue South

St. Petersburg, FL 33701

Re:  Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of Mexico; Amendment 53 Proposed Rule (Red
Grouper Reallocation); 87 Fed. Reg. 2737 (Jan. 19, 2022)

Dear Mr. Hood:

The Gulf of Mexico Reef Fish Shareholders’ Alliance (“Shareholders’ Alliance™) is the largest
organization of commercial snapper and grouper fishermen in the Gulf of Mexico. We work
hard to ensure that our fisheries are sustainably managed so our fishing businesses can thrive and
our fishing communities can exist for future generations. We are the harvesters that provide
much of the American public with a reliable source of domestically-caught wild Gulf seafood,
and we do this through a philosophy that sustainable seafood and profitable fishing businesses
depend on healthy fish populations.

The Gulf of Mexico Reef Fish Shareholders’ Alliance (“Shareholders’ Alliance™) represents
commercial fishermen who hold individual fishing quota (“IFQ”) shares authorizing them to
harvest and sell red grouper and other reef fish from the Gulf of Mexico. The Shareholders’
Alliance is the premier organization representing commercial reef fish fishermen in the Gulf of
Mexico with members across all five Gulf states.

The Shareholders’ Alliance urges the National Marine Fisheries Service (“NMFS”) to
disapprove Amendment 53. This action turns the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and
Management Act (“MSA”) on its head: it would weaken conservation measures for the red
grouper stock, while simultaneously decreasing the yields the stock can produce. The end result
is lower harvests, but higher risk of overfishing. This simply makes no sense, and violates
fundamental provisions of the MSA.
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The Shareholders’ Alliance previously submitted comments on Amendment 53 through counsel
and we incorporate those comments here by reference.! We write separately in response to the
Proposed Rule to highlight specific problems with Amendment 53, and include a number of
attachments with this submission.

Recreational Sector Discards Must Be Addressed

NMEFS’s new Fishing Effort Survey (“FES”) indicates that recreational anglers are discarding far
more red grouper (and other reef fish) than previously estimated. Annual recreational sector
discards of red grouper have exceeded 8 million fish.? Recent analyses indicate that private
anglers catch and discard roughly eight red grouper to keep one—with an assumed 11.6%
discard mortality rate, private anglers are essentially killing and discarding dead one red grouper
for each one taken home.?

This is a waste that Amendment 53 locks in going forward, in violation of MSA requirements to
minimize bycatch to the extent practicable.* These high levels of recreational sector discards
also “increase substantially the uncertainty concerning total fishing-related mortality, which
makes it more difficult to assess the status of stocks, to set the appropriate [optimum yield
(“OY™”)] and define overfishing levels, and to ensure that OY's are attained and overfishing levels
are not exceeded.” A foundational premise of Amendment 53 is that these discards are an
acceptable management outcome.

Taking Fish From Commercial Fishermen to Cover Recreational Dead Discards Is Unfair

In contrast with the recreational sector, discards of red grouper by commercial fishermen have
decreased dramatically in recent years.® “The number of [commercial sector] discards dropped
substantially beginning in 2013 with vertical line discards estimated under 100,000 fish through
2017.”" Those reductions contribute to higher ACLs, which benefit all sectors. But under
Amendment 53, “total landings have to be constrained more to account for the greater numbers
of dead discards from recreational red grouper fishing.”® So the benefits contributed by the
commercial sector’s reduced discards are more than wiped out by the recreational sector’s
increased discards from reallocation.

It is only fair that each sector be responsible for its own dead discards. Each sector’s ACL
should include that sector’s dead discards, and then each sector would have incentives to

! Letter from J. Timothy Hobbs, K&L Gates LLP, to Peter Hood, NMFS, on behalf of A.P. Bell Fish Company,
Southern Offshore Fishing Association, and the Shareholders’ Alliance, in response to the Notice of Availability for
Amendment 53, 86 Fed. Reg. 70078 (Dec. 9, 2021).

2 Amendment 53 at p. 37, Table 3.1.6.

3 SBRM 5-Year Review (Jan. 13, 2022) (attached) at p. 12 (showing that private anglers landed 307,000 red grouper
and discarded 2.4 million; at an assumed 11.6% mortality rate (Am. 53 at p. 196), anglers are discarding dead
278,400 red grouper to take home 307,000).

416 U.S.C. 8§ 1851(a)(9); 1853(a)(11).

®>50 C.F.R. § 600.350(b).

& Amendment 53 at p. 198, Figure B.1.

” Amendment 53 at p. 199.

8 Amendment 53 at p. Xiv.
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minimize bycatch and bycatch mortality in order to increase landings. Punishing the commercial
sector by reducing its quota to account for dead discards by recreational anglers is not fair and
equitable as required by National Standard 4.°

NMES Has Already Implemented an Unlawful Reallocation

The recreational sector’s ACL is 1.0 million pounds as codified in NMFS regulations.® Yet
even though the “Southeast Fisheries Science Center (SEFSC) has determined the MRIP-FES
data represent the best scientific information available for recreational landings,”** NMFS is not
using that best available science to track usage of the recreational sector’s 1.0 million pound
codified quota. Instead, NMFS has assumed that the recreational sector’s quota should actually
be 2.10 million pounds.!? Thus, by permitting the recreational sector to catch 2.10 million
pounds and holding the commercial sector to its 3.16 million pound ACL, NMFS has unilaterally
changed the allocation already from 76% commercial / 24% recreational (as set by the FMP) to
60% commercial / 40% recreational. Amendment 53 would merely codify what NMFS has
already done behind the scenes. This is grossly unlawful.t®

Indeed, NMFS contends that reallocation under Amendment 53 “distributes the reductions in
ACLs [from changing the management “currency” to FES] more equitably,” because “both the
commercial and recreational ACLs would be reduced by approximately the same amount (18-
20% for the commercial sector and 18-19% for the recreational sector).”** But these percentage
figures are flawed. They assume the recreational sector already has a 40% allocation (2.10mp of
a fictional 5.26mp total ACL). So, these purported percentage reductions resulting from
Amendment 53 actually exclude the effect of reallocation. In reality, the codified quota for the
recreational sector is increasing by 73% (from 1.0mp to 1.73mp), while the commercial quota
decreases by 32% (from 3.72mp to 2.53mp) from what the commercial sector would get by
merely changing the currency to FES units but keeping the current allocation split (Action 1, Alt.
2).

Automatic Reallocations Based on FES Are Arbitrary

916 U.S.C. § 1851(a)(4).

050 C.F.R. 8 622.41(e)(2)(iv).

1 Amendment 53 at p. 104.

12 Amendment 53 at p. xx (Table 1); p. 20 (“The current ACT is being tracked using MRIP-CHTS equivalent
landings.”); p. 151 (“Currently, recreational landings for red grouper (as well as many other reef fish) are calculated
in MRIP-FES, and must be converted to MRIP-CHTS for quota monitoring.”); p. xxiii (Action 1 “would preclude
the need to convert landings [in FES] back to MRIP-CHTS for management”; “Alternative 1 would continue
monitoring landings using MRIP-CHTS units, which are not considered the best scientific information available.”);
p. 16 (“although Alternative 2 retains the current percentage allocation, it would result in a decrease in the
recreational ACL when compared to the MRIP-FES equivalent of 2.10 million pounds”).

13 NMFS has taken similar actions in the past to benefit the recreational sector. See 82 Fed. Reg. 27777, 27779
(June 19, 2017) (NMFS re-opening the private angler fishing season for red snapper, despite projecting that “the
private recreational sector will substantially exceed its annual catch limit” as a result, and delay stock rebuilding by
six years). NMFS projected it could get away with this action because the MSA does not permit temporary
restraining orders. See attached memo to Secretary of Commerce Wilbur Ross (“you action would remain in effect
for at least 45 days before a court could act”).

14 Amendment 53 at p. 294.
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Even assuming that NMFS’s new Fishing Effort Survey (“FES”) accurately shows that anglers
have been catching more fish than previously estimated, that finding should not automatically
trigger a reallocation in favor of the recreational sector based on historical landings estimates
recalibrated into FES “units.” Retrospectively adjusting historical landings estimates from thirty
years ago is fraught with uncertainty; there is widespread discomfort with (and scientific
criticism of'®) the accuracy of such revised estimates for use in making allocation decisions. The
Gulf Council itself has expressed reservations with these data.'® Those reservations should be
resolved before proceeding with any reallocation based on such data.

Moreover, revised recreational landings estimates based on FES do not provide a complete
picture necessary for allocation decisions. Had these estimates been known about earlier, they
would have been plugged into stock assessments and generated higher OFLs, ABCs, and ACLs
for both sectors. The commercial sector would have had an opportunity to increase its harvests
as well. Amendment 53 does not even consider this reality.

NMFS attempted to re-create historical ACLs based on FES calibrations for other species like
king mackerel.}” No similar attempt was made for red grouper. Our understanding is that
attempting to calculate historical ACLs going back to the years used for red grouper allocation
(1986-2005) was difficult. But without undertaking that exercise, reallocation is just a one-way
ratchet in which only the recreational sector can ever benefit. In that regard, red grouper
reallocation under Amendment 53 is similar to red snapper reallocation under Amendment 28,
which a court struck down as not fair and equitable as required by National Standard 4.

In addition, as described above, FES also shows that recreational anglers have been discarding
far more fish than previously estimated, and this new information about discards and resulting
fishing mortality must be factored into allocation decisions.

Other Councils, such as the South Atlantic and Mid-Atlantic Fishery Management Councils, are
also contending with FES calibrations, but neither is taking the approach that the Gulf Council is
taking by automatically reallocating based on FES-calibrated historical landings for the
recreational sector. In approving the Councils’ actions, it is arbitrary and unfair for NMFS to
treat commercial fishermen in the Gulf differently than fishermen in other regions, especially
when the NMFS Southeast Regional Office oversees - and the same staff work with - both the
Gulf and South Atlantic Councils.

The Gulf Council Should Follow Its Own Allocation Policy

15 Thunberg, E.M. and C.M. Fulcher 2006. Testing the stability of recreational fishing probabilities. In Sumaila,
U.R. and D.A. Marsden (eds.) 2005 North American Association of Fisheries Economists Forum Proceedings.
Fisheries Centre Research Reports 14(1). Fisheries Centre, the University of British Columbia, Vancouver, Canada,
at 176.

16 Letter from Mara Levy, NOAA GC, to Dale Diaz, Gulf Council Chair, dated January 24, 2022 at 1 (““‘consensus
has not been reached on which of the survey methods [Marine Recreational Information Program or various state
surveys] is both most precise and accurate with respect to producing private recreational red snapper catch and effort
data,”” quoting the Gulf Council’s letter to NMFS requesting analysis under National Standard 6).

17 See attachments.

18 Guindon v. Pritzker, 240 F. Supp. 3d 181 (D.D.C. 2017).
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Under the Gulf Council’s allocation policy, FES data recalibration should have triggered a
comprehensive allocation review.'® That review begins with an assessment of current
management objectives, whether the existing allocation is meeting those objectives, and whether
adjusting the allocation could better meet management objectives.?’ An allocation review does
not begin with the premise that one sector should receive a greater allocation,? but that is
precisely what happened with Amendment 53 when NMFS initiated the reallocation motion that
instigated the Amendment 53 process in October 2019.

For all of these reasons we urge NMFS to disapprove Amendment 53. Thank you for
considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Eric Brazer
Deputy Director

19 Amendment 53 at p. 255.

2 Amendment 53 at p. 227 (“An allocation review is a structured review of current allocations based on adaptive
management (i.e., evaluating successful attainment of management objectives) to determine if further action is
required. The purpose is to determine if current management objectives are being achieved through the existing
allocation...”).

2L Amendment 53 at p. 223 (“To this end, the working group clarifies that "review" is the evaluation described in the
preceding paragraph that leads to the decision of whether or not the development and analysis of new alternatives is
warranted, and is not, in and of itself, an implicit trigger to consider new alternatives.”).
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INTRODUCTION

» The SEFSC was asked to provide sensitivity runs of the Gulf of Mexico
King Mackerel stock assessment model to demonstrate the effects of
changes made to the recreational catch/discard data (CHTS vs. FES)
and shrimp bycatch (2013 estimate vs. 2020 estimate).

 Note: An earlier attempt to address this request more directly (by
replacing the CHTS statistics in the 2014 base model with FES
estimates) resulted in model instability, and did not produce reliable
results.
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METHODS

 Data and model used to configure the four king mackerel runs

Baseline: SEDAR

SEDAR 38U
Base

38 (2014)
DATA / Model Used |Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Terminal Year 2012 2012 2012 2017
SEDAR 38 X
SEDAR 38U X X X
CHTS X
FES X X X
Shimp 2012 X X
Shrimp 2020 X X
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OFL and ABC Projections

« OFL = the 50" percentile of the projection of Fpra,
 ABC = the 43 percentile (P*) of the projection of Fgpr,
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Model 1 Model 2

[ Retaine OFL | ABC pe = Retaine OFL | ABC

Re s u Its 0.43 d Yield ABC in | (millien | {million 0.43 d Yield ABC in | (million | (million
YEAR | Lo {mit) ucl MT Ibs) Ibs) YEAR | LCI (mt) | wci MT Ibis) Iiys)
2005 | 3505 | azen | am3s | 4122 | 930 | am 2005 | 3250 | asaz | assa | 3ses | se3 | sas
2016 | 3204 | aoce | as12 | 38se | asa | sse 2016 | 3001 | amre | asa7 | seer | 832 | &am
2017 | 3007 | amse | amio | 3van | as1 | sos 2017 | 2848 | 3676 | asos | 3se2 | 810 | 788
2018 | 2870 | 3756 | ae3a | 3635 | g8 | soi 2018 | 2751 | 3612 | 4473 | 3403 | 7ee | w0
2019 | 2793 | aese | asae | 3ses | aa3 | 7vee 2019 | 2600 | 3573 | aass | sas1 | 7es | 761
2020 | 2733 | 3ea2 | asso | 3517 | soa | v 2020 | 2640 | 3546 | aaaz | 3422 | 7m2 | 758
2021 | 2689 | 3e0a | asao | sams | ves | ver 2021 | 2620 | 3524 | aa29 | sa00 | 77 | ran
2022 | 2656 | 3574 | ada | saa8 | s | e 2022 | 2598 | 3506 | aana | s3sr | vy | vas
2023 | 2630 | 3550 | agee | 3423 [ 73 | 7ss 2023 | 2581 | 491 | aaon | 33es | o | vaz
2024 | 2611 | 3531 | 4451 | 3404 | 778 | 71 2024 | 2568 | 3480 | 4391 | 33sa | 767 | 73
2025 | 2596 | 3516 | aase | z3ee | vs | rar 2025 | 2959 | sav0 | assz | ssas | 7es | 7a7
2026 | 2585 | 3505 | ades | zame | 1vs | vas 2026 | 2951 | 3483 | a37s | s3se | 7ea | 736
2027 | 2576 | 3a96 | ag16 | 330 | v | ras 2027 | 2545 | 3458 | a3ss | s3; | ver | 738

Maodel 3 Model 4

p*= Retaine OFL | ABC p* = Retaine OFL | ABC
0.43 d Yield ABC in | (million | (million 0.43 d ield ABC in | (million | (million
YEAR | Lo {mit) ucl T Ibs) Ibs) YEAR | LCI imt) | wc MT Ibs) Ibs)
2005 | 4445 | ss1z | es7e | s3es | 1235 | 1183 2008 | 4620 | s1e6 | 5771 | s196 | 1145 | 1145
2016 | 4234 | sase | eesz | s2e0 | 1203 | 1186 2019 | az22 | soes | sesa | soes | 1123 | 1123
2017 | 4120 | sa32 | e743 | s251 | 1107 | 1158 2020 | 3866 | swoe | 6342 | 5104 | 1125 | 1125
2018 | aos0 | s421 | e7az | s34 | 1105 | 1154 2021 | 3559 | asar | e32s | asan | 1089 | 108s
2019 | 4030 | s425 | ss20 | s233 | 1108 | 1154 2022 | 3523 | so14 | esoa | so1a | 1108 | 1108
2020 | 4013 | 5431 | esan | s236 | 1107 | 1154 2023 | 3524 | somo | es17 | somo | 1148 | 1118
2021 | 4002 | 5433 | sses | s23e | 1108 | 1154 2024 | 3535 | 5111 | eeer | 5111 | 117 | m1a
2022 | 3994 | 5432 | eav0 | s34 | 1188 | 1154 2025 | 3548 | s1a1 | e73z | sian | 1133 | 1133
2023 | 3988 | sa29 | a7 | sem | 1197 | 1153 2026 | 3560 | 5182 | eves | 5162 | 1138 | 1138
2024 | 3983 | s427 | esv0 | s | 1106 | 1153 2027 | 3see | sive | eves | si7e | 1141 | 11m
2025 | 3980 | s424 | ssse | siee | 1108 | 1152 2028 | 3577 | 5189 | eeon | s1me | 1144 | 1144
2026 | 3977 | 5422 | esss | szaa [ 1185 | 1152 2029 | 3sea | s198 | esiz | s198 | 1146 [ 1148

T 2027 | 3976 | 5421 | esse | sea2 [ 1185 | 1151 2030 | 3580 | sm0a | esi0 | szoa | 1147 | 1147

>, 4

Erer o o
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Results

Table 3. Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) and percent difference from the SEDAR 38
resulting from the four model configurations shown in Table 1 above.

Baseline; SEDAR 38

* Model 2 projections resulted
in an ABC 1-7% lower than
the SEDAR 38 model. These
small changes are due to
revisions to the HB landings
and discards.

DATA / Model Used

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Terminal Year

2012

2012

2012

2017

SEDAR 38

X

SEDAR 38U

X

X

X

CHTS

X

FES

X

X

X

Shimp 2012

X

X

Shrimp 2020

X

X

@ NOAA FISHERIES

Modell [Model2 |Model3 (Modeld4 |[Modell }|Model 2 Model 4
ABC ABC ABC ABC 9% Diff §| 2 Diff 3¢ Diff
{million | (million | (million | (million | from from from
YEAR lbs) Ibs) Ibs) lbs) |SEDAR 3§|SEDAR 38 SEDAR 38
2015 9.09 8.43 11.83 0% -7%
2016 8.59 8.09 11.66 0% -6%
2017 8.25 7.85 11.58 0% -5%
2018 8.01 71.70 11.54 11.45 0% -4% A43%
2019 1.86 7.61 11.54 11.23 0% -3% 43%
2020 1.75 7.55 11.54 11.25 0% -3% 45%
2021 1.67 7.49 11.54 10.89 0% -2% 42%
2022 7.60 7.45 11.54 11.05 0% -2% 45%
2023 1.55 7.42 11.53 11.18 0% -2% 48%
2024 71.51 7.39 11.53 11.27 0% -1% 50%
2025 1.47 71.37 11.52 11.33 0% -1% 52%
2026 7.45 7.36 11.52 11.38 0% -1% 53%
2027 7.43 7.35 11.51 11.41 0% -1% B4%




Results

Table 3. Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) and percent difference from the SEDAR 38

resulting from the four model configurations shown in Table 1 above.

Baseline; SEDAR 38

Modell (Model2 |[Model3 [Modeld |Modell |Model2 Jj|Model3 §Model 4
ABC ABC ABC ABC 9% Diff | 2 Diff 3¢ Diff
» Model 3 projections resulted (million | (million | (million | (million | from | from from
in an ABC 30-55% higher :E?: ;h;!; ;h:; 1I:}3 Ibs) 55:;:3& SED:.:E H| SEDAR 38)SEDAR 38
These changes are due to 2017 | 825 | 7.85 | 11.58 0% 5%
: 2018 | 801 | 770 | 1154 | 1145 0% -4% 43%
FES and the 2020 shrimp 2019 | 786 | 761 | 1154 | 11.23 0% 3% 43%
bycatch. 2020 | 775 | 755 | 1154 | 1125 | 0% 3% 45%
2021 | 767 | 749 | 1154 | 10.89 0% -2% 42%
DATA/ Model Used |Model1 | Model2 | Model3 | Model4 2022 7.60 7.45 11.54 11.05 0% -2% 45%
— e 2023 | 755 | 742 | 1153 | 1118 | 0% -2% 48%
SEDAR 33 _ X X X 2024 | 751 | 739 | 1153 | 11.27 0% 1% 50%
res X X X 2025 | 747 | 737 | 1152 | 11.33 0% 1% 52%
Shimp 2012 X X - - 2026 | 745 | 736 | 1152 | 1138 | o% 1% 53%
2027 | 743 | 735 | 1151 | 11.41 0% 1% 54%
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Results

resulting from the four model configurations shown in Table 1 above.

Baseline; SEDAR 38

Table 3. Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) and percent difference from the SEDAR 38

Modell |Model2 |Model3 |Modeld |[Modell |Model2 Model 4
ABC ABC ABC ABC i i i
»  Model 4 results are the accepted % Diff | % Dift % Dift
o (million | (million | (million | {million | from from from
projections from SEDAR 38U. YEAR | Ibs) | Ibs) | Ibs) | ibs) |separ3s|separss |separ 38
ABCs are 43-54% higher than 2015 | 9.09 243 | 1183 0% 7%
SEDAR38. These changes are due 2016 | 8.59 8.09 | 11.66 0% -6%
to FES, the 2020 shrimp bycatch 2017 | 8125 785 | 11.58 0% -5%
and new years of data since 2018 8.01 7.70 11.54 11.45 0% -4%
SEDAR3S. 2019 1.86 7.61 11.54 11.23 0% -3%
2020 175 7.55 11.54 11.25 0% -3%
2021 1.67 7.45 11.54 10.89 0% -2%
DATA/ Model Used |Model1 | Model2 | Model 3 Model 4 2022 T.60 7.45 11.54 11.05 08 - 3%
Terminal Year 2012 2012 2012 2017
SEDAR 38 X 2023 7.55 7.42 11.53 11.18 0% -2%
zi‘;’;" 38U v X X X 2024 7.51 7.39 11.53 11.27 0% -1%
FES X X X 2025 1.47 71.37 11.52 11.33 0% -1%
Shimp 2012 X X
e - - 2026 | 7.45 | 736 | 1152 | 1138 | o% 1%
2027 7.43 7.35 11.51 11.41 0% -1%
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Results
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Figure 1. ABC projections for Gulf of Mexico King Mackerel
from the four model configuration considered in this study.
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Figure 2. Percent differences between the baseline model (SEDAR
38) ABC projections and the ABCs for the four model
configurations considered in this study for Gulf of Mexico King
Mackerel from.



Conclusions

* The increases in OFL and ABC from SEDAR38 to SEDAR38U are
primarily due to the use of FES recreational statistics.

* New years of data since the previous assessment, the revised
SEDAR38U shrimp bycatch estimates, and revisions to the headboat
landings and discards ALSO caused changes in OFL and ABC.
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Southeast Fisheries Science Center

Sustainable Fisheries Division

Addressing the request made by John Froeschke, Gulf of Mexico Fisheries Management Council
March 16, 2021

Disclaimer: The results presented in this work are intended for within model comparisons only and not
the purposes of management advice of any kind.

The SEFSC was requested to communicate to the GMFMC a comparison of the Gulf of Mexico King
Mackerel stock assessment models towards helping to understand the effects of various changes. Changes
were made to the recreational catch/discard data (CHTS vs. FES) and shrimp bycatch (2013 estimate vs.
2020 estimate). These changes represented the “best available data” at the time of the SEDAR 38U
assessment. The requests made are given Appendix 1 and Appendix 2.

Four models were configured to address this request. Each model isolates a particular model and/or data
set in order to evaluate the effect of each change (Table 1).

Model_1. Baseline model. The SEDAR 38 model used for management advice:
o Use the original SEDAR 38 projection and the resulting OFL and ABC through FY2027.
Model_2. To evaluate any changes due only to the switch from CHTS to FES data:

e Use the SEDAR 38U model, truncated to 2012

o Replace the SEDAR 38 headboat landings/discards series with that used in SEDAR 38U
e Replace the SEDAR 38 CHTS series with the SEDAR 38U FES series

e Retain the SEDAR 38 shrimp bycatch estimate

e Project exactly as was done for the original SEDAR 38 model.

Model_3. To evaluate the effect of the new data inputs (FES and shrimp bycatch, combined) while
retaining the old terminal year:

e Use the SEDAR 38U model, truncated to 2012
e Use the FES series and the updated SEDAR 38U shrimp estimate.
e Project exactly as you did for the original SEDAR38 model.

Model_4. To evaluate the effect of the new data series and population change since 2012.
e Use the accepted projections from SEDAR 38U

The same P* value (0.43) used in both SEDAR 38 and 38U was applied to the OFL to calculate ABC.
The resulting retained yield (mt) with 10% and 90% confidence intervals, Over Fishing Limit (OFL) and
Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) resulting from the four model configurations shown in Table 2.

Model_2 projections for 2015-2027 resulted in an average ABC of 12.08 mp vs. 7.96 mp for the baseline
model, an average annual difference of 52% (Table 3). This comparison reflects changes in the ABC due
to changing from CHTS to FES landings/discards time series. Trends in the projections are shown in
Figure 1. Similar to Model_1, Model_2 projections show a near term increase in ABC with a gradual
decrease over the years. The shape of the projection trends are very similar however they differ by a
scaling factor that changes over time.



Model_3 projections for 2015-2027 resulted in an average ABC of 11.57 mp vs 7.96 for the baseline
model, an average difference across years of 46% (Table 3). This comparison reflects changes due to
both the migration from CHTS to FES time series, as well as the changes in the shrimp fishery bycatch.
The changes in the projection due to using the new shrimp fishery bycatch resulted in the stock
assessment model estimating a larger starting population size to account for the increase mortality of
juveniles.

Model_4 (the model that was used to provide SEDAR 38U management advice) resulted in an average
ABC of 10.81 mp vs. 7.96 for the baseline model, a difference of 40% (Table 3). This difference reflects
all changes in the data (i.e. FES and shrimp fishery bycatch) as well as the updates in the length
compositions and CPUE time series that changed the model terminal year from 2012 to 2017. These
updated data, specifically the headboat CPUE, resulted in reduced estimates of the most recent
recruitment (Figures 1 and 2).



Table 1. Data and model combinations used to configuration the four King Mackerel models used for
comparisons.

DATA / Model Used |Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Terminal Year 2012 2012 2012 2017
SEDAR 38 X

SEDAR 38U X X X
CHTS X

FES X X X
Shimp 2012 X X

Shrimp 2020 X X

Table 2. Retained yield (mt) with 10% and 90% confidence intervals, Over Fishing Limit (OFL) and
Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) resulting from the four model configurations shown in Table 1

Model 1 Model 2
P* = Retaine OFL ABC P* = Retaine OFL ABC
0.43 d Yield ABC in | (million | (million 0.43 d Yield ABC in | (million | (million
YEAR LCI (mt) ucl MT Ibs) Ibs) YEAR LCI (mt) ucl MT Ibs) Ibs)
2015 3520 4261 5001 4159 9.39 9.17 2015 5550 6774 7998 6605 14.93 14.56
2016 3229 4087 4945 3969 9.01 8.75 2016 5040 6396 7752 6209 14.10 13.69
2017 3038 3956 4873 3830 8.72 8.44 2017 4690 6106 7522 5911 13.46 13.03
2018 2908 3851 4794 3721 8.49 8.20 2018 4446 5884 7321 5686 12.97 12.53
2019 2814 3767 4721 3636 8.31 8.02 2019 4269 5713 7158 5514 12.60 12.16
2020 2744 3702 4660 3570 8.16 7.87 2020 4137 5583 7030 5384 12.31 11.87
2021 2690 3651 4611 3519 8.05 7.76 2021 4038 5485 6931 5286 12.09 11.65
2022 2650 3612 4573 3479 7.96 7.67 2022 3965 5410 6856 5211 11.93 11.49
2023 2620 3581 4543 3449 7.90 7.60 2023 3909 5354 6798 5155 11.80 11.36
2024 2597 3558 4520 3426 7.84 7.55 2024 3867 5311 6754 5112 11.71 11.27
2025 2579 3541 4502 3408 7.81 7.51 2025 3835 5278 6721 5079 11.64 11.20
2026 2566 3527 4488 3395 7.78 7.48 2026 3811 5253 6695 5055 11.58 11.14
2027 2555 3517 4478 3384 7.75 7.46 2027 3793 5234 6676 5036 11.54 11.10

Model 3 Model 4
pP* = Retaine OFL ABC P* = Retaine OFL ABC
0.43 d Yield ABC in | (million | (million 0.43 d Yield ABC in [ (million | (million
YEAR LCl (mt) ucl MT Ibs) Ibs) YEAR LCI (mt) ucl MT Ibs) Ibs)
2015 4445 5512 6579 5365 12.15 11.83 2018 5196
2016 4234 5458 6682 5290 12.03 11.66 2019 5096
2017 4120 5432 6743 5251 11.97 11.58 2020 5104
2018 4060 5421 6782 5234 11.95 11.54 2021 3559 4941 6323 4751 10.89 10.47
2019 4030 5425 6820 5233 11.96 11.54 2022 3523 5014 6504 4809 11.05 10.60
2020 4013 5431 6849 5236 11.97 11.54 2023 3524 5070 6617 4857 11.18 10.71
2021 4002 5433 6865 5236 11.98 11.54 2024 3535 5111 6687 4894 11.27 10.79
2022 3994 5432 6870 5234 11.98 11.54 2025 3548 5141 6733 4921 11.33 10.85
2023 3988 5429 6871 5231 11.97 11.53 2026 3560 5162 6765 4942 11.38 10.89
2024 3983 5427 6870 5228 11.96 11.53 2027 3569 5178 6786 4956 11.41 10.93
2025 3980 5424 6869 5226 11.96 11.52 2028 3577 5189 6801 4967 11.44 10.95
2026 3977 5422 6868 5224 11.95 11.52 2029 3584 5198 6812 4976 11.46 10.97
2027 3976 5421 6866 5222 11.95 11.51 2030 3589 5204 6820 4982 11.47 10.98




Table 3. Allowable Biological Catch (ABC) and percent difference from the
SEDAR 38 resulting from the four model configurations shown in Table 1 above.

Model1 (Model2 [Model3 [Model4 [Modell |Model2 |Model3 |Model 4
ABC ABC ABC ABC | %Diff | %Diff | %Diff | % Diff
(million | (million | (million | (million | from from from from
YEAR Ibs) Ibs) Ibs) Ibs) SEDAR 38 (SEDAR 38 [SEDAR 38 |SEDAR 38
2015 9.17 14.56 11.83 0% 59% 29%
2016 8.75 13.69 11.66 0% 56% 33%
2017 8.44 13.03 11.58 0% 54% 37%
2018 8.20 12.53 11.54 10.47 0% 53% 41% 28%
2019 8.02 12.16 11.54 10.60 0% 52% 44% 32%
2020 7.87 11.87 11.54 10.71 0% 51% 47% 36%
2021 7.76 11.65 11.54 10.79 0% 50% 49% 39%
2022 7.67 11.49 11.54 10.85 0% 50% 50% 41%
2023 7.60 11.36 11.53 10.89 0% 49% 52% 43%
2024 7.55 11.27 11.53 10.93 0% 49% 53% 45%
2025 7.51 11.20 11.52 10.95 0% 49% 53% 46%
2026 7.48 11.14 11.52 10.97 0% 49% 54% 47%
2027 7.46 11.10 11.51 10.98 0% 49% 54% 47%
Average 7.96 12.08 11.57 10.81 0% 52% 46% 40%
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Figure 1. ABC projections for Gulf of Mexico King Mackerel
from the four model configuration considered in this study.
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Figure 2. Percent differences between the baseline model (SEDAR
38) ABC projections and the ABCs for the three other model
configurations considered in this study for Gulf of Mexico King
Mackerel from.



Appendix 1

Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council

Managing Fishery Resources in the U.S. Federal Waters of the Gulf of Mexico

4107 W. Spruce Street, Suite 200, Tampa, Florida 33607 USA
Phone: 813.348.1630 * Toll free: 888.833.1844 « Fax: 813.348.1711

www.gulfeouncil.org 006888NOV2020
MEMORANDUM
DATE: November 6, 2020
TO: Dr. Clay Porch, SEFSC Science and Research Director
FROM: Dr. John Froeschke, Deputy Director
RE: King Mackerel Acceptable Biological Catch (ABC) conversion from

historical data

During the October 2020 meeting, the Council reviewed the results of the recently
completed Gulf king mackerel SEDAR 38 update stock assessment. As part of their
deliberation, the Council has requested additional information that may be necessary to
modify catch levels and sector allocations based on the use of Marine Recreational
Information Program (MRIP)-Fishing Effort Survey (FES) data in the most recent stock
assessment. Specifically, the Council is requesting an analysis that would re-estimate the
overfishing limit (OFL) and ABC for the fishing years from 2016/2017 through the
2019/2020. The OFL and ABC recommendations that resulted from SEDAR 38 were
originally based on MRIP-Coastal Household Telephone Survey (CHTS) recreational data
while the SEDAR 38U assessment uses MRIP-FES data. The requested analysis would use
MRIP-FES recreational data in the SEDAR 38 assessment to generate the harvest advice in
the MRIP-FES currency. No other modifications to the SEDAR 38 model are requested. |
have discussed this requested previously with your staff and they have indicated this work
could be completed within approximately two weeks (November 20, 2020). Please contact
me directly if you have any concerns.

cc: John Walter, Ph.D
Shannon Cass-Calay, Ph.D.
Craig Brown, Ph.D.
Michael Schirripa, Ph.D.
Natasha Mendez-Ferrer, Ph.D
Carrie Simmons, Ph.D.
Peter Hood


http://www.gulfcouncil.org/

Appendix 2

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration

National Marine Fisheries Service

Southeast Fisheries Science Center

75 Virginia Beach Drive

Miami, Florida 33149 U.S.A.

(305) 361-4200 Fax: (305) 361-4499

006891NOV2020

November 20, 2020

Dr. Carrie M. Simmons, Ph.D., Executive Director
Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
4107 W. Spruce Street, Suite 200

Tampa, Florida 36607

Dear Dr. Simmons:

During the October 2020 meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fisheries Management Council (the
Council), the Council reviewed the report of the SSC meeting (Standing, Reef Fish, Mackerel,
Ecosystem, and Socioeconomic SSC Webinar Meeting Summary, September 14, 2020) and the
recently completed Gulf King Mackerel SEDAR 38U update stock assessment. On November 6,
2020, the Council requested additional information to facilitate comparisons between catch
levels and sector allocations based on the use of MRIP-Coastal Household Telephone Survey
(MRIP-CHTS) and MRIP-Fishing Effort Survey (MRIP-FES) data in the King Mackerel stock
assessment. Specifically, the Council requested an analysis that would re-estimate the
overfishing limit (OFL), acceptable biological catch (ABC) and annual catch limit (ACL) for the
fishing years from 2016/2017 through 2019/2020. To accomplish this request the Center was
directed to:

1) Replace the MRIP-CHTS landings and discard estimates in the SEDAR 38 (2014) base model
with estimates derived from MRIP-FES in order to generate management advice in MRIP-FES
currency.

2) Compare the original OFL, ABC and ACL in MRIP-CHTS currency to the revised estimates in
MRIP-FES currency.

3) To facilitate comparison, the Council requested no further modifications to the SEDAR 38 base
model.

The Center attempted the work outlined above but discovered that a simple replacement of the
recreational time series resulted in a model that did not converge and produced unstable results.
This is always a potential problem when making substantive changes to input data. Attempts to
stabilize this particular model required changes that make invalidated the desired comparisons
(i.e. between catch levels and sector allocations based on the use of MRIP-CHTS and MRIP-FES
data). For this reason, the Center was not able to produce useful results using the methods
outlined above. Although other approaches are possible, they require additional consideration as



to how to best proceed. The Center is willing to continue to work with Council staff to address
this issue.

Sincerely,

/ A

John F. Walter, IlI
Deputy Director for Science and Council Services

cc: Clay Porch
Shannon Cass-Calay
Michael Schirripa
Peter Hood
John Froeschke
Craig Brown
Larry Massey
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PAGE 29: Motion to accept the edits as written: When the SSC
is acting as the peer review body for a stock assessment or
other study, an SSC member(s) should abstain from any motions
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analytical lead, or principal or co-principal investigator or
had any direct participation as a member of the analytical team.
or been otherwise directly involved in the development of the
stock assessment beyond the role of a workshop panelist. During
the BSIA deliberations the SSC member(s) is free to participate
in the discussion, answer questions, and provide pertinent
expertise and feedback to the SSC. After a decision has been
reached on BSIA, the SSC member(s) is at liberty to motion and

vote on remaining management advice (e.g., <catch limits,
appropriateness of allocation <calculations, decision tools
developed to inform management action). The motion carried on
page 29.

PAGE 89: Motion that the SSC accepts the new mean weight
estimation methodology to estimate the weight of recreationally
caught red grouper. The motion carried on page 93.

PAGE 113: Motion that the SSC accepts the updated methodology
and interim analysis results for red grouper and sets the OFL
at 5.99 million pounds gutted weight and the ABC at 4.96 million
pounds gutted weight using the three-year moving average for
setting the ABC relative to the OFL. These values are in MRIP-

FES units. The motion carried on page 121.
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to the selection of the model environment for the next stock

assessment. The motion carried on page 166.

PAGE 259: Motion that the SSC concurs with the SEFSC
determination that the new methodology for estimating projected
catches is an improvement and acceptable as BSIA. The motion

was withdrawn on page 275.

PAGE : Motion that the SSC recommends that the current SEDAR
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The Meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Standing and Special Reef Fish, Special Socioceconomic & Special
Ecosystem Scientific and Statistical Committees convened on
Monday morning, August 9, 2021, and was called to order by Mr.
Ryan Rindone.

INTRODUCTIONS
ADOPTION OF AGENDA
APPROVAL OF VERBATIM MINUTES AND MEETING SUMMARY: MAY 3-4,
2021 MEETING

MR. RYAN RINDONE: Good morning. My name is Ryan Rindone, and
I am the council staff lead for the Scientific and Statistical
Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council. We
appreciate your attendance on this webinar and input into this
meeting, and we would like to welcome the reappointed and new
SSC members and thank you guys all for your participation.
Representing the council is Dr. Tom Frazer, and council staff
in attendance include Carrie Simmons, John Froeschke, and
Jessica Matos.

Notice of this meeting was provided to the Federal Register,
sent via email to subscribers of the council’s press release
email list, and was posted on the council’s website.

We have quite a few agenda items. Some of the non-clerical
things will include election of a Chair and Vice Chair,
discussing the SSC’s best practices and voting procedures, a
review of the updated red grouper interim analysis, a discussion
of the research track and operational assessment process
guidance, determining topical working groups for the gray
snapper operational assessment, scope of work for red grouper
and vermilion snapper operational assessments, determining the
approach to assess the Gulf of Mexico tilefish complex, updates
for the interim analysis and SEDAR stock assessment schedules.

Then we’ll discuss National Standard 1 technical guidance on
data-limited species, and we’ll review king mackerel historical
harvest differences, greater amberjack historical harvest and
catch limits, greater amberjack projections, and we’ll have a
presentation on using field experiments to assess alternative
mechanisms for distributing fish to the recreational sector.

Then we’ll look at draft options for Generic Essential Fish
Habitat Amendment Number 5, and then we will discuss topic
leaders for agenda items, we’ll have public comment, and then
Other Business.
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The webinar is open to the public and is being streamed live
and recorded. A summary of the meeting and verbatim minutes
will be produced and made available on the council’s website.
For the purposes of voice identification, and to ensure you are
able to mute and unmute your line, please identify yourself by
stating your full name when your name is called for attendance.
Once you have identified yourself, please re-mute your line. If
you’re in the room, you can Jjust press the microphone in front
of you, and it’s tied into the webinar as well.

To signal you wish to speak during the meeting, if you’re in
the room, just raise your hand, and I will be able to see you.
If you are on the webinar, use the raise-your-hand function,
and staff will display your name on the notepad on the screen.
Please remember to identify yourself before speaking and to also
to re-mute your line or, if you’re in the room, your microphone,
each time you finish speaking. Jess, do you want to run through
it

MS. JESSICA MATOS: Lee Anderson.

DR. LEE ANDERSON: Lee Anderson.

MS. MATOS: Luiz Barbieri.

DR. LUIZ BARBIERI: Luiz Barbieri.

MS. MATOS: Harry Blanchet.

MR. HARRY BLANCHET: Harry Blanchet.

MS. MATOS: Dave Chagaris.

DR. DAVID CHAGARIS: David Chagaris.

MS. MATOS: Roy Crabtree.

DR. CRABTREE: Roy Crabtree.

MS. MATOS: Benny Gallaway.

DR. BENNY GALLAWAY: Benny Gallaway, here.

MS. MATOS: Thank you. Doug Gregory.

MR. DOUGLAS GREGORY: Doug Gregory, here. I will note that I
didn’t know that we could participate from a train.

8
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MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

DR.

MS.

MS.

DR.

MS.

MATOS: David Griffith.

DAVID GRIFFITH: David Griffith, here.
MATOS: Paul Mickle.

PAUL MICKLE: Paul Mickle.

MATOS: Trevor Moncrief.

TREVOR MONCRIEF: Trevor Moncrief.
MATOS: Jim Nance.

JIM NANCE: Jim Nance, here.

MATOS: Will Patterson.

WILL PATTERSON: Will Patterson, here.
MATOS: Sean Powers.

SEAN POWERS: Sean Powers, here.

MATOS: Steven Scyphers.

STEVEN SCYPHERS: Steven Scyphers is here.

MATOS: Jim Tolan.

JIM TOLAN: Jim Tolan.

MATOS: Rich Woodward.

RICH WOODWARD: Rich Woodward is here.

MATOS: Jason Adriance.

JASON ADRIANCE: Jason Adriance.

MATOS: Michael Allen.

MICHAEL ALLEN: Mike Allen.

MATOS: John Mareska.

JOHN MARESKA: John Mareska.
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MS. MATOS: Luke Fairbanks.

DR. LUKE FAIRBANKS: Luke Fairbanks is here.
MS. MATOS: Jack Isaacs.

DR. JACK ISAACS: Jack Isaacs is here.

MS. MATOS: Mandy Karnauskas. Josh Kilborn.
DR. JOSH KILBORN: Josh Kilborn, here.

MS. MATOS: Steven Saul. Tom Frazer.

DR. TOM FRAZER: Tom Frazer.

MS. MATOS: Carrie Simmons.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR CARRIE SIMMONS: Thank you. I just wanted
to welcome everyone, and it’s great to see some folks in the
room and hear some voices on the webinar. Carrie Simmons,
Executive Director, and I'm glad to have this group together
again. We have a couple of new members, and so I appreciate
your time and your attention to a lot of the different materials
that were put on your agenda, and I look forward to a productive
meeting. Thank you.

DR. JOHN FROESCHKE: John Froeschke, Deputy Director.
DR. LISA HOLLENSEAD: Lisa Hollensead, Fishery Biologist.

MS. CARLY SOMERSET: Carly Somerset, Fisheries Outreach
Specialist.

DR. MATT FREEMAN: Matt Freeman, Economist.

MR. RINDONE: All right. Thank you, everyone. We’re going to
start with the agenda. There’s a couple of items on the agenda
that have been struck through, and these are because these items
either weren’t received in time to be posted or they were pulled
for other reasons, like they weren’t going to be available at
all, but, outside of that, does anyone have any edits to the
agenda? All right. Does anyone have any opposition to the
agenda being approved? Seeing no hands, by acclamation.

The next thing is approval of the minutes for the May 3 and 4,
2021 webinar meeting, and these minutes have been posted to the

10
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meeting materials page for the SSC meeting, and so you guys
should have had an opportunity to peruse that great reading.
Does anyone have any edits to the minutes? No hands in the
room. All right. Does anyone have any opposition to the minutes
being approved as written? Hearing no mutiny, the minutes are
approved by acclamation.

The next thing 1is Election of a Chair and Vice Chair.
Classically, the way that these positions have worked is that
they are one-year appointments, with the option to be
reappointed for a second consecutive year, but the Chair or Vice
Chair typically doesn’t sit in that position for more than two
consecutive vyears. The last Chair was 1in that position for
almost three years, but, COVID being COVID, that was part of
the reason for that.

For doing this, if there is more than one person nominated, or
that puts their name forward for either position, we will have
a silent vote, where you guys will just put in the subject line
of your email “Chair”, or, if it’s for the Vice Chair, “Wice
Chair”, and send me an email with the name of the person that
you are voting for. I will open the floor for nominations for
the Chair position for the SSC. The perk to this position is
you get to work with me.

ELECTION OF THE CHAIR AND VICE CHAIR

DR. POWERS: Ryan, a question. Does it have to be a Standing
member, or can it be Reef Fish or somebody else?

MR. RINDONE: It has to be a standing member of the SSC. That’s
a good thing to point out, Sean. Thank you. Yes, it has to be
a standing member of the SSC, because the Standing SSC members
are the ones that are present for all SSC meetings, regardless
of subject material, and so this potato is hot, and I'm looking
to toss it. Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Ryan. I would like to nominate Jim
Nance for Chair.

MR. RINDONE: Jim, do you accept?
DR. NANCE: I would be willing to do it.

MR. RINDONE: All right. Are there any other nominations for
Chair? All right. Seeing none, we’ll go ahead and close
nominations, and, Jim, since you’re the only name up there, you
win. All right. The Vice Chair position. Harry.

11
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MR. BLANCHET: I hate to do this without having spoken to the
person first, but I would like to ask Paul Mickle if he 1is
interested in the Vice Chair position.

MR. RINDONE: Paul.

DR. MICKLE: Thank you, Harry. I appreciate it, but, just to
let you know, I'm eight months into a directorship at a new
position, and I am just truly overwhelmed. I would be honored
to catch it next time, the Vice Chair, but thank you for the
nomination.

MR. RINDONE: All right. Any other nominations for the Vice
Chair position? Will Patterson.

DR. PATTERSON: I nominate Luiz Barbieri.
MR. RINDONE: Luiz, do you accept the nomination?

DR. BARBIERI: Thanks, Ryan. I do. Thank you, Will, for the
nomination.

MR. RINDONE: All right. Any other nominations for the Vice
Chair position? No hands waving in the room. All right. Seeing
no other nominations, we will close nominations for the Vice
Chair position, and so, Jim and Luiz, you’re at the helm.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Well, thank you, Ryan.

SCOPE OF WORK
SELECTION OF THE SSC REPRESENTATIVE FOR THE COUNCIL’S AUGUST
23-26, 2021 MEETING

MR. RINDONE: Next up, Dr. Nance, will be the Scope of Work,
which I will go through item-by-item, as opposed to reading that
War and Peace all at once, and we’ll just hit each thing before
each agenda item, and so, passing on that, next will be the
Selection of the SSC Representative for the San Antonio Meeting.
This meeting will be held in a hybrid fashion, and so the SSC
representative that attends would have the option of attending
either in-person or via webinar. The meeting is from August 23
to 26, and so if you want to find us a representative.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Are there any that want to go to the

meeting? I would be happy to go, but, if there is someone else,
we can certainly consider that.

12
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DR. CRABTREE: I think, given it’s in your vicinity, that makes
sense for you to attend the meeting.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. I will be happy to attend that meeting
and represent the SSC there, and I really appreciate being able
to do that, because this committee has always functioned very
well together, and I think we can continue to do that, and just
remember that the Chairman is Jjust representing the entire
committee and not myself there, but I would be happy to do that.

DISCUSSION DOCUMENT: SSC’S BEST PRACTICES AND VOTING
PROCEDURES

MR. RINDONE: All right, and so, Mr. Chair, the next item will
be the discussion document on the SSC’s best practices and
voting procedures. I will be taking that one on, with some help
from Dr. Simmons, and so this is Item Number VI.

It’s just a little two-pager, but I figured, to carve out some
time for vyou guys to talk about this, because this will
ultimately be -- How this is finally crafted will ultimately be
what we use moving forward, when we’re talking about voting on
peer review items.

As you guys -- As many of you, probably most of you, likely
remember from the review of the Great Red Snapper Count report,
we tried to set up the voting for that to best follow the
National Standard 2 Guidance on peer review, 1in keeping with
the best scientific information available.

The two-page document that you have in front of you was developed
in consultation with the Southeast Regional Office and NOAA
General Counsel, to try to make sure that everything in there,
to the absolute best avenue possible, was 1in keeping with
National Standard 2 and the BSIA requirements in Magnuson.

These National Standards, obviously, are things that the council
has to follow in any amendment development and, with respect to
National Standard 2, that’s the one that mostly falls upon the
SSC to make sure the SSC follows.

When we’re talking about voting, and how that’s going to affect
the decisions that are made by the SSC and the recommendations
that go forward to the council, there are certain participatory
things that SSC members need to have done in advance. Like you
have to have filled out your SOFI when you’re asked to, your
statement of financial interest, and those are kept with the
NMFS Regional Administrator, and they are also available to the

13
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public. They are posted on the council’s website. That last
bit is a new requirement, and so you can see all of those on
the SSC page on the council’s website.

If your financial interests substantially change, you have to
provide an updated SOFI within thirty days, and then that will
also be provided to the Regional Administrator and posted
online. When considering information for making informed
recommendations to the council, SSC members participating in
the decision-making process should possess relevant expertise,
demonstrate independence, and be free of conflicts of interest,
and that is just about plagiarized directly from the Act.

Per the NS 2 Guidelines, and this is directly from the Act, peer
reviewers, in this case you guys, the SSC members, must not have
any conflicts of interests with the scientific information,
subject matter, or work product under review or any aspect of
the statement of work for the peer review. For the purposes of
this section, a conflict of interest is any financial or other
interest which conflicts with the service of the individual on
a review panel, Dbecause it could significantly impair the
reviewer’s objectivity or create an unfair competitive advantage
for a person or organization.

Further, peer reviewers, the SSC members, must not have
contributed or participated in the development of the work
product or the scientific information under review. For peer
review products of high novelty or controversy, a greater degree
of independence 1is necessary, to ensure credibility of the
process.

Peer reviewer responsibilities should rotate across a pool of
qualified reviewers or among the members of a standing peer
review panel, which is something that we already do through
SEDAR, and it’s rare that you have the same person on all SEDARs,
or in all workshops, to prevent a peer reviewer from repeatedly
reviewing the same scientific information, recognizing that, in
some cases, repeated service by the same reviewer may be needed,
because of limited availability of specialized experts.

Where the rubber meets the road is this last paragraph here,
and I realize that I am reading all of this, and everyone here
is literate, but this is just to read it into the record.

When the SSC is acting as the peer review body for a stock
assessment or other study, an SSC member should abstain from
any motions and voting on the 1issue of best scientific
information available if they have served as the analytical
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lead, as a lead investigator, or Dbeen otherwise directly
involved in the development of the stock assessment beyond the
role of a workshop panelist, and this is in keeping with how
SEDAR has operated since 2005. If you were a workshop panelist
at some point, you could still review the assessment in your
capacity as an SSC member when the assessment is complete and
comes to the council for review.

During the best scientific information available deliberations,
the SSC member is free to participate in the discussion, answer
questions, and provide pertinent expertise and feedback to the
SSC. After a decision has been reached on the best scientific
information available, which is the ultimate decision that says,
okay, this is good stuff, and we’re going to look at using this
for management, and so that decision is now out of the way, the
SSC member, or members, are at liberty to motion and wvote on
remaining management advice, such as catch limits,
appropriateness of allocation calculations, decision tools
developed to inform management action, et cetera.

The hurdle to get past, if you were the lead investigator of a
study that’s being considered say for management advice, would
be the SSC, less the person that was the lead investigator,
declares that we think this is the best scientific information
available, and we think that this should be used for management
advice, and it will be on myself, the Chair, and the Vice Chair
to make sure that, when the motion making is occurring, that
that motion happens by itself, and so it’s not we think this is
BSIA and the OFL should be this and the ABC should be this, but
it will just -- That motion will just be is this BSIA or not,
and then we’ll go to the next thing.

When we go to the next thing, if you were the lead investigator
or whatever, that decision to use that information, that’s done.
It’s already been determined, and so the advice that comes next,
going to the council to inform management action, you can
participate in that full Dbore. That is what we’re proposing
here, and we’re trying to keep that in line with, again, National
Standard 2, with the peer review guidelines set forth for
Magnuson, and are there questions?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Is this a change, or is this the way it’s
always been?

MR. RINDONE: It’s kind of the way that it’s always been, but
we just haven’t been so deliberate about outlining it. Some of
the other councils, for their SSCs, have these voting procedures
codified in their standard operating procedures and policies
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for their SSCs, or for their council as a whole, and we haven’t
had such language put into the council’s SOPPs for the SSC, but
we have still more or less been bound to follow it, because the
council has to operate under Magnuson, which includes abiding
by the National Standards.

In this case, we’re trying our best to clarify it explicitly,
so that it creates fewer gray areas for people, and they can
better understand when their participation, if they have a
conflict -- When they should abstain and when they can step back
in, and so, in the room, we have Trevor and David.

DR. MONCRIEF: Just real quick, I know it’s probably difficult
to foresee all the motions that are going to come out of a given
meeting, but will the individual that fall under this be
notified prior to the meetings, should they have to be excluded
from a given vote?

MR. RINDONE: If it seems rather obvious that somebody should
be aware of this, I will reach out to them in advance, and,
obviously, 1if you are presenting a study to the SSC that is
being considered for management advice, this would absolutely

apply.

One that’s coming up that comes to mind, that you guys will see
in September, would be the study by LGL and Associates for the
Louisiana Department of Wildlife and Fisheries, and so Dr.
Gallaway is a principal for LGL, and, Dr. Gallaway, I know I’'m
picking on you right now, and so, in determining whether that
study constitutes BSIA, for the purposes of what it examined,
Dr. Gallaway should not wvote on that particular motion, but,

once that motion happens, whatever happens after that -- Like,
once that vote happens, whatever happens after that, then he
can participate again. That would be a contemporary example.

Dr. Griffith.

DR. GRIFFITH: Just a point of clarification, and so, if you
are the PI on a study, you can participate in all the discussion
and stuff, and the only thing you can’t do is wvote, and that’s
it

MR. RINDONE: Yes, and your participation in the discussions is
probably pretty critical, because, if there are questions,
obviously, you want to hear it from the horse’s mouth, and so
the only thing that you’re really being recused from is on
whether it constitutes the best scientific information
available. You can’t review your own manuscript for publishing,
that sort of perspective, and whether it’s being used for
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management advice.

Once the SSC has determined that we do want to use this for
management advice, then you have the opportunity to step back
in and vote on how it’s going to be used for management advice
and what the catch limits might be, what the recommendation for
a closed area might be, if that was something that was being
examined, or whatever the circumstance might be. Online, we
have Harry and Jim, and so we’ll start with Harry.

MR. BLANCHET: I have two kind of unrelated questions, and this
really has to do with what role we may serve as SSC members that
is beyond the role of a workshop panelist, which is defined
language right now, and I see two things that we can do regularly
in our everyday jobs, and one is as a data provider.

Our various agencies provide information sources that go into
stock assessments, and we may or may not be personally involved
with the collection, analysis, summarization, or whatever of
that data, but that is basically coming from our shop, and so I
would see that as something as being beyond the role of a
workshop panelist.

If we leave that as it is, that would exclude a fair number of
SSC members from those votes, especially something as complex
as red snapper, for instance, where we’ve got everything but
the baby in the bathwater in there, and sometimes we’ve got the
baby in there.

The other aspect is kind of related to the type of an issue that
you just mentioned with Dr. Gallaway, in that some of us may
have reviewed all or parts of a document, going into that
assessment, prior to it going into that assessment, and so,
again, that’s beyond the role of a workshop panelist. I think
I would like some clarification about some of those other types
of roles that might either require or not require exclusion, so
that we can be clear, going forward. Thank you.

MR. RINDONE: Dr. Simmons.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Okay. I will try to start
answering, I think, some of that, Harry, some of your gquestions.
Just a couple of things to note. Other councils’ SSCs do not

vote, and they operate by consensus, and so that’s the first
thing that I wanted to tell you all.

We historically, in the Gulf, have voted, and so that’s why
staff has drafted the suggestion this way, and it doesn’t mean
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you can’t go back, Mr. Chair, to trying to have a consensus in
how you want to run the meeting, but we know sometimes that is
not easy to do, and so that’s a different approach we could
take.

When we were drafting these, Harry, we weren’t suggesting that
we would exclude the examples you gave in your scenarios from
voting on BSIA. From what I understand, an independent reviewer
that was reviewing a proposal that was put before your agency
to complete said work, you were not directly involved in the
work, correct, and are you a co-author, a co-lead, a co-PI, and,
to me, then you would exclude yourself from that first part of
that vote.

If you are an independent reviewer, you’re kind of seeing --
You’re kind of like a -- What do they call us when we’re doing
the NOAA RESTORE? We’re like the manager, and don’t call us
co-PIs, and we’re not co-investigators, but we’re helping
facilitate, and so I don’t see you as having to exclude yourself
from voting in that case. Technical monitor. There you go.

You’ re making sure that you’re getting what you need, and so we
weren’t intending that you would exclude yourself from that
vote, but, you yourself, if you feel like you yourself should
exclude yourself from voting on this, that’s totally up to you.
I would consult with the Chair about that, make a decision and
consult with us about that and make a decision, but that was
not our intent when we drafted this.

MR. BLANCHET: Okay, and I was mainly concerned about that
statement that any —-- It seems to be pretty definite about what
roles we can play, and those were two cases where I thought we
were going beyond the role of a workshop panelist, and so that
was my concern.

DR. MICKLE: Real quick, Dr. Simmons, you made a statement there
about consensus and how the other SSCs and councils require
consensus, I guess in other places, and, in the Gulf of Mexico,
we’ve always voted. If I am reading this correct, and you said
that it would be the Chairman’s choice for consensus or not,
but, if I'm reading this correctly, in this document that Ryan
has presented here, it says, however, it is up to the regional
fisheries management council to determine the process for
administrative motioning and voting best practices, and it's

actually the council’s decision of how -- If we do a consensus
or not, and not the Chair of the SSC. Am I reading that
correctly?
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Well, I mean, the council has to
sign-off on this, and they saw a draft of it before we put it
before you, but I’'m just telling you that other regional
councils do not necessarily operate their SSCs by voting. They
have a consensus process that they go through. If there are
panel members that can’t agree with that consensus, they write
reports, I guess minority reports of sorts, saying why they did
not agree with that, but they don’t vote like we do.

MR. RINDONE: Roy.

DR. CRABTREE: I believe, Carrie, and that was my understanding,
that this is the only SSC that doesn’t really operate as a
consensus body. I mean, I think, if we had a consensus that we
wanted to operate as a consensus body, I suppose the council
could come in and say we don’t agree with that, but I don’t ever
recall the council engaging at that level in our business.

One of the benefits of consensus body is, when you receive
science advice, is this the best available science, and it comes
to you as an eight-to-seven vote, that’s really not very
compelling, and, a lot of times, I think it’s much more valuable
if you spend the extra time to see what can we all agree on,
from a science perspective, and then sometimes, if we can’t
agree, what that tells me is the answer 1is really not in the
science, and we probably ought to lay out the pros and cons and
let the policy makers decide.

I have watched the South Atlantic and the Caribbean operate as
consensus bodies, and it seems like it works pretty well, and
it does avoid some of these issues, in terms of voting and split
decisions and those types of things, and so I think it is
something worth considering.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I know that, even when we have voting though,
we do have a rigorous discussion, and, during that discussion,
we’re doing the pros and cons and so forth, and all of that is
on the record. While the vote may be fifteen-to-one, and that’s
pretty good, but, 1if it’s eight-to-seven, that shows that it
was something that we were having issues with trying to come to
agreement on, for sure. I don’t know if that’s -- We still, in
the voting, have that discussion.

MR. RINDONE: Carrie.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Exactly. That’s what I am
suggesting, and so I think, on a lot of issues, if the Chair
had a good feeling that we didn’t have to go to voting, and
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there was a solid consensus of the panel, of the committee, that
we wouldn’t have to necessarily vote on every single issue. On
some things, it may require votes, and this 1s what we’re
suggesting, but, if the committee would want to consider
something like, on some issues, we suggest that the committee
is primarily going to operate on a consensus.

In the cases where the committee can’t reach a consensus, with
a few minority opinions, then we would follow this process, but
we want you to tell us if that’s how you want to operate, is
what we’re looking for.

MR. RINDONE: Online, we have Jim Tolan.
DR. TOLAN: I withdraw my comment. Thank you.
MR. RINDONE: All right. Doug Gregory.

MR. GREGORY: Good morning. I have been serving on the Caribbean
SSC since 2018, and they currently do vote, and they also
recently have been given advice from NOAA General Counsel that
anyone involved in the research cannot vote on any aspect that
involves that research, and so they have a more strict criteria
than what 1is outlined in this document. Personally, I think
people should be able to vote on all aspects of it, and we wear
different hats for different reasons, but there are differences
between the councils.

MR. RINDONE: Doug, you and I talked about this a 1little bit,
and it may be a more nuanced discussion for NOAA GC to have on
that issue. I did get a couple of them involved with the
crafting of what you guys have in front of you right here, and
so, anywhere where you guys want to add more explicit language,
that is something that we can certainly consider and put back
before the council. As Dr. Simmons said, the council ultimately
has to sign-off on whatever it is that this two-pager becomes,
and this will be included in the SOPPs. Dr. Anderson.

DR. ANDERSON: Thank you. I sit on the Mid-Atlantic SSC also,
and they use voting there, too. Sometimes they will come up
with a consensus, but voting is always possible. I just wanted
to make that clear.

MR. RINDONE: Lee, do they -- Just out of curiosity, do they
start at consensus and then determine a need to vote, or do they
start with a vote and then, if no one objects, then it’s just
listed as a consensus statement? Like what’s the order of
operations?
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DR. ANDERSON: It’s the second way. They will start with a
vote. No, I guess he will say, 1s there any objection, or
something like that, and then, if there is, then they would go
to a vote. Quite frankly, I like that way, and, if you’ve got
an eight-to-seven situation, it’s going to be very difficult to
get to a consensus.

MR. RINDONE: That’s essentially what we do now. We ask if
there is any objection, and then, if there’s not, then the
motion will carry without opposition. If there is objection,
then, ultimately, it goes to a vote, the difference, I guess,
being that, if we were trying to operate via consensus, then
additional discussion would have to happen.

Kind of alluding to something that Dr. Crabtree said, sometimes
the solution might be in breaking down the decision being
considered into smaller components. Instead of having a very
large, sweeping motion that encompasses quite a bit, and, I
mean, you guys have really put forward some novels every now
and then, some pretty long motions with a lot of information in
them, maybe the solution would be to take things into smaller
pieces, and then that would help better identify where people
are having differences. Benny.

DR. GALLAWAY: When you get to the point where you know that
you’ve got at least two groups, two opinions, represented, I
think the consensus approach is really good, in that both a
majority report and a minority report, from my experience, 1is
required, and that enabled a clear presentation of what the
basis for the two opinions are that a decision-maker can look
at and form their own opinion, and so I'm really in favor of
the consensus approach, even if we use voting to determine what

level constitutes a consensus, et cetera. When we have more
than one opinion represented, a detailed report from each view
I think is critical and important. Thanks.

MR. RINDONE: We have Harry up next.

MR. BLANCHET: My primary concern was not with voting or not
voting, and I really did not think we were going down that
particular road with this item, and I was more concerned about
the role of the SSC as a peer review body, and I really would
like to see that line about what the roles are, or are not, more
precisely defined, so that it’s something beyond this discussion
here about, well, if you were a principal investigator, you
should not --
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On a document, you shouldn’t vote, and so the document gets
provided to the Southeast Fisheries Science Center, and it
becomes a keystone of the next assessment, whether it’s a growth
curve or whether it’s a mortality rate or whatever, and then is
that something that is disqualified? I hope not, but I would
like to see those kinds of things better defined, and I agree
that this 1is really a discussion that General Counsel can
probably do a lot better than we can, but I just don’t want to
leave that line as it is right now, because, five years from
now, it’s going to look like we’ve basically got one role that
is allowable.

MR. RINDONE: Harry, I will take a swing at this. This language
here 1s obviously open to modification, and so, 1if there’s
something in particular that you think that we need to alter,
by all means, let’s work on that.

We tried to leave it as barebones and minimal as we possibly
could, to exclude as few circumstances as possible, to leave
more opportunity for voting, basically to the greatest degree
that we could, under National Standard 2.

If you think though that we need to add more language in here,
to be more explicit about when someone’s involvement doesn’t
preclude them from voting, then let’s absolutely add that in
here. What you’re describing, and like let’s say -- I will pick
on John Mareska.

If John shows up to SEDAR 74 for red snapper with life history
information from Alabama, well, that shouldn’t -- Based on how
SEDAR has operated under National Standard 2 for the better part
of sixteen years now, that doesn’t preclude him from weighing-
in on the decisions at-large that are brought before SEDAR 74,
and it doesn’t preclude him from being a reviewer of the
assessment when it ultimately comes before the SSC. Well, in
the case of a research track, it operates a little differently,
but you guys understand what I am saying.

As a member of the S8SC, John would still be able to make
decisions with the rest of you on the assessment at-large,
despite couriering that life history information from the state,
that was likely collected by people other than himself, but
being able to speak from a position of expertise and authority
on it, because it comes from his state, and it’s developed by
his people, and it falls within his line of expertise.

The only time, under those circumstances, that John would have
to just kind of fold his hands and let the discussion -- Well,
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SEDAR operates by consensus, but Jjust kind of 1like 1let the
discussion evolve 1is when the 1life history panel, in this
particular example, 1is trying to determine whether they are
going use that information for some component of an aspect of
the life history of the species within the assessment.

He should advocate for the data, to the extent that the data
are defensible for themselves, but, as far as whether or not
those data are going to be included at that stage in the data
workshop, he just kind of sits that out, and that typically
works pretty well in the SEDAR process, but, once that SEDAR is
completed, and it gets to the SSC, the cuffs are off, and there
are no restrictions on the advice that he can provide and when
he can vote. Does that make sense?

MR. BLANCHET: It does, and I absolutely understand the reasons
to not have a whole 1list of thou-shalt and thou-shalt-nots,
because there is always new roles and new issues that are not
included in that list, but it’s just concerning to me, in terms
of how this is going to be seen five years from now, without
more guidance, and that’s all.

MR. RINDONE: I think what part of this is coming from might be
this part of the sentence here that says, “beyond the role of a
workshop panelist”, and so workshop panelist, in this case, 1is
a definable noun.

It means something as part of the SEDAR process, and a workshop
panelist is someone who is appointed by the SEDAR cooperator,
in this case, for you guys, the Gulf Council, to attend a SEDAR
workshop, and they can fill the role of data provider, provide
expertise on the data, provide analytical expertise for
examining the data, a number of different things, but workshop
panelists are data providers, and so, by function of the way
that this is written, and this is how I am personally reading
this, and perhaps you will read this a little bit differently,
now that I have said what I have said, but, if you’re a data

provider -- Like using the example of John bringing life history
data from Alabama, you’re filling the role of a workshop
panelist, to the definition. Does that give a 1little bit

different perspective, or do we need to further clarify it
somehow with some additional language?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Well, let me throw this in. What if we just -
- When we go down the road of having a whole bunch of lists of
who can do things, what if we just cut if off at if they served
as the analytical lead or lead investigator, period?
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That is really what we’re talking about, 1is the individual
that’s involved directly with the assessment or the
investigation of that project, and everything else is external,
I think, whether you’re an initial reviewer or things like that,
and, I mean, we could go down and have a hundred different
things, but, if we cut it off at those two things, I think that
would serve us better.

MR. RINDONE: Carrie, do you recall anything specific about that
last part of that sentence that we were thinking about that
could be grounds for someone to recuse themselves from a vote,
the “or been otherwise directly involved in the development of
a stock assessment beyond the role of a workshop panelist”? I
am trying to like rapidly burn through my brain, trying to think
of different scenarios that would apply.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: I can’t recall right now. I think,
in the past, we might have had a state or a federal lead, but I
think it’s covered there by analytical stock assessment lead,
or lead investigator, and so perhaps that would make it cleaner.

I mean, we can continue to look at this, and say, in two years,
if we feel 1like this doesn’t meet our needs, we can bring it
back to the council and bring it back to the committee. I don’t
know that we will put it in the SOPPs. We certainly will put
it on the website as our best practices and policies, and we’ve
got to talk to the council about whether it will go in the SOPPs
or not, because, every time we modify our SOPPs, it has to go
back up to Headquarters for review, and that seems to take a
long, long time, and so I'm not sure yet if it will actually go
in the SOPPs, but it will certainly go on the website, and we’ll
be following this, after you guys concur.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Doug.

MR. GREGORY: Thank vyou. With regard to the consensus
discussion, which is really not on the agenda, I would suggest
that we put that on a future SSC agenda, because there has been
a lot of interest in that in recent years, and I think it’s
worthy of a discussion, and it’s something that could be
helpful, if done right, and could be harmful if not done right,
and so I suggest we just kind of bump that to a future meeting
and really have an in-depth discussion of it. Thank you.

MR. RINDONE: We can do that, Mr. Chair. I will make a note.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, that would be good. Rich.
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DR. WOODWARD: I mean, I think the point here is to eliminate
any potential conflict of interest, and, personally, I can
easily see that I would have a conflict of interest on a project
in which I was heavily involved, but was not the lead, and so I
am not -- Far be it for me to opine on matters about which I
know nothing, but I can easily see a potential conflict, even
if I'm not the lead.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: What would be an example of that, Rich?

DR. WOODWARD: If I was involved in a research project in which
I was intimately involved in the development of the analysis,
but I wasn’t the leader of the research, I would feel emotionally
connected to the results, even if I wasn’t the one at the top
of the bill, and so, I mean, that’s why I don’t review my own
papers, even if I’m not the first author. That’s sort of my
perspective, but, as I said, I don’t -- I have very limited
understanding of the specific issues about which we’re talking
about here today, and so take this all with a very serious grain
of salt.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I appreciate those comments, for sure, and I
think it’s always been -- Anybody can abstain on any different
issue, for sure, and I think we’ve done that over the past, and
so I think what we want to do is, on this one, just clean this
up, because I felt like, when we did the red snapper review, it
was very —-- It was hard to know what people could do and what
they couldn’t do, and I think this really adds a tremendous
insight into what we’re able to do, that you can vote on this,
and then you can talk about it and things like that, and so I
do appreciate this, and I would like to see this happen. Josh.

DR. KILBORN: I wanted to follow-up on Rich’s comments, because
I am actually going to fall into that category, when it comes
into the Greater Amberjack Count. You know, there’s a large
group of scientists that have been put together to work on that
project, and I am not one of the leads on that project, but I
will be intimately involved in that work, and so that’s just
another example of the kind of thing that Rich was referring
to. Thank you.

CHATRMAN NANCE: Will.

DR. PATTERSON: Thanks, Jim. I think one way that we could
suggest an edit to the text here that could get away from this
idea is just, instead of saying it’s a lead investigator, just
say as the principal or a co-principal investigator, and I think
“lead” is meant here as somebody who has a significant input in
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the construction of the project and analysis, but not
necessarily as the principal investigator, but, if we were more
explicit, then I think that would help clarify what folks are
talking about here.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: So what would you suggest as the wording for
there, Will?

DR. PATTERSON: I would say, “as the principal or a co-principal
investigator”.

MR. RINDONE: How does that taste?

DR. PATTERSON: You <could put 1t in parentheses, “i.e.,
principal or co-principal investigator”, just so people
understand what you mean by “lead”.

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair, I'm just kind of looking to see if
anyone has any general thoughts on that edit. Trevor.

DR. MONCRIEF: Will we still be removing that last part of the
sentence?

MR. RINDONE: I think we can do a strike-through for last part
of that sentence there, starting with “or been otherwise”, and
just highlight “or been otherwise” all the way to the end of
that sentence. Just do strike-through there, and then, John,
you’ re helping with that, with Will’s?

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Any discussion on those edits?
MR. RINDONE: Dr. Simmons.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: As long as that includes any stock
assessment lead. I mean, we don’t have, I don’t think, someone
right now that would be presenting that that’s on the SSC, but
that has occurred in the past.

CHATRMAN NANCE: I think we need to keep analytical lead, or
maybe how to have it is if they serve as the analytical lead or
principal or co-investigator. Would that take care of that?

MR. RINDONE: So “as the analytical lead, or principal”. There
we go.

DR. KILBORN: I am not sure how those are materially different
from one another, analytical lead or principal investigator.
Aren’t those essentially synonyms?
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MR. RINDONE: They are, but it’s just a difference in how those
positions are described between when say academic research is
done for like a project that one of you guys might be on versus,
in the SEDAR process, the lead analyst 1is called the lead
analyst, or the analytical lead, and so they are synonyms, but
different places use different terminology, and so, by being
explicit about it in here, we can hopefully mop up some of the
gray area.

DR. KILBORN: I guess, once again, this would allow someone like
myself to vote on something that I was involved in, specifically
looking at this amberjack project coming up. I am involved in
that work, but I am not listed as a principal, a PI or a co-PI,
but I will be heavily involved in that work and the analysis,
and so I'm not quite sure that striking through the last part
of that sentence is the best idea, if we want to be explicit
about defining roles. I mean, I would still take it upon myself
to recuse, because I feel it’s the right thing to do, but not
everyone may feel that way.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Ryan.

MR. RINDONE: Thank you, and, like Mr. Chair said, 1like Dr.
Nance said, you can recuse yourself at any time, for any reason,
and you can abstain from a vote at any time, for any reason that
you feel is most appropriate. It’s not to —-- Nothing about this
is set up to prevent someone from recusing themselves or forcing
someone to have to vote on something, and it’s always your
prerogative to abstain from a vote.

Mr. Chair, when we’re looking at how we’re going to develop this
language, I think, at this point though, we’ve still heard
arguments for getting rid of and for perhaps keeping that last
sentence, and so I don’t know how you want to approach the
editing process on this. We certainly still have plenty of time
left to discuss.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Let’s hear Luiz and then Harry.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank vyou, Mr. Chairman. My thought, or
recommendation, here is exactly to that point, and to the point
that Josh just made, and so perhaps, instead of having that
sentence there, have something 1like “or had any direct
participation as a member of the analytical team”.

What I am thinking about is, for example, in my case, where I
do not just work for FWC/FWRI, but I actually direct the Marine
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Fisheries Research Program, and so a lot of the folks conducting
-- Not a lot, but all the folks conducting stock assessments
from our team actually are under my group, are members of my
group, but, if it haven’t really been a member of the analytical
team, or participated in any of the analysis, that would not,
in my opinion, signify a conflict of interest.

I mean, that’s to Josh’s points directly. Even if he’s not a
co-PI or a co-lead in that project, but he’s going to be
participating in production of analytical products, that is
almost like being a co-author in a paper later on that he will
be therefore reviewing if he is a participant in that wvoting
process. How about that?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: So what would you add, so Jessica can add that?

DR. BARBIERI: After “co-principal investigator”, perhaps “or
had any direct participation as a member of the analytical
team”, at least as draft language that we can improve upon, but
you get the idea, and you could be the analytical lead or not,
be a principal or co-principal investigator or not, but, if
you’re involved in any of the analytical products that are
coming out of that work, that would signify a potential conflict
of interest.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Harry.

MR. BLANCHET: Luiz had a very similar comment to where I was
going, and so I'm good with that.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Jason.

MR. ADRIANCE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. My question, I guess, 1is
more at the ten-thousand-foot level, and any of these changes
we make, and to Josh’s point of anyone is able to abstain, but,
if someone may choose, or choose not to, if they were involved
in something, based on how this is reworked, will NOAA General
Counsel give us some guidance on this, because what I would
hate, in the end, is for us to deliberate about something and
come up with our advice to the council and then someone turn
around and discredit that, Dbecause someone abstained, and
someone didn’t, that may or may not have been involved. Thanks.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thank you for those thoughts. Any other
comments on this language? I would like -- Bob Gill is not here
anymore, and so we don’t have motion makers, and so we’re going
to have to take it upon ourselves to get a motion out, but I
would like to have a motion on accepting this, with those edits.
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DR. GRIFFITH: I will move to accept the edits as written up
there.

DR. ISAACS: I will second.

MR. RINDONE: We have a motion by Dr. Griffith and a second by
Jack Isaacs.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Paul.

DR. MICKLE: Just a point of clarification. What’s the next
step, if this passes? Does it go in front of the council and
make its way into the SOPPs, or is it our little rule-following
document? Is it internal, or can we have some guidance, please?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Carrie, do you want to address that question,
or Ryan?

MR. RINDONE: 1I’'ve got it. The next thing that will happen is
we’ll edit the document that you guys have in front of you, if
this motion passes, with the revised language, and it will go
back before the council, and we will put it on the council
website, under the SSC tab, as the standard operating procedure
for SSC voting. It won’t go in the council’s formal SOPPs, as
Dr. Simmons said, until there’s a —-- Probably unless or until
there is a larger change to the SOPPs, because that has to go
up to Headquarters, and that moves at a snail’s pace uphill,
but we’ll put this up on the council’s website so that everybody
know that, under these circumstances, this is how this body is
going to respond to this situation.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Any other discussion? Any issues with -- I am
trying to think of the term here. Any opposition to this motion?
I don’'t see any opposition, and so it’s been accepted. Thank

you, and thanks for making the motion.

MR. RINDONE: All right. That brings us a little bit early to
the point that we were going to have a break, and, because of
how we have the schedule set up, Mr. Chair, we weren’t trying
to move a whole bunch of things around. If you wanted to try
to tackle some things ahead of time, some of the things at the
end of today --

CHAIRMAN NANCE: For red grouper, we scheduled that for right
after lunch?

MR. RINDONE: That’s correct, and so Dr. Sagarese will give that
29
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presentation from the Science Center after lunch, and so I don’t
think we should move that one.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: No, we don’t want to move that one. Let’s look
and see 1if there is --

MR. RINDONE: There’s a couple of bits of low-hanging fruit
there on the backend of today, like Items X, XI, and XII, that
are all mine, if you wanted to tackle one or two of those before
our scheduled break, and I think we could definitely tackle X
and XII, if you wanted to.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Let’s go ahead and do those, Ryan.

MR. RINDONE: All right. Carrie.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Did you want Julie to go through
that process first, so everybody -- That it’s fresh in their
minds about the topical working groups and the wvarious
operational assessments and what’s in those scopes of work?
MR. RINDONE: Well, if she’s on, okay, but I think Dr. Katie
Siegfried had a few slides that she was going to be presenting
after Julie’s, and so we kind of need both of them together.

If they’'re prepared to do that now, then we could do that now.
Julie.

DR. JULIE NEER: I need about fifteen minutes, because I'm
wrapping up something else, and then I would be ready.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Is Katie on too-?

DR. KATIE SIEGFRIED: I'm here.

MR. RINDONE: Yes, there she is.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay.

DR. NEER: If you give me like ten minutes, I will be ready.

MR. RINDONE: Do you want to take a quick break for fifteen
minutes?

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Okay. We’ll take a fifteen-minute break, and
then Julie and Katie can be on. Thank you.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think we’re ready to start again. We’ re
going to go ahead, and I will turn it over to Julie for the
presentation.

DISCUSSION OF RESEARCH TRACK AND OPERATIONAL ASSESSMENT
PROCESS

DR. NEER: All right. Thanks, Jim. My name is Julie Neer, and
I am the SEDAR Program Manager for SEDAR here in the Southeast,
and I am also the SEDAR Coordinator for the Gulf SSC, for the
Gulf Council’s assessments, along with -- I also work in the
Caribbean, and I work with the Florida assessments as well.

I was asked to give a pretty quick big-picture overview for
SEDAR. If any of the new members have even further questions,
which you might, you can always reach out to myself, or to Ryan,
who was the SEDAR coordinator before he became council staff,
and so we live and breathe this every day, and there is a lot
of details that you really don’t need to know, but we want you
to have at least the big picture.

SEDAR operates under what we all know of as the limited resource
challenges, and you want to be -- That’s not the next slide.
There should be a slide before that, and I think we skipped two
slides. There we go.

The SEDAR goals. Perfect. SEDAR was developed in 2002, as a
council process, and it was developed after an assessment --
There was an assessment that went through for red porgy, and it
went all the way through the end, and it got reviewed, and then
people discovered that some of the input data were incorrect,
because the people who collected the data were never looped into
the assessment process, and so this process was developed back
then to avoid those problems and to bring a more inclusive
approach to producing these assessments, with everybody brought
in at the appropriate stages where they are best suited to serve
and provide input.

The goal is to provide robust and transparent assessments, and
stakeholders are involved in the assessment process, which, as
I said before, was not part of the process previous to the SEDAR
program being developed. The attempt is to provide reliable
and scientifically-rigorous assessments.

At the research track stage, which we’ll talk about in a minute,
we have an independent peer review of that assessment product,
that vehicle that comes out of that first-time assessment, or a
major, perhaps, re-look at an assessment. The goal is to provide
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timely assessment products, thorough documentation of all the
methods used and the data that was incorporated, and to provide
appropriate consistency in the documentation, assessment
approaches, and treatments of uncertainty.

Anyone who works knows it’s very difficult to be fully
transparent, be very thorough, and also be timely, because, the
most transparency you want to bring in, and the more
thoroughness, looking at every single question, obviously, that
takes longer.

We have been put in the situation where we have to sort of pick
two of those three, and that allows us to move forward in a
relatively functional fashion, without getting totally lost in
the weeds on every single thing, because, as we all know,
management goes on whether we have the science, a new
assessment, or not. The managers are required to manage these
fisheries every day, and they can’t sit around and do nothing
while we’re waiting eight years for the next assessment.

In response, SEDAR has two main assessment approaches. We have
a research track approach, which is very, very thorough and
completely transparent, and there’s a lot of involvement at all
stages of development, and then we have thorough, but more
timely, approach, which is the operational assessments, which
are built on previous research or benchmark assessments, and
we’ll talk about a little bit more details in a minute.

We’re going to start off with the research track, and this used
to be called benchmarks, before we revised the process a few
years back, and they are still called benchmarks in regard to
the assessments that the State of Florida does, due to a little
detail that I am not going to get into here, but, if you want
to know, you can ask me.

Research tracks, this is the time where we develop this tool,
and we look at the models, and we come up with the methods, and
we really try and examine how this particular stock should be
assessed moving forward, and it’s a stage where there could be
hypothesis testing, where we can look at options for what stock
ID should be, changing it from what was used last time, perhaps,
if need be, if new information is available.

It's a place to implement new methods and new data streams
across stocks, and so, if we have a new method in determining,
I don’t know, whatever, natural mortality, that just came hot
off the presses, and we want to take a look at it, we absolutely
can review it under these circumstances.
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Also, if there’s a variety of new data sources, this would be a
good place. This is -- What’s the big one right now in the Gulf
of Mexico, and it’s the red snapper that we’re getting underway
here for you guys, and we have a variety of new datasets,
particularly the Great Red Snapper Count, which is a lot of new
information that’s going to be reviewed to see if it can be
considered, and how, in the upcoming research track assessment
for red snapper.

One of the keys about research tracks is that there’s no status
or fishing level recommendations provided, and the point about
that is to say that, unless -- In the Dbenchmark format we
produced, we produced management at the end of the timeframe,
and we had to have it done, because the councils were waiting,
and we had a very -- A much more strict timeline that we had to
meet, and, also, we were really bound by wanting to have the
most recent data rolled in, and sometimes trying to get the most
recent data, because different data streams came in at different
times, and it would bog down the assessment or cause issues,
where we thought we had the most recent data, but then an update
came in from perhaps a state, and we needed to redo landings or
something, and so there was a lot of pressure.

It removed this reliance on having to have the most recent data.
For example for the scamp assessment that’s wrapping up right
now, the research track, the data went through 2017, to build
the model and the tool, and then, when we do the operational,
it will be up-to-date and provide the management advice.

While we say that we can look at a lot of things, and we review
lots of data, and we have a flexibility in schedule, it is not
totally open ended, and it can’t Dbecome someone’s PhD
dissertation and take seven years to get done, and we do still
need to get things wrapped up in a relatively timely fashion,
roughly two years or so, 1is what we’re looking at, eighteen
months to two years, for the assessment proper portion of that.

If you have a stock ID portion, which I will talk about, that'’s
a couple more months in the frontend of that process, but we
are flexible to a point, but we still need to, as I said, provide
management advice, and so we need to get the research track
wrapped up, so we can do the operational and provide the
management to the councils who are waiting on that to take
management actions.

The schedule does allow us some flexibility, and it is much more
flexible than what a benchmark was, where we already knew where
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the review workshop was going to be before we even started the
process, and we have some sort of drop-dead dates throughout
the research track schedules, if you ever look at one where
people weigh-in and say, yes, we’re ready to move on to the next
stage, and, yes, we’re ready to plan for this to go to a review
in three months, and there are checking points along the way,
and, i1f we’re not ready, we can postpone the remaining portion
of that process, if need be, but we do have -- We have rough
timelines, but we have a little bit more flexibility than we
had under the previous benchmark approach.

Finally, the SSC is involved in all stages of the process, and
we have SSC members -- Well, they can be. I mean, usually, the
councils, the cooperators, do appoint some SSC members in all
stages, and we have SSC members who serve as data providers, in
the data stage, and we often have SSC members who serve on part
of the assessment panels, weighing-in on that stage, and, at
the review workshop, we have SSC members who serve as the chair
of the review workshop as well as serve as reviewers alongside
a panel of independent experts that we bring in, and so the SSC
is pretty heavily involved in the research track and the
development of this tool along the way.

One point we want to make in how SEDAR works is it’s a sequential
recommendation-making process. There are decisions, or
recommendations, that have to be made at each stage so that we
can proceed to the next stage.

Most research tracks consist of four stages: a stock
identification process, a data review and preparation process,
the assessment modeling process, and the actual review of the
assessment product at the end. The reason I say most consist
of four stages is there are some stocks where stock ID has been
settled, and we’re not revisiting it, and everyone is happy with
what was decided, and there’s no new information to suggest
changing it, and so we may not always do that stock assessment
portion, but we do these other three stages as part of a research
track, to make sure that we can encompass and bring a variety
of people in.

One key point that I want to talk about next 1is that an
assessment development team, or ADT, 1is convened for each
research track, and the ADT is often made up of SSC members,
and so I want to talk about that, briefly, so you guys understand
what that is.

The assessment development team is a small group of people that
are appointed by the cooperator, and they attend both the data
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and assessment portions of the process, and so, even if they
are a data provider without necessarily a great deal of
assessment experience, or they are assessment people, they still
listen in to all the deliberations at this data stage, but the
reason that this ADT plan was implemented, when we made these
changes to the SEDAR process a few years back, was to try and
help have a consistency of certain individuals that do go
through multiple steps of the process, to help aid in the
decision-making process and making sure that things are making
sense from one stage to another.

The ADT participates in the consensus decision-making steps
within the process, and so they are the ones who are really sort
of responsible for saying these are the recommendations, and we
agree, and let’s move forward to the next process with them.
It is a long, drawn-out process with the ADT participating, but
it’s incredibly valuable to have people see the entire process.

The ADT members contribute to analysis, as needed, and so, if
they have special expertise, they may be appointed to the ACT
because they have expertise in, I don’t know, larval transport
modeling, and we might rely on them to help craft the
recommendations and craft the documentation that is needed, and
maybe produce analysis, working with the Science Center
analysts, to make sure that we’re doing the best we can with
the products.

They can contribute to the report preparation, as need be, and
they certainly get to see drafts of it, and, again, if they have
certain expertise, they may be tasked to help flesh out the
initial draft to begin with, to make sure that the discussions
and the thoughts are being represented correctly, and they may
present at the review workshop, as needed.

Scamp, SEDAR 68, is our first research track, and it is our
pilot. We had planned to have that research track completely
finished before we started any more, but we had a wvariety of
delays going into scamp, and then COVID hit, which then made
further delays, and so the scamp review workshop currently has
not even happened, and it’s happening at the end of this month,
and so we currently don’t know if any ADT members will be
required. We don’t believe so, but, since it’s conveniently
being done via webinar, due to COVID, anyone who wishes to
participate may weigh-in.

Once I get that webinar link set up for that review workshop, I
will be sure to pass it on to Ryan to share with the SSC, and
so, if anyone would like to listen in, they are more than welcome

35



QO J o U Wb

AR D D DDA DD WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNONNR R R R PR
O JO U WNRPOWOW®®-JOAOEWNRFR,OWOWW-JdU D WNRL O W00 s WK RFR O W

to, and it is August 30 through September 3, one week.

The first step in the research track, 1f it’s needed, as I
mentioned, is the stock ID process, and so it’s its own little
component of the research track as a whole, and we’ve set it up
to sort of have its own set of terms of reference and stuff,
because, as I said, not all research tracks may require a stock
ID process.

It is the first stage, and it has a terms of reference that it
follows to meet the needs of the process, to get the information
that we need out to move forward to the next stages of the
process. The stock ID panel consists of council and NMFS-
appointed personnel. For example, for both scamp and red
snapper, we had SSC members, and we had state and university
representatives, and we had Science Center representatives. We
had a pretty diverse panel brought together, with a variety of
different expertise in data, to discuss what stock ID should
be.

When we’re saying stock ID, we’re meaning what should be the
boundaries for developing the assessment, which data should be
included for -- An example for scamp, the question was should
they be -- The stock ID question was should it be one big stock
throughout the entire Gulf of Mexico and up into the Atlantic,
or should they be split, and, if so, where? The question with
scamp was 1t was decided to split it along the council
boundaries, and we came up with two assessments.

With regard to the red snapper assessment, the question was not
whether we should move into the South Atlantic, but more where
should the current status quo for stock ID in the Gulf of Mexico
-— It is split at the Mississippi River mouth, Shrimp Grids 12
and 13, and the stock ID panel was tasked with reviewing whether
it should stay there, if it should move, should it still be two
stocks, should it be three stocks, and that was what that group
focused on, and so looking sort of sub-structure, sub-stocks,
within the council region.

We usually handle stock ID via some sub-working groups, and the
standard ones we’ve been using, the last couple of times, have
been a group that looks at landings, and we had a group that
looks at CPUE, and we have a life history group that can be
sometimes broken 1into movement, versus age and growth and
reproduction information, and we have those groups that work -
- Depending on people’s interests and expertise, they can be in
any or all of those groups, and then we would bring the entire
panel Dback together and discuss those on a publicly-noticed
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public webinar, and then we make recommendations overall, and
so each working group presented their recommendations, and then
we came up with overall stock ID recommendations for the group.

The process usually has a data scoping webinar, a variety of
plenary webinars, to review the working group recommendations,
and then, ultimately, come up with a final recommendation, and
the panel is tasked to provide a stock ID recommendation for
the upcoming research track. Basically, it’s how the data is
going to be divided, moving forward, and how the modeling will
proceed.

The data research process is the nitty-gritty, down-and-dirty,
let’s look at all the data that we are aware of and see what
might be useful for assessment. Just because something gets
presented at the data workshop, it doesn’t always mean that it
gets included, and sometimes we have datasets that overlap, that
represent sort of the same population, or the same information,
and the data panel might pick one or two of those.

We also operate in a working group format for data workshops,
and they are usually conducted in person over the course of one
week, and so you can imagine that we don’t have time for every
single person to review every single discussion about every
single dataset, and so we often work in a working group format,
similar to what we do in stock ID, but we usually do it in-
person.

Life history, landings, statistics, indices of abundance, and
we also usually have some ad hoc groups. We usually have a
group that looks at discard mortality, and we do that as part
of an ad hoc group, because there is people in all the other
groups that also have information to contribute to that discard
group, and we want to get all the information together and give
everybody a chance to see it, and then we also come back and
meet in plenary, full plenary, and sort of each working group
presents its results as well, and the overall group discusses
it and asks questions and the like.

The individual data workshop groups often provide
recommendations, and they prepare report sections, and they
prepare working group working papers, and all the documentation
that comes through the SEDAR process, with regard to working
papers and reports and stuff, 1is always posted on our SEDAR
website, which is a ton of information for all the SEDARs, and
so, if you ever want to go back and look for things, there’s a
ton of stuff up there, and, if you ever have any questions,
again, you can contact me, and I will help point you in the
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right direction.

As I said, the working groups work and come together, and the
assessment development team members, as I mentioned that ADT
group, are the ones that wultimately are responsible for
developing these consensus recommendations, as needed.

A working group might come to the full panel and say this is
our recommendation of how to look at natural mortality, and the
ADT members might ask some questions, and other panels might
ask some questions, but it’s ultimately the ADT that says, yes,
we concur with this recommendation, and this is what we think
we should move, and we should tell the analysts this is how we
would suggest that you do it.

The data workshop group of people is usually fairly large, and
it’s one of the largest stages, and stock ID is getting to be
almost as big, and it consists, again, of state agency people,
Science Center folks, Florida agency people, if they’re the lead
analysts, 1if they’re the 1lead analytic agency, which they
sometimes are for some of the stocks that come to you guys in
the Gulf, academics, anyone who might have information.

We try and bring them into this process and take a look at that
data, because we strive to get a look at all the data in the
process and see if it’s useful, as opposed to somebody coming
out two years at the end and saying, oh, I have a student who
did this research, and it would be really helpful.

When we come to you, as an SSC member, talking about what data
should be included, and do you know of anybody working on
anything, and, if you have any students that are working on
something, let us know early on. We would love to take a look
at it, even if it’s not finished yet, so that we can try and
incorporate as much information early on in the process, so we
can see if we can roll it in.

The assessment stage of the process, the data group makes
recommendations of how all the data should be handled, because
they prepare all that data, and they say this is what we believe
is the best data available for this assessment, under these
constraints. They pass that information on to the assessment
team, whose key task is to develop the assessment model itself.

The analytical team works with the ADT to determine a base
configuration of that model, what we think is, given all the
information we know, what is the best way forward to describe
the dynamics of that population going on at this time.
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They may also examine other hypotheses, using the data that were
prepared during the data process, and so sometimes we can look
at things like, well, we think these four indices are great,
and then, maybe at the assessment stage, they might say, well,
let’s see if we take this one indices out, how would that impact
the model, and it doesn’t seem to be contributing much, and
let’s see what happens, and so those are the kind of hypotheses
we can examine at the assessment stage, using the information
that was recommended and passed forward from the first data
stage.

They also look at characterizing and evaluating uncertainty. As
we know, all of our data is not perfect, and all of our knowledge
is not perfect, and, if we knew everything, we wouldn’t need to
model, and we would have the answer, but, since we know we don’t
know everything, we have to look at this uncertainty and
characterize it and evaluate it, and the analysts do spend a
fair amount of time trying to do just that and provide that
information as we move through the rest of the process, so that,
when the assessment comes out at the end, the managers have a
good understanding of where some of these uncertainties might
lie.

They document the methods, the configurations, and what I say
is initial results, and remember that research tracks do not
produce management advice at this stage, but that doesn’t mean
that we can’t take a look at how things are trending and verify
that that trend seems to be realistic, given the data and the
modeling methods that are used.

The report is usually produced heavily by the analytical team,
but the ADT can certainly weigh-in, if they have expertise or
have questions and clarification.

Then we have a review process for research tracks that is
comprised of —- We use a group called the Center for Independent
Experts, and 1it’s -- So, Dbasically, when we produce an
assessment, we know we’re producing one, we submit a request to
the Center for Independent Experts, saying we’re having this
assessment done, and we are going to need it reviewed, and we’re
going to need three reviewers for a panel review in January of
2023, and they put us on a list, and it’s a NMFS-wide -- It’s
an agency-wide call for a need, and then that group takes over,
and they provide the names of several, usually three, CIE
reviewers who are entirely independent from this process, and
they have not been involved in any of the stages.
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We have those CIE reviewers, but we also still, as I mentioned,
have SSC reviewers come 1in and be involved as well, because,
during the course of SEDAR, we have learned that we didn’t
really like having only external people who have no feel for
local factors and issues and that sort of thing, and so the
review process has changed over time since 2002, but we're
pretty happy with the current structure, where we have CIE
reviewers, and we have an SSC chair, who chairs the meeting,
and we have SSC reviewers, who also serve on the panel, to help
guide it, and then, occasionally, we might even have another
outside expert that a cooperator might choose to put on the
panel, and so it’s a panel approach that reviews the assessment.

The goals of the review process are to evaluate the quality and
the applicability of the data, the modeling, the assumptions,
and the parameter values, and do they make sense, and they
recommend the most appropriate modeling scenarios, they provide
research recommendations, and we have Dbeen asking the CIE,
lately, or the review panels, to provide recommendations in a
format of short-term versus long-term, what are things that we
think we could realistically evaluate, perhaps get new data on,
stuff that can be done in the next three to five years and be
useful for the next assessment, and then more long-term -- Well,
actually, one to two years, and then more long-term, three to
five years or later, are the long-term goals, such as it would
be really great if we had a fishery-independent index that could
look at X, Y, and Z, and those are more long-term, lofty goals,
which we put in there as well.

The key about the review process is, again, they don’t discuss
management implications, and they focus solely on the science,
whether the science 1is being conducted appropriately, using
current best practices, and so their whole goal is to address
and evaluate the assessment that was provided to them, and it
is not to rewrite the assessment. They often make suggestions
of, hey, let’s try this, or let’s try that, and they may come
up with a different approved base model, and we call it the
review workshop approved base model, as opposed to what came
out of the assessment process.

As they do the reviews, we often find additional things that we
didn’t think about, but they don’t redo the entire assessment.
It’s not their role, and they are pretty good at it, and the
CIE has been around for years now, fifteen years, and most of
the reviewers are very, very good about their roles with regard
to what can we do now, what can we make recommendations on, and
what is outside the scope of our process. We are reviewing the
assessment that was given to us.
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That’s the review research track, and that’s the full-bore, and
those are taking between two to three years, timeline-wise, when
we’ re scheduling these. As I said, we’re doing scamp right now,
and we’re wrapping it up, and scamp is a little bit longer even
than that, but we had a variety of issues getting it off the
ground, and then, also, COVID jumped in in the middle and caused
a three-month delay.

We have red snapper that Jjust concluded the stock ID process.
In the Gulf, that will be the first research track that’s being
done for the Gulf Council, and we have gray triggerfish is
what’s in the planning stages right now for the South Atlantic,
and that will be the South Atlantic’s first research track
assessment.

The other type of assessment we have are the operational
assessments, and these are closer to, 1if you’ve ever paid
attention before, the updates and standards. The goal of the
operational are to be thorough and timely, and they are more
along the lines of not revisiting everything, and we only focus
on very specific topics within that, and we’ll talk about which
topics we focus on in a minute.

Their goal is to update the accepted research track or benchmark

assessment with the latest information. If we have a new
dataset, we want to look at it. If we have five more years of
landings, we want to include that. This 1is the step of the

process that does provide management information, and it
provides status and fishing level recommendations that come out
of it.

This is the default approach for any assessment that happens
after a research track, and so, when you finish a research
track, the next thing you should do is an operational, to get
that management advice, get that terminal year up to current,
and provide the information for the councils to make their
decisions.

SSCs may participate in topical working groups, if needed, and

so they don’t have -- Operational don’t have a series of
workshops, where we bring a bunch of people in. Operationals
focus on, as I said, basically updating the information. We

can look at a couple of topics that might come up, where we are
aware of new information and that sort of thing, and, to address
how that new information should be incorporated or utilized,
there are these things called topical working groups, which I
will talk about in more detail in a minute, and SSC members
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often participate in those steps.

The review of an operational is conducted by the SSC, and so,
since we’re working off of an approved model, we’re essentially
-— When it comes to the SSC, your role, as the SSC, is to review
the assessment and make sure it still follows all those best
practices. If a new dataset was put in, do you think the new
data was applied appropriately, and then, obviously, to say how
you feel about the management advice that’s being provided.

As I said, operational assessments are based on the previous
benchmark or research track, and so they’ve already undergone
this thorough peer review process, and so, therefore, unless
there is a justified reason for making changes to the model or
data, OAs should normally be limited to updating the existing
assessment framework with the most recent data and only minor
modifications in the framework and supporting information.

Operational assessments, how you determine what can be included
or not, that scope is defined by a statement of work, and you
guys are going to be preparing some of those later today, and
so that’s why we’re chatting about this now.

Topical working groups, as I had mentioned, are how we manage
looking at new data or data that needs a little bit of perhaps
a tweak, based on new information on how to handle said data
that might come. Maybe there’s a new way for calculating discard
estimates, and we might have a topical working group to look at
something like that.

They are groups that are assembled to discuss and make
recommendations on specific topics that are identified in that
statement of work, and they are built on the same sort of panel,
the same sort of group, as the other processes, SSC members,
stakeholders, technical experts. They may meet via webinar or
in person, and we often try and get a handle on how we want to
handle that, get some information on that, in the statement of
work.

They can utilize a planning-team-style approach to facilitate
some of their discussions. Similar to how we’ve done some of
these other processes, they can meet offline, and it can be a
conference call, and do some work, like we did for stock 1ID,
and then they come back to these noticed webinars and discuss
everything, and the final recommendations are all made during
these public processes on these noticed webinars.

The topical working groups will produce a written report,
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essentially a SEDAR working paper, documenting their discussions
and recommendations. Again, SEDAR strives to have great
documentation with regard to what we did. If we’re not careful
-— The reports always say what we ended up doing, but, often,
sometimes, it’s lacking on the why we did it, and, when you go
back and try and do something eight years later, you sometimes
can’t remember, and so the documentation is key in figuring out
what the discussions were and what the rationale was, basically
building that record for why that recommendation was made at
the time.

The topical working groups are organized in the SEDAR process,
because we organize all these other meetings, and it’s just as
easy for us to do it and make sure that the notices get filed
when we have these public webinars and all of this.

One of the things about topical working groups is the timing of
them. They need to be held in a fashion so that they fit in
the schedule to provide the information when it’s needed, and
so the topical working group is meeting on something regarding

Maybe there’s a new age study, and we’re reviewing if that new
age study should be used, as opposed to the one that was used
last time, and, obviously, those decisions and recommendations
need to happen early in the process, before the modeling
happens, and so they might happen earlier in the process.

If we’'re looking at something about how selectivity might impact
something, that topical working group perhaps might meet after
the base model is constructed and they’re ready to go, and then
we can evaluate it, and so the timing of the topical working
groups 1s a little bit more fluid, depending on what the topic
is that they’re discussing.

Finally, not all operational assessments will have topical
working groups. There are some that we are simply updating the
data, and there is really no need to bring people in and have
these initial discussions, and so we just don’t have them, and,
in that case, the SSC will just get the report when it’s done,
at the end, for the review.

I just want to touch, very briefly, on the role the SSC plays
in operational assessments. It’s pretty clear with regard to
research tracks, and you guys are involved in all the workshops,
all the data gathering, all that other stuff, but I want to make
sure that vyou wunderstand vyour role 1in the operational,
especially since that’s what you’re stepping into right now.
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The SSC has three main roles in the operational. It’s to provide
guidance on the issues for consideration in the statement of
work. As I said, that is the scope of what will be looked at
at the assessment and so it’s incredibly important that you guys
weigh-in on that at the beginning. Then participate in any
topical working groups we have, and then reviewing the
assessment report at the end.

Provide guidance on the issues for the statement of work. We
are required to produce -- The cooperators are required to
produce clear and detailed statements of work that are required
for operational assessments. They define the scope of the
assessment, and they are useful for clarifying expectations with
regard to what the council is expecting and what the Science
Center is expecting they are going to need to do with regard to
producing this assessment, and they are critical for scheduling.

It's easy for you guys to say I don’t get it, and we’re only
doing two assessments, and we’re only getting two things this
year, and, well, that’s the Gulf, but remember that the Science
Center actually provides assessments for the Gulf, the South
Atlantic, the Caribbean, and HMS, as well as provides support
for the Florida assessments and actually does the assessments
for the commissions, the Gulf and the Atlantic States Fisheries
Commissions, as well, and so they have a pretty heavy 1lift for
menhaden, and they have supported some of the other assessments
for the commissions as well, and not just menhaden.

If you ever want to listen to an interesting discussion, listen
into one of the SEDAR Steering Committee meetings, where we talk
about the schedule, and we have this big grid, and it’s like
Tetris. You have to slide all the boxes around and make sure
that we can accommodate all the assessments across the entire
stock assessment enterprise that the Southeast Fisheries Science
Center 1is responsible for, and so knowing sort of what’s going
to be expected is really important to this process, and that
also makes sure that everybody is on the same page.

When you’re doing the topical working group discussion -- When
you’ re discussing the statements of work, you have to look at
whether vyou will need a topical working group, and that'’s
something you guys can weigh-in on. Is there new information
available? If so, then maybe we need a topical working group,
and you can also make suggestions regarding who might be good,
and like it might not be an SSC member, and it might be someone
like, hey, a colleague of mine at the University of Alabama
recently had a student who did this, and it would be great if
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he could be involved, because SEDAR certainly does not know who
is working on every single thing everywhere 1in all these
regions.

We do rely on SSC members who especially may be a little bit
more tapped into some of the academic work that’s being done to
speak up and say, hey, it would be great if we had this person
on it, and they have some great information, and so, again, we
want to bring the right people in, but sometimes we don’t know
who the right people are, and so, if you have ideas with regard
to who should be on a topical working group, it would be great
to at least bring that information to our attention, and we’ll
see if they can be accommodated.

Also, there might be topics that should be examined within the
frame of the operational, but they don’t actually need a topical
working group to discuss them. We have some new methodology
for doing discard estimates, and it’s fairly well tested at this
point, and it’s been used on a variety of assessments over the
last couple of years, and so, 1if this assessment that you’re
going to review for it didn’t use that methodology, they should
probably update to that new methodology, but 1it’s not
necessarily needed that they have a topical working group to
discuss it, but you guys would want to make sure that you put
in the statement work to update the discard mortality estimates
or discard estimates using the latest best practices developed
by the Science Center or something 1like that, and so not
everything that needs to be potentially included in an
operational requires a topical working group, is my point.

This is Jjust a 1list of some possible things that could be
included, and I have said most of these already, and you guys
have the slide, and so we’ll just move on.

Finally, as I said, you guys are the review body for operational
assessments. There is no CIE panel, there are no external
reviewers of any sort, and it relies on you guys to make sure
that the analytical team used the methods that were approved
the last time. If they changed those methods, that they fully
documented why, and you buy why they changed those methods, and
to provide the information with regard to those management
decisions.

I know I just said a whole bunch of information, and it might
be a little overwhelming, but you do have the slides, and so
you can go back and look at them, and, like I said, myself and
Ryan, and I am volunteering Ryan, but we are both available to
answer any questions that you may have on how the process works,
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if you have any, and I'm sure you will, but I will take any
questions now.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thank you very much for that presentation. I
have just a real quick one. The topical working group, how do
you make sure that doesn’t turn into a research project?

DR. NEER: Well, that’s an excellent question. Part of that
comes back to the scope of work that are put together initially,
and we also have to sort of Jjust use some best Jjudgment.
Sometimes -- Again, we’re new at doing these, and so we’ve only
done -- Well, really, within the SEDAR process right now, the
only one we’ve really done is in the Caribbean, and they are
structured around a series of very relatively small webinars,
sort of a data scoping, a webinar where we review the data and
we come up with questions that we would like the analytical team
often to look at and prepare data, or it might even be a data
provider, and like we would like to see the ages done this way,
this way, and this way, modeled three different ways, and we
have a second webinar, and we ©pick one, we make that
recommendation.

It can’t be we’re going to take nine months to do 1it,
unfortunately. Sometimes it’s 1like this 1s what we can
accomplish now, and your other points are extremely important
and worthwhile, but cannot be handled within the scope of an
operational assessment. We do have to rein them in, because
the goal of the operational is to get you guys more assessments,
so the managers can do their Jjob with more up-to-date
information on a more timely fashion, and more frequently too,
and so it’s kind of nebulous, and we just have to all use our
best judgment and hope that we can keep it reined in a bit. I
hope that helps.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. That answers it. Thank you very
much. Doug.

MR. GREGORY: Thank you. I noted that the presentation on the
website is an abbreviated form of what you actually presented,

and so we need to get your presentation put on the website.

DR. NEER: There was an issue, and I think they just updated
it.

MR. GREGORY: Thank you.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Jim.
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DR. TOLAN: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Julie, that’s a great
overview of SEDAR, and, unless I missed it, I think you left
out one of the pretty important sub-groups for the stock 1ID,
and that’s the genetics sub-group, and that’s for all of the
new folks.

DR. NEER: Thank you, Jim. I did forget that, and genetics 1is
always a component of the stock ID process. Sometimes it’s
simply a component where we say we don’t have any genetics
information, but we always want to make sure we’re not missing
something. Thank you for correcting my oversight.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. John.

MR. MARESKA: Julie, thanks for the presentation. I just wanted
some clarification on the hypothesis testing. Is that something
that’s at the discretion of the lead analyst, or 1is that
something the assessment development team determines, or is that
a collaboration? That’s my question.

DR. NEER: You mean within the assessment process?
MR. MARESKA: Yes, within the research track.

DR. NEER: Okay. Well, I think some of the hypothesis testing
-— I believe Katie, from the Science Center, has a presentation
to talk about some of this stuff, but, in general, it’s sort of
a collaboration. We look at the ADT, with data that’s available,
and we talk to the analysts, and we look at the timeline, and
we see what things can be examined in the timeframe that we have
available and the data that we have available, but it is --

There are some things that are always going to be unable to be
assessed in any particular process, but that doesn’t mean that
they’re not wvalid, but it just might be that we can’t do them,
given the information, but it should be a collaboration among
the people involved in the process and have discussions about
what can and cannot be done. Ryan, do you want to go to Katie'’s
presentation, or do you want me to finish these questions,
because Katie’s presentation might better address John’s.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: We'’re going to have a question from Sean, and

then we can have Katie’s presentation, and then we can kind of
answer —-- We’ll see if that leads us --

DR. NEER: Perfect.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Sean.
47



QO J o U Wb

AR D D DDA DD WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNONNR R R R PR
O JO U WNRPOWOW®®-JOAOEWNRFR,OWOWW-JdU D WNRL O W00 s WK RFR O W

DR. POWERS: Julie, I know that Katie will speak in a second
about an issue, but one of your bullet points said, for the
research track, this is not a research project, and that seems
counterintuitive, to me, because, I mean, for example, red
snapper, or any other species, we’ve been told for a decade that
we can’t explore X, Y, or Z, because it’s not a research track,
and now -- So can you expand on that point, because I understand
it’s not somebody’s dissertation, but, arguably, with some
species, it’s more important than somebody’s dissertation, and
so what do you mean by it’s not a research project?

DR. NEER: Well, what I meant was that it does still have a
goal, and perhaps “research” should have not been -- That
wording should have not been -- Research project should not have
been the best wording, but the point is that we still do have a
goal to provide management information in a timely fashion, even
if we’re not providing it at the end of the research track
process.

We still are not able to look at everything that everyone might
like to look at, because that would simply just take too much
time, number one, and, number two, some of these things would
be very difficult to make a choice at the end, when we don’t
have good criteria to choose between multiple alternatives, and
so it’s not -- We’re not currently set up for a process where
we can look at five different assessment models, because we
don’t have a way to choose, at the end, how that might be --
How you would pick, necessarily, which one, and so, as I said,
the hypothesis testing that we’re looking at is within the
recommendations and within the data that was already sort of
approved in the earlier stages and that we have in hand and can
be done and objectively examined, I guess 1is sort of the
question.

We do have to be careful that the ultimate goal of the SEDAR
process 1s to produce an assessment, a product, that can be
useful for management at the end of this whole two-year or
three-year process, and so that’s what we meant by it’s not open
ended, and it’s never been open ended, if you go way back when.
We never said you could look at every single thing in every
single form that you may wish to, because we still have a job
to do, essentially providing this information at the end that
the managers can use.

The research track has really only been in place for -- 2018 is
when we started rolling out to you guys the information on
research tracks, and our first one is scamp in 2020, and so the
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talks went on a little longer than that, because it took quite
a bit of time, to be honest, to get what a research track meant
through the SEDAR process.

It took several years to even get to our pilot, which is what
we’ re doing now for scamp, and I will be honest that it’s perhaps
still evolving, and scamp isn’t even done yet, and so there are
things that we may need to do a better job explaining and things
that we may need to make modifications to, to make sure that
everyone is clear on the expectations, because there does seem
to be some confusion among a variety of different participants
in this process, and we strive to fix that, for sure.

DR. POWERS: Okay. Thanks. That helps a little Dbit. I
understand the point that all the research questions that we
have to 1look at wultimately have to have some management
implication in the end, and that’s a logical boundary on that.

At the end of the research track, you said the review is the
independent review panel, which most of us are familiar with,
but isn’t there an additional step? I mean, the SSC has to look
what the review panel said, and then we have to accept or ask
for modifications or anything, or is it your -- For whatever
the review panel’s recommendation is, or are you saying that
the SSC doesn’t have a role there and that we just have to --
If the review panel says it’s acceptable, then we have to accept
it.

DR. NEER: No, and the SSC will review the overall SEDAR product,
like you do now, that final stock assessment report, and that
contains all the information on stock ID and data and assessment
and the review panel information. That will all come to the
SSC for your review and consideration.

Then, at that meeting, or shortly thereafter, the SSC’s role is
a little different at this stage, because what will happen is
then you will produce the terms of reference for the operational
assessment that follows, and so you are supposed to sort of look
at the recommendations and things that the review panel might
have recommended that can be fixed, because, again, these short-
term versus long-term goals, and there are recommendations, and
there are some things that perhaps couldn’t have been reviewed
or that the review panel might recommend that, hey, it would be
great if you could look at, and, I don’t know, combining these
two rec fleets into one.

That’s not something that could have been done in the three
weeks between when the review panel meets and the report is
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finalized, but it could potentially be done in the next four
months or something, before the operational assessment 1is
completed, and so the SSC could say, yes, we think that’s a
great idea, and we agree that that’s a good thing to do, and we
would like to see that happen in the operational.

On the flip side, the CIE might recommend something that the
SSC will say that doesn’t make any sense, given our local
fisheries and our understanding, and so we don’t think you need
to do that, and so the SSC still has a role in producing those
terms of reference for that operational assessment, but, again,
it’s —-- Since it’s following -- Assuming that the assessment
got approved and the methods were used, that it’s making minor
modifications and requesting perhaps additional sensitivities
and such within the operational assessment, as well as,
obviously, updating all the data.

There will, obviously, have to be negotiations, if the SSC asks
for something that is going to take eight months, nine months,
ten months, to do, and the Science Center and the cooperator
will have to have those discussions and see what could happen
and how that would be handled.

Again, we haven’t done one yet, and so I'm not sure, but
certainly the SSC does have a role in producing those terms of
reference that are going to be used for the operational that
follows this, but the expectation is that, if it’s been approved
by the review panel, and the entire process was sort of signed-
off on by that review panel, then we would hope that the
modifications that were requested by the SSC would be more minor
in nature.

If they were quite a bit -- If they’re extremely involved, and
I don’t know what extremely involved means, but, if they’re
going to take a good deal of time, then those discussions will
have to happen between the Science Center and the council,
regarding how important those things need to be and where we
could fit them in the schedule. I hope that helps, but, yes,
you’re definitely -- You guys weigh-in before the operational
starts.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Will.
MS. MATOS: Will, you’re unmuted, but we can’t hear you.
DR. NEER: While Will is trying to figure out his audio, I guess

I neglected to say there are essentially two types of
operationals. There are the operationals that happen
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immediately after the research track that produce -- That update
all of that data and finally provide that management advice that
doesn’t come out of the research track.

There are also operational assessments that are stand-alone,
which means they’re not happening immediately after a research
track, and so what I was describing in this presentation are
more for those stand-alone processes, where you develop a
statement of work, and you’re involved in all of these things,
and there might be topical working groups, those sort of things,
and those are the things that you’re sort of going to -- That
the SSC is going to weigh-in later today, or tomorrow, on those,
because operationals is kind of an overriding term for anything
that’s not a research track, but they have sort of a little bit
of a different function in how they are developed and the process
that they follow, and so a little difference between those two.

There are some more details on that in that Word document, the
research track operational topical working groups guidance
document, which I believe is in your briefing book, as well.

DR. POWERS: Okay. Thanks. That makes me feel better that the
operational is automatically scheduled after the research, and,
while we wait for Will, what is the cycle on the research? I
mean, for example, this red snapper one, I mean, are we not
likely to see another research track for a decade or more?

DR. NEER: That is difficult for me to say, but I will say that
our key species, and every council has a few of them, were
operating on a five to six-year cycle before you would see
another benchmark, when we were doing benchmarks, and research
tracks are probably going to be similar, or perhaps even more
lengthy, because the process itself takes longer.

Usually, vyou were -- The benchmarks/research tracks were
happening for those key species, like red snapper, king
mackerel, some of the others, that those were happening roughly
five to six years apart, with perhaps standards and updates put
in there -- Then you have the option, at least in the Gulf
currently, for those interim assessments, and I would bet that
you will see an interim assessment or operational before you
will see another red snapper research track, but, again, it is
entirely based on what the cooperators come to the Steering
Committee and say this is our high priority.

We have a lot more species, and we seem to assess about twelve
on a regular basis, and we try and stick other ones in, and so,
if the council thought it was necessary to do another research
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track for red snapper in four vyears, because we’re sort of
scheduled out through 2024 already, 2024 or 2025, they could
certainly request that, but it, obviously, means, with the
workload issues, something else doesn’t get done for a longer
period of time, and that’s always the balance of when they could
happen, but, on average, they were five to six years for -- I
am going to call them the most popular assessments that we do,
and I’'m not sure that they’re necessarily the highest priority,
but there are certainly species that we seem to do -- We were
doing repeat benchmarks, and there is others that we’ve only
ever done one benchmark and never repeated it, and so it’s
pretty species dependent, too.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Julie. Will, are you able to come
on now-?

DR. PATTERSON: I don’t know what the issue was, and I didn’t
change anything, but thanks, Julie, for the presentation and
overview of the process. Admittedly, when this was announced a
few vyears ago, that the process would change and have
operational versus research track assessments, I didn’t fully
understand the shift, and I still don’t really understand why
an eighteen month to two-year process for a research track that
doesn’t produce management advice, but then you immediately go
into an operational, which might take another five or six months
to produce the management advice, but I also understand that
we’re working through this, and it’s still a new process, and
we’'re trying to figure it out.

What I kind of thought was the deal is that you would have the
research track, because it could be open-ended, and those of us
who have sat on various SEDAR panels, or have just had stuff
come up for review at the SSC, invariably, there is some process,
or assumption, that i1is discussed that couldn’t have been
examined because of the nature of the assessment, and it wasn’t
in the scope of work for that particular assessment, but then
we have the example -- I'm not sure if Sean was referring to
this or not, but, in the red snapper, the current red snapper
research track assessment, one of the issues that’s been
discussed is whether we can examine multiple different stock
structure assumptions.

We’ve had discussions about that not being feasible within the
context of that assessment, but, earlier, in SSC deliberations,
that was like one of the number-one things, that we can’t do
this until there is a research track assessment, and so I fully
appreciate the fact that this process can’t be open-ended, and
you can’t examine all the minutia of every single parameter that
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you might want to explore, but it seems, to me, that there needs
to be some type of process then on the front-end that isn’t as
prescriptive, perhaps, as an operational assessment, but the
idea that these things are fair game, and we maybe have a
priority list of things that can be accomplished.

If you’re going to have a two-year process of a research track
assessment, then, to me, it seems like i1t does have to be kind
of open-ended, a lot more open-ended than an operational
assessment anyway.

DR. NEER: Again, this, I think, comes back to clarifying what
we mean by looking at things and examining things, and so we -
- From a SEDAR perspective, I actually believe that we did
examine stock ID, and we came up with -- We reviewed all the -
- There was a large panel that reviewed all the data, and you
guys came up with a couple of different stock ID alternatives,
various options that were all put forward with various pros and
cons to each one, and you then -- What we couldn’t do is likely
move forward with all of them to the full modeling structure.

To say that we weren’t allowed to review alternative stock ID
structures I don’t think is a fair characterization. We did
look at alternatives, and, in fact, you guys -- The group didn’t
settle on status quo, and you did actually make a change to what
stock ID structure is going to be used, moving forward, based
on the information that was provided.

I think I do agree that we need to do a better job on perhaps
the advertising of what it is, because I think we did address
stock ID, and there was a large group of people who weighed-in
on a variety of different options, and then one was selected,
recommended, to be used moving forward, and it, obviously, is
not as satisfying as some people I believe would have hoped we
would have been able to continue moving forward with this, and,
again, I think that’s just some of that perhaps
miscommunication, or not being clear on how -- Again, like
you’ re saying, what can actually be accomplished.

We did have a several-month stock ID process, and we looked at
a lot of information, and multiple alternatives were considered,
and one was ultimately put forward as a way to move -- As a
recommendation for the next stages of the process, and so,
again, I agree with you that we need to do a better job with
sort of the advertising and being clear on what we mean by what
can be considered, and Katie’s presentation will actually
address some of this as well, I believe.
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DR. PATTERSON: Jim, can I respond to that, real quickly? I
would just like a chance to respond, before we move on.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Absolutely.

DR. PATTERSON: I didn’t mean to imply, or indicate, that we
didn’t explore, in the current red snapper research assessment,
stock ID. There was a tremendous effort to explore stock ID.

What I’'m talking about is that looking at sources of information
for stock ID is only one component, and different hypotheses
were put forward, and there was some discussion about the
structure of the model and actually moving forward with
competing stock structure assumptions and examining whether the
data better fit models that had different assumptions about two
populations, three populations, what have you.

That’s the component that I felt a little bit let down that we
couldn’t explore, or won’t be able to explore, because simply
looking at the sources of information we have so far and trying
to, from the outside, propose what the stock structure might be
for red snapper is only part of the process.

Once you start fitting data to models, then you get a better
sense of what the empirical data and some of the parameter
estimates, what that actually supports, and so I thought that
is exactly what the research track assessment for red snapper -
- I thought it was actually the number-one issue, and something
that could be explored.

Again, I think, on the front-end, we just need to have clear
ideas about what’s in the realm of possibility, so that we have
a clear sense, and, 1f really important things, and like some
of us thought that population structure for red snapper can’t
be explored within assessment models, and not just in a workshop
on the front-end, then we need to have clearer ideas that when
we discuss these things at the SSC and put stuff on that we’re
interested in potentially considering or that the data may
suggest exist.

DR. NEER: I agree with you, and perhaps -- I mean, I said this
might be something -- Part of it is being clearer in explaining
what can be done, and I agree with you on that, and perhaps
there needs to be even another stage, perhaps something clear
like this, and maybe it’s something that needs to be done even
before we get to the assessment being scheduled, and perhaps
it’s something that may need to be spearheaded through the SSCs
and the Science Center working on stuff prior to something going
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on the schedule, if it’s something that you would like to see,
and maybe there’s a way to do it.

Certainly we’re going to have to probably have some more
discussions on making sure that, one, we’re clear with what we
can do within the assessment processes that we have in place,
and, two, perhaps have discussions on ways to accommodate some
of these things that SSCs may find are vital and important to
be part of the discussion, and how do we make that happen, and
do we change the process, or do we -- Is that done outside out
of the process, via a workshop method that’s done Dby the
cooperators and the Science Center, and I don’t know, but I
understand your point, and I understand your let-down of
thinking that this was something that was potentially going to
be able to be done as part of the assessment process, and it
doesn’t seem that that’s going to be the case.

I agree with you that certainly we’re going to need to give this
some thought, on how we should approach some of these things
moving forward.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Julie. That was a good question,
Will, and thank you, Julie, because it’s one of those things
where the research track is the only place you can have these
things, and so we need to do a little more thinking on how to
incorporate those things. David Griffith, you’re next, and then
we’re going to have Josh, David, and Jason, and then we’ll have
Katie.

DR. GRIFFITH: I am a social scientist, and so I'm kind of
interested in the extent to which -- I see that you -- When I
look over these stock assessments, I see that vyou 1look at
landings and the difference between commercial fishermen and
recreational fishermen and discards and gear types and things
like that, which I guess could be considered social data, but I
was wondering if you try to incorporate other kinds of social
information, like fishing strategies or the uneven distribution
of effort across the Gulf for different species or how a certain
species fits into a whole pattern of fishing operations.

Say a person who switches between charter boating and commercial
fishing himself, during different times of the year, and so
there’s all kind of seasonal dimensions that influence pressure
on stock and things like that, and I was wondering the extent
to which you try and incorporate, or even access, that kind of
information.

MR. RINDONE: I can take this one, Julie, if you want.
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DR. NEER: Yes, please.

MR. RINDONE: Okay. David, when we’re going through the SEDAR
process, we have involvement from fishermen and from council
staff, who help inform about changes to the management process
and also about some of the aspects of how the fisheries operate
and primary and secondary targeted species and how anglers,
whether they be recreational or commercial, may prefer some
things during certain times of the year.

We always lean to the fishermen first, whenever we can, on those
things, to let them speak for themselves, and, in the absence
of them, council staff or council members, who are listening
in, will also chime in and provide some of that information.

It’s definitely considered, front to back, throughout the entire
process. Whether it’s part of the stock ID process, or when
the data are being discussed, which is probably one of the most
imperative points in the process for those discussions to occur,
but they’re also very fruitful in the more analytical parts of
the process, like during the actual building of the assessment
model.

If the assessment 1s predicting that a certain thing 1is
happening, but the fishermen know that to not be reality, based
on what they see on the water, they can voice those concerns,
and then you can take a deeper look into why the model might be
behaving in a certain way and make appropriate adjustments to
try to better represent what we’re being told is the actual say
state of nature, if you will, for a particular parameter.

Then, of course, when it gets here, and you guys review it, you
guys will sometimes get input from fishermen that will try and
help explain why something is the way it is, and then, of course,
at the council level as well.

DR. GRIFFITH: So, the comments Dby fishermen, are those
incorporated into the reporting that goes to the SSC?

MR. RINDONE: They’re included in the stock assessment reports.
Oftentimes, you will see something discussed about the data,
and I'm going to completely make up an example. If you see
something discussed about, oh well, we primarily are observing
juveniles in these areas at these times of the vyear, and
fishermen will say, well, that’s not really where we see most
of them, and you might find them easily there, but usually where
we find them is in this other area, and then that might retool
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some thinking about distribution by age class and size class,
and 1t might help Dbetter inform different aspect of 1life
history, as an example. You will see that outlined in the stock
assessment report, 1in the particular sections pertaining to
those specific data.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Katie.

DR. SIEGFRIED: I just wanted to add on to what Ryan was saying,
and we have Mandy Karnauskas and Matt McPherson at the Science
Center who have been heading up the participatory workshops that
are asking these very questions, and they are sociological
questions, economic questions, fisher behavior questions.

Before COVID, we had a room full of stakeholders that
represented as many modes of fishing as possible for sets of
species, and we would -- I mean, literally, and Mandy is on the
call too, but we would throw up, on the wall, all of the
information that the fishers would provide to us and figure out
a conceptual model that we could then deliver to the analysts
doing the quantitative modeling.

I know that she and Matt, and I think they have an intern working
on it, are preparing the conceptual model for red snapper that
will be delivered in time for the data workshop, and so we are
trying to incorporate more information, and it hasn’t been up
to par in the past, but I think that we’re really getting rolling
on that effort, if Mandy wants to add anything, and I hope she
will.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Go ahead, Mandy, if you have anything for that
specific item.

DR. KARNAUSKAS: Sure, and I can add to that. That was a great
summary, Katie, and thank you. I guess I will add that, from
the ©process that Ryan is talking about, making sort of
adjustments to the stock assessment process, based on input from
fishermen, is a little bit different than what Matt and I are
doing.

That, I think, is more in line with some of the questions that
David Griffith was asking, is what’s the role of the species in
the wider system, how do fishers change behavior Dbased on
regulations, and those sorts of questions, and so those are the
kinds of things that we’re trying to get at in the participatory
workshops, but Katie did a great job summarizing. Thank you.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Josh.
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DR. KILBORN: First, thank you for the presentation, and this
is actually pretty helpful, but maybe I missed it, and apologies
if I did, but how do things 1like ecological and ecosystem
covariates get introduced into this process? Where -- You know,
I see a lot of effort appears to be given, in the research
track, to stock identification and things 1like that, but what
about these other Thabitat considerations and ecosystem
considerations? How does that get injected into the process,
and where?

MR. RINDONE: I can take a swing at that. Typically, those
sorts of discussions about ecosystem covariates and how they
might be incorporated, those are initially talked about in the
data workshop and data preparation phase, trying to identify
what data are out there, how they’ve been developed, what
condition they’re in, and where best to try to plug them in.

My mind is drawn to things like the red tide mortality indices
that are used for some of the grouper species, and those data
are usually talked about at the data workshop phase, and then
it’s determined the best way to incorporate mortality from red
tide, and, often, it’s 1like the discard fleet, 100 percent
discard fleet, and how to best align that mortality by size or
age, depending on how the data are provided.

Things are like that are then folded forward into the assessment
process, where they’re incorporated into the model, and they
can also be incorporated as sensitivities, to see how the model
responds to the inclusion of those environmental covariates as
a separate addition to the model.

Then, if it looks like that it helps better explain what’s going
on, and it helps represent a more plausible state of nature,
then it can be included in the final base case, and so that’s a
very quick synopsis of how that process can go.

We usually try to identify these sorts of projects that can be
informative as far in advance as possible, because, like with
any new data, especially the more complex those data are going
to be, the more work that often has to go into trying to figure
out how to fold it in.

DR. KILBORN: Okay, and does that apply to less obvious things,
like maybe oxygen concentrations from dead zones and things like
that? I am just sort of thinking of just the less obvious
things that may influence stock success. As people are working
on that in the academic setting, does it translate easily into
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this SEDAR process?

MR. RINDONE: Sometimes it does and sometimes it doesn’t. It
just depends on -- It depends on the data and how they can be
included. I mean, we might have ample sampling of say the dead
zone at the mouth of the Mississippi River and changes in
dissolved oxygen levels emanating out from certain areas,
showing the changes in that dissolved oxygen in space and time,
but that, by itself, while interesting, may not, on its own, be
enough to help inform something that’s being observed in the
model.

It might help with future hypothesis testing for future
research, and so, in those cases, oftentimes, suggestions for
the future research will be put into the research
recommendations of the stock assessment report, and it Jjust
really kind of depends on what’s been collected and how it can
best be applied to trying to determine changes in the trends in
total and spawning stock biomass.

Dave Chagaris is on, and Dave probably has, at least amongst
the SSC members, some of the most used application of ecosystem
tools that have gone into the assessment, outside of folks that
are in the Science Center, and so he might want to speak a
little more to this.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: David, why don’t we go ahead and address your
questions?

DR. CHAGARIS: Okay, and I can respond to Ryan, first. You
described the process accurately, but I do think it could be
done better, and, if you think about like the red tide example,
I mean, there was a lot of precedent for that before it started
showing up in the terms of reference, but, if there are other
environmental drivers that maybe haven’t been considered vyet,
something that’s not as pronounced, as Josh was referring to,
then that might not show up.

I am actually really glad that we’re having this conversation,
because this has been a concern of mine, really since we went
to the research track, that it was really just shaping up to be
another benchmark assessment, and I think what’s clear, from
this conversation, is that we definitely need to make space for
this somewhere upfront in the research track assessment.

This would be a space to talk about environmental concerns and
a space to talk about socioeconomics, and, also, the management
options. I mean, there’s this disconnect between the stock
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assessment models and the knobs that a manager might want to
turn, and so 1it’s 1like the assessment stops at status
determination and F projections, but how you actually get to
that F, whether it’s season closures or size and bag limits,
could require a different structure of the model or some
different projection models.

I think there’s a lot of reasons, a lot of good reasons, to add
another stage to this research track assessment, something on
the front-end, and maybe you can fold it into the stock 1ID
stage, or maybe you want to have something separate, and how
well that could leverage the work that Mandy and her team is
doing -- I mean, keep in mind this is something that would need
to be done on a regular basis, or maybe you could have a single
meeting a year to go through multiple species, and I don’t know
what it would look like, but, clearly, I think there is something
missing in this that allows the models to adapt to what it
happening in the environment and what’s also maybe happening in
the management arena as well.

I'm not sure how we go about doing that, Julie, if that has to
be a motion from the SSC, or if it’s something we can test drive
with red snapper, where I think it will be pretty critically
important to have those conversations upfront.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: David, is that your -- Are you done?
DR. CHAGARIS: Yes, I'm done. I’'ve said my piece. Thank you.

CHATRMAN NANCE: All good points. We’re spending a little more
time on this than we have allotted time for, but it’s good.
This SEDAR process is really critical to the things that we do
here. I'm going to take Jason next.

MR. ADRIANCE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I won’t belabor the point,
because I think Will and Sean covered a lot of my concerns, and
I think I went into this naively, looking at those points about
being able to explore new ideas, and I guess the thorough and
transparent for a research track has a little bit of a timely
component to it as well, but one thing I noticed in the process,
and I don’t know if Katie will get to this in her presentation,
but, somewhere down the line, I guess maybe we need to explore
the ability to look at some of these data breakdowns, outside
of geopolitical 1lines, and I noticed that was one point of
contention, at least in the stock ID process, that we have
surveys and boundaries that are geopolitical, but parsing the
data can be difficult.

60



QO J o Ul W

AR D D DDA DD WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNONNR R R R PR
O JdO U WNRPOWOW®®-JOAOEWNRFR,OWOWWJU D WNRL O WU s WK EFR O W

I don’t know how we move forward in that, but I think it’s
something to consider, as we do move forward, since these
research tracks are going to be our opportunity to change
things. If we don’t do it then, we’re stuck for the next cycle,
if we can even do it then. Thanks.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. We’re going to take Mandy, and then
we’re going to have Katie’s presentation, and then we’ll get to
other questions that are from here.

DR. KARNAUSKAS: Thanks. I was just going to add one more bit
to the subject of environmental covariates in stock assessments,
and I'm going to steal a quote from John Walter. When we used
to talk about this stuff, and we’ve done a lot of research on
how you go about including the environment in stock assessment,
and John used to always remind us that the assessments are like
Prego spaghetti sauce. It’s in there. The environment is in
there, and so I thought that was a great comparison.

A lot of the data, all of the data, streams are tracking the
environmental impacts, and we call it process error, but it’s
already in the assessment, and so we do have to remember that
putting additional environmental covariates in the assessment
can often do a lot more damage than they do good, and so we
certainly have a number of cases, like red tide and recruitment
modeling, where we have included environmental covariates in
the assessment, but those have to be selected very carefully.

Going back to the participatory workshops that Katie talked
about, and as Dave Chagaris mentioned as well, not only do we
characterize the sociocecological aspects of the fishery, but we
also ask the fishermen stakeholders what they think are the
major drivers of the biology of the species, and so I think, if
they were to point us toward certain mechanisms, those could
potentially warrant, or take priority, as further research
steps. Thanks.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Katie, let’s go ahead and do your
presentation, real quick, here.

DR. SIEGFRIED: Okay. Thank you, Mr. Chair. We consulted with
council staff about setting up this short, but perhaps dense,
presentation for you all, after some consternation surfaced
during the stock ID process for red snapper, which you all have
heard some SSC members comment on this morning, and so we just
wanted to start to set what the expectations are for a research
track, potentially, and then this can complement the way that
the SSC prioritizes the research they would like to see.
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First of all, as Julie stated, research tracks are meant to
incorporate current research and then determine which hypotheses
can be tested with those available data.

The research track assessments, they may begin with a stock ID
process, if it’s identified in the TORs. Sometimes it’s not
requested, and so it’s not required, but, if a stock ID is
requested, then we have a panel then that gathers together and
reviews all of those relevant studies, all that research and
all of the relevant data, to decide on a stock structure that
then is required to build the model throughout the rest of the
assessment process, and it’s kind of like our architecture, the
bones.

The stock structure is to be based on the best scientific
information available and to be based on first principles, using
the data, and it’s to be arrived at by a consensus, through this
transparent and inclusive process that Julie outlined in her
presentation.

The Center wanted to set up this expectation, because we'’re
realized this, through trial and error, that, with scamp and
red snapper, that multiple stock structures Jjust cannot be
carried through the rest of the research track, and that’s for
two major reasons, and this may have been a miscommunication in
the past, and we’re sorry about that, and we would like to make
that c¢lear now, that we cannot support multiple stock
structures, with our current workload and staffing and
prioritization of other assessments.

This is for two major reasons. Most importantly, there is no
objective way for us to judge which model is best when the model
structure changes, and so, for example, our standard model
comparison techniques, 1like AIC, or any other information
criteria, require the same treatment of the data, and, by that,
we mean changing stock structure that tends to change the way
the data are used, using different likelihoods, like an index
configuration, et cetera.

Our research track data are also supposed to be preliminary. As
Julie stated, like for scamp, we don’t have a terminal year that
is most recent, and we also don’t expect all the data to be
perfect. We want them to be approximate and sort of what we
need to build those bones, but they may not be the most final,
most QA/QC’d data, and so, 1f we don’t have that, we cannot
compare model diagnostics across varying stock structures.
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We also have this hypothesis testing statement that’s been made
repeatedly, but each stock structure may not be able to test
the same hypotheses, or use the same data, which also makes them
incomparable, and so that’s the most important reason that stock
structure cannot be carried through, barring anything much more
intensive, 1like a simulation study or something where we have
multiple post-docs working on this before the research track
even begins, but, at this point, what we have are the panel
looking at the available data and coming up with one stock
structure and comparing across multiples, and it’s just very
difficult if there is no objective, quantitative way to do that.

In addition, multiple stock structures creates a factorial
design for the modeling team and data providers, potentially
creating an infeasible workload for the timeline of a research
track, and so I'm sorry that I don’t recall who just mentioned
it, but there is some timeliness required for a research track,
and we do need management advice at some point.

I tried to create just a pictorial to explain this factorial
experimental design, and so, if we carry that stock structure
through the process, we could potentially create an
exponentially higher workload for the analysts and our data
providers.

What I have put here is -- If you look at Model Structure A at
the top, we test just one hypothesis, looking at alternative
selectivities, and so we have four different competing
hypotheses about selectivities, and it creates four models from
that one model structure.

Then we test each of those selectivity hypotheses with a high
and low natural mortality, and, those of you who have followed
our assessment processes, this probably doesn’t look that crazy,
right, because we probably test selectivities, high and low
natural mortality, and multiple other hypotheses in the process
of doing our sensitivities, as an example.

If we then carry all of these hypotheses say for the alternative
selectivities or high and low natural mortality through say two
more model structures, we create an exponentially higher
workload for ourselves, and we don’t necessarily know if the
selectivity scenarios will require the same treatment of the
data, and so not only do we have different data, but we have
different assumptions, and it’s a problematic scenario for us.

This is just a really simple example of why it creates such a
huge workload and how it’s difficult to test across the
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scenarios, and I hope this is clear that this is just meant to
be a cartoon, and that we’re actually a lot more complicated in
our processes.

Once that stock structure is decided by a panel consensus, like
Option A in the last slide, we can test multiple hypotheses with
the data available at the data workshop phase, and we can look
at inclusion or exclusion of a variety of indices or the way

that those indices are standardized. They could include or
exclude information about hypoxia, say, in the index
standardization.

The age and length composition data can be weighted or not
weighted, or using different likelihoods to fit those, and we
have catch and discard data that can be taken back to a
historical period or not, and then how the discard data are
arrived at by a model 1is another sensitivity that we can
potentially look at, or hypothesis. Sorry.

We have different selectivity functions, retention assumptions,
and we can investigate different stock-recruit relationships,
generally data-weighting issues, and we can attempt to
incorporate published studies about topics such as larval
transport, depredation, density-dependent mortality, et cetera.

All of these hypotheses can be tested during the research track
assessment, but not necessarily during an operational, and so
we do have this expectation of hypothesis testing in a research
track, but just not necessarily the stock structure.

Just a little note at the bottom there is that the research
track framework allows for this hypothesis to be tested using
the data provided at the data workshop phase, based on the stock
structure decided during the stock ID, and it could also be the
status quo, if the stock ID was not specified in the TORs, but
this was meant to expand on the expectations and clarify the
expectations that may have been communicated in the past for a
research track, and I hope that this helps sort of create a
place to start the conversation about what can be included and
not included for future research track assessments, and I think
that’s my last slide, if there are any gquestions.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank vyou wvery much. I appreciate that
presentation. Paul, did you have something to add to this?

DR. MICKLE: I appreciate this information, and it does give a
lot of kind of background to what the research tracks can really
provide, and I really appreciate this actual slide, because this
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gives the ability to look at the multiple hypotheses that you
can actually challenge and look at and see if you’re going --
The path you’re using, and the model design, and the stock
structure you’ve actually decided on has been tested through
these different things, and so I really appreciate that.

Just to jog my memory a little bit, I thought we would -- A few
years ago, there was a lot of discussion about gray triggerfish
and the ability to maybe look at some sort of new type of data,
research track discussion, because I think it has been updated
quite a bit, and benchmarked quite a bit, that particular
species, but the recruitment side and the sargassum component -
- I thought maybe there had been some direction and some research
funds spent to look at kind of maybe that relationship, and I
don’t know whatever came of that, if anybody remembers.

I thought maybe that NOAA had funded a little bit to look at
it, and maybe Dr. Hernandez over at Southern Miss, and I think
a GIS satellite specialist, maybe down here at USF, had teamed
up, and I think I just lost focus, or I just didn’t follow-up
on that, but whatever happened to that effort of trying to
understand maybe a habitat and ecological component to the
conversation we’re having?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Mandy, do you have something to that point?

DR. KARNAUSKAS: I'm actually the technical monitor on that
project, and so I could update a little bit. It is coming to a
close, and they are in the process of investigating satellite-
derived sargassum indices and the relationship with gray trigger
recruitment, and so that research is still in progress, but the
project is coming to a close, and they are actively working with
the stock assessment folks at the Southeast Center, and so they
are making those linkages.

DR. MICKLE: That’s terrific, Mandy, and that’s really great to
hear. We all wunderstand that it’s wvery difficult when
ecological data are very spatial in nature, and they’re very
bound spatially by the study site, which creates issues in Gulf-
wide stock assessments and those things, and so I would just
like to highlight that that seems 1like a really wonderful
effort, where NOAA provided the data need of a new type of data,
and it was kicked off in a way that NOAA really outlined exactly
the way the research could allow data to be informative to a
stock assessment, because so much ecological data is not, for
various reasons, and so that’s just a really great example of
how this provides benefit and pays dividends once the efforts
are in motion. I just wanted to highlight that.
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CHATIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Sean.

DR. POWERS: Thanks, Katie, for the presentation, and it is
consistent with what we’ve heard from the Science Center during
the stock ID workshop. I guess, getting back to your first
point, and I totally agree that, if first principles agreed,
and we could draw a definitive boundary, then that’s, obviously,
the best solution, but the issue with red snapper is that none
of the bits of information were any overwhelming individually,
and so we had a lot of places where we could have drawn that
boundary.

I guess that’s the point, is what happens, and I think this is
the case for red snapper, and I hope it’s the only species we
have this problem with, but what if first principles don’t give
a clear answer? That’s what we’re facing here.

You know, while we did get consensus, the consensus wasn’t
overwhelming. I mean, basically, Option C was the consensus,
which is the three-stock model, for those of you who aren’t
familiar with it, versus a new line at the Florida-Alabama line
and a two-stock model.

I'm not sure which one 1s correct, because there 1is no
overwhelming signal on first principles from the studies on
where definitively to draw that line, and so I understand the
concern about the workload, but, again, this was the priority
that the SSC had for a research stock assessment on this, was
deciding on the stock structure.

I realize that there is no objective measure, because there will
be differences in the models and the data inputs, and it will
affect sampling sizes and all of those things, but there is
probably a way, short of doing a complete factorial design, that
we can look at this question, and we can choose a couple of
indices and then look at their fits, because, ultimately, since
the genetic life history information isn’t leading us to any
definitive point, ultimately, we want to see what makes the most
sense or, for lack of a better word, visual fits of the indices.

We have done that consistently in the SSC, actually looked at
visual fits of the indices, when we can’t get an objective way,
and so I understand this list of hypotheses that you want to
test, but part of -- Or that we think that we should test, but,
for example, I would be willing to give on a few of these if we
could look at the stock ID structure.
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I understand it’s a tremendous amount of work, but, arguably,
it is the most important species that we deal with at the SSC,
or at least public perception would say that, and so I guess
that’s -- My question comes back to what if first principles
don’t give us a clear boundary? I mean, there would be some
argument, according to Magnuson, that we should then, if there
is no clear thing, we should manage it as one whole stock, and
I don’t think anybody is advocating for that, but what happens
when first principles don’t 1lead wus to definitive stock
boundaries?

DR. SIEGFRIED: Can I respond to that, Mr. Chair-?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Absolutely, Katie.

DR. SIEGFRIED: I think, without showing the SSC this whole
stock ID report at this point, it would be difficult to truly
debate all of this, Sean. I know that the Center and council
staff have discussed that we would like to present the stock ID
report to the SSC at the next meeting, and that, once the SSC
can see all of those details, it would be a heck of a lot easier
to debate this, at that point, at least the details of the red
snapper stock ID.

When you say that the first principles don’t arrive at a clear
stock structure, then it has to be something where the panel
comes to consensus of what other best scientific information
there is. If there’s not one clear answer, which seemed to
happen for the red snapper stock ID, then the panel discusses
it, which we did over multiple webinars, and we had to come to
some kind of compromise, based on what was available and what
we expected to see if we could rely on just first principles
alone.

I would ask if we could debate the actual details of the red
snapper stock ID at the next one, where the whole SSC can be
aware and educated about what the panel discussed.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Ryan, 1s that possible to do?

MR. RINDONE: I would argue no, the reason being that the data
workshop, or the data preparation workshop, whatever it is that
anyone feels like calling it for the research track process,
and it’s supposed to be the first week of November, and debate
implies that there’s something left -- Something still to be
decided, and so, if this decision is not made, isn’t already
made at this point and ready to go, I mean, it affects everything
downstream at this point.
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If we wait until the next SSC meeting, which is the end of
September, then, at the end of that meeting, that leaves
essentially the month of October for everyone who is responsible
for data to put those data together in such a way that complies
with the hypothesis, or hypotheses, for stock structure and have
to do that in a month, and I would venture to say that you will
hear a lot of people say that’s either highly unlikely or flat
impossible.

Then, for all of that to be prepared and ready to be discussed
at that data workshop in November, I just don’t personally see
how that’s possible, given my experience with the SEDAR process,
and so the possibilities, from there, would be that either we
would have to go forward with what we have, and try to think of
alternative ways of looking at things, as Sean alluded to, or
we would have to look at the schedule and see how we could
change the schedule to accommodate further consideration of the
stock ID process, and so I see Julie has got her hand up.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Julie, do you want to respond, and then Katie,
or vice versa®

DR. NEER: I just want to step in with regard to the process.
As I said, we have a stock ID process that we went through and
we followed, and SEDAR is more than happy to make the report
available for you all to see, and it will be posted on the
website as soon as it’s finished, in the next couple of weeks,
but SEDAR does not currently, in its format, come back to the
SSC in between each one of these steps to get them to sign-off.

It is an entire process that moves forward, and, as I said, it
is a sequentially decision-making and recommendation-making
process, and, if we are now going to have to get each stage of
this process reviewed and signed-off on by the SSC, that is a
fundamental change to how SEDAR functions, and it will require
a lot of discussion at the steering committee level, if that is
a path that we’re going to go down, then that’s -- I have a
feeling that we’re going to discuss this topic in general at
the next meeting in October for the SEDAR Steering Committee,
but we have ADT members who are in this whole process, and some
of them were actually on stock ID, and some of them were not,
but we have SSC representation at each one of these stages for
a reason.

The whole product, at the end, comes to the SSC for their review,
but coming back and now taking this report and sending it to
the SSC for them to weigh-in on, without the benefit of seeing
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all the discussions and all the -- We had fifty-two people
appointed to the stock ID panel for red snapper, and we had a
series of webinars and workshops.

For you guys to now just look at that condensed report and then
perhaps override the decision that was made by the panel is a
real problem for the process, and, if that’s what you wish to
do, I guess the SSC can make that recommendation, and then we’re
going to have to take that up to leadership and see if it can
be accommodated or not, because that is not how the process
works, as it is currently structured. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Katie, anything on that?

DR. SIEGFRIED: Yes, and I'm really sorry that I used the word
“debate”. What I thought we were doing, and had discussed
doing, is bringing it for awareness and not for approval, and
so what I meant was it’s difficult to answer Sean’s specific
questions about it, because the whole SSC is not aware of what
we’re talking about, Dbecause there is no document, but I
certainly didn’t mean to add in that the SSC needed to approve
that. The panel came to consensus, and so I apologize for
misspeaking.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Katie. Will.

DR. PATTERSON: Thanks, Jim. Katie, back to your original sort
of two points about why we couldn’t explore stock structure
within the assessment model, or models, one is this factorial
issue, and the second 1is Jjust the data requirements to
accomplish that.

As far as the factorial, anytime we change an assumption about
selectivity, or we change assumptions about high or low M, that
doubles the number of runs that are required, and so, by having
two stock ID assumptions, it would be no different than any of
those other parameters.

It seems to me what it really comes down to is the data, and I
understand the difficulties in trying to produce all the various
information, whether it’s the age comps or the index information
for various indices, and that, if you have different geographic
boundaries between population groups, or stock sub-units, then
that causes problems, or it creates more work, but, to me, that
just argues for the process I think that’s being undertaken, or
is attempted to be, in the region of more automation of the data
time series and the ability to pull data at the click of a
mouse, 1if possible, for these wvarious different components of
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what goes into stock assessments and not have it be a two or
three-month process to get data providers to get information
for a given index or a given source of information that goes
into an assessment, into a given assessment.

I know that’s problematic now, and I'm hoping, in the future,
that, i1f this automation process is successful, at least to some
extent, then perhaps we can start to evaluate some of these
things, and, as far as an objective way to interpret the
information, if vyou ran a two-stock versus a three-stock
assessment, and then tried to figure out which one is the most
parsimonious, or the best fit, in some other respect, I think
we can do that, like Sean was alluding to, even without a formal
framework.

I mean, obviously, it’s better to be as objective as possible,
but I think that could be done, and so I understand that it’s
not going to happen for red snapper for this particular process,
this particular research assessment, but, right now, you have a
three-stock model moving forward.

What happens if you get to the end of two years and you’re not
getting convergence, or there’s something else squirrelly, and
you have indices that Jjust don’t fit, because the population
structure that’s assumed in that model just doesn’t match the
fish, the biology of the animal, and you have bits of information
that may be suggested, but, in the end, it’s not the best
approach, and what do you do at that point?

You’ve got two years invested into a process that doesn’t
produce a result that maybe the SSC would recommend to be turned
loose into an operational assessment, and so, if the issue is
about efficiency and best use of time and how to accomplish the
objectives of the research track process, we could actually end
up in a position where you have -- By not running these multiple
scenarios, and, by multiple, I am suggesting two, but then you
could actually end up in that same situation, but for a different
reason.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Will. Trevor.

DR. MONCRIEF: I want to make two points, real quick, and so
the first one is on the document itself, and then I'm going to
call of follow -- I think Will was going down the route that I
was going, but I’ve got another scenario that I wanted to ask a
question about.

Paragraph 3 of the guidance document, and I think it’s Sentence
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4, says this would increase quality, Dbecause the research
assessments are not rushed to completion under the pressure of
needing to provide management advice. Then another sentence in
your bullet points, the last one, is, therefore, the frequency
of research track assessments should be tempered by the extent
of compelling new information and the resources available and
that there are no expiration dates on the assessment tool built
through a research track.

I feel 1like -- I think you all are going to provide the clarity
that was asked by multiple folks, but I think adding what you
all have in this last slide would provide a lot of clarity in
the document, and it would really clear it up, for anyone who
pulls this up, to be able to look at what the research track is
supposed to Dbe.

The other one is I think we all have come to the consensus that
we want to explore multiple stock structures, and it would be a
great thing to do, but it might not be in the cards here, and I
guess my question is, is there concern from you all’s staff, or
anybody at this table -- Basically, what I am thinking is this
is going to come up again for a research track in a few years,
and the same question 1is going to arise, and we have the
possibility that we’re going to have basically a previous
assessment that had a stock structure, a research track
assessment now that’s going to have a different stock structure,
and then the new one, when it comes out, the next research track
could have a potentially different stock structure altogether.

Is there any concern about comparability or changing these stock
structures over time for each one of these assessments, because
that’s a fundamental change, in my mind.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Katie, go ahead and address that, please.

DR. SIEGFRIED: We did -- To Trevor’s qgquestion, we did talk a
little bit about comparing stock structures, where we couldn’t
collapse back to status quo, and I think that’s what you’re
getting at, 1s that it’s difficult to compare when the stock
structure may change from research track to research track.

That was one of the appealing options, but one of the things
that made the option seem appealing is that, potentially, if we
ran into issues like what you’re saying, or what Will was saying,
where we had convergence issues, or problems with the data not
being enough to support another region, that we could then fall
back on status quo, which is something that I think is outlined
in that document as well, that if the data aren’t sufficient to
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move into the different stock structure that we would have to
fall back on that. Can I also comment on Will’s point, Mr.
Chair?

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Absolutely.

DR. SIEGFRIED: Okay. So then, as far as automation goes, we
have some staff who are dedicated to the automation side of it,
and we are going Jjust about as fast as we can on those, and
we’ve made some big strides, but a few of the things that we
haven’t fully automated vyet are key points to the stock
structure discussion, the indices and the age and length
composition data weighting, and those are much more difficult
to automate, when it comes to changing the stock structure.

We are open to suggestions and further discussion about that,
as well as any academic studies that are of interest to those
on the SSC, or their collaborators, to look into something like
a simulation study for stock structure, and our staff,
unfortunately, Jjust have such a high operational workload that
we can’t pursue all of the types of research that we would like
to pursue outside of our SEDAR and operational workload.

The other thing that I wanted to mention about this slide that’s
on the screen here, it certainly is not all-inclusive, and I
hope that that was understood, and there’s plenty of other
things that we can test. Natural mortality comes to mind, and,
also, we can incorporate hypothesis testing in the operational
assessments and not just research track, and so I hope that was
clear.

I wish we were farther along with the automation and that there
was an easier way to move forward with stock structure,
something where we had some sort of decisional framework with
all the available data, but we’re just not there yet.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. I think this research track is one
of those things where it’s the first attempt, and it’s a good
learning experience on how these things need to proceed. Any
additional comments on this topic? Okay. Julie and Katie,
thank you very much for those presentations, and I appreciate
all the comments.

We’re going to break for lunch, and we’ll come back at 1:00
Eastern Time, and we’ll go into the red grouper. Thank you much
to all those who participated.

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed for lunch on August 9, 2021.)
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August 9, 2021

MONDAY AFTERNOON SESSION

The Meeting of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council
Standing and Special Reef Fish, Special Socioeconomic & Special
Ecosystem Scientific and Statistical Committees reconvened on
Monday afternoon, August 9, 2021, and was called to order by
Chairman Jim Nance.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Welcome back, everybody. Our next agenda item
is we’re going to review the updated red grouper interim
analysis. Skyler, I guess you’re up for that.

REVIEW OF UPDATED RED GROUPER INTERIM ANALYSES

DR. SKYLER SAGARESE: Thank you so much, and I'm going to
basically be giving a run-through of the wupdated interim
analysis for red grouper. I know there are some new folks on

the SSC now, and so I'm going to try to maybe add a little bit
more background as I go through it than I normally would have,
but, if you’ve looked at the materials online, there is quite a
few new documents that we’ve posted, and there’s been a lot of
updated work on red grouper since we had our last presentation.

I am going to just start, quickly, by going through a brief
history of the interim analyses for red grouper. Red grouper
was the first stock that we did do an interim analysis for, and
I'm also going to spend a lot of time, on this call, talking
about some updated methodologies that we proposed at the Science
Center to move forward with for red grouper, and so I will kind
of go in detail in terms of why we’re proposing those approaches
and talk about some of those specific issues with red grouper,
and also talk about another issue that’s come up.

From the allocation standpoint, when we started digging into
landings time series and assessment ©predicted outputs,
basically, we ended up coming back to our projections and kind
of doing a little analysis for the interim before another full
assessment can be done, and that helps out with the predicted
assessment recreational landings, and so we’ve done sort of a
little adjustment to the OFL and ABC that we’ll see later on,
and I did want to highlight here that there’s a lot that’s in
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this presentation, but there is also --

We’ve tried to break it up into pieces, and, where we need SSC
decisions to be made, we’re kind of going to approach it that
way, and so we’ll talk about through the first issue and then
kind of stop and discuss. You know, number one 1is that
recreational weight adjustment, and are those results accepted,
and then number two, because the interim is dependent upon that
decision, then we’ll jump into the interim analyses results.

Of course, with red grouper, with the groupers and the ongoing
red tide, there’s been quite a bit of concern that we’ve been
hearing, and so we wanted to try to provide a little bit of
input there, and I’'m hoping that Brandon Turley will be able to
chime in, and he’s been leading some of those results, and so,
when we get to that point, I’'m hoping he can jump in with some
additional background, and so there’s a lot to cover.

Basically, the take-home for red grouper, SEDAR 61, was
finalized and presented at the September 2019 SSC meeting and
then at the October 2019 council meeting. At the time, while
that assessment was ongoing, we had the red tide that had
occurred in 2018, and there was some concern that was raised,
in terms of the ACL wasn’t being met, and so the first interim
analysis that was conducted at the Science Center was for Gulf
red grouper.

I highlight here that all the interims we’ve done so far from
red grouper have been projection-based interims, and I will go
into more detail in a few slides on what that means, but that’s
really important to keep in mind, and that’s one of the themes
of this presentation.

After that first interim analysis, it was -- The SSC suggested
that it could be useful for setting a new ACL, and that was
about 4.6 million pounds at the time, but, ultimately, it wasn’t
used, Dbecause the 2019 ACL that was put into place by an
emergency rule, and then later by framework action, actually
used the 2017 landings value, which was, I believe, 4.16.

The first interim produced advice, but, ultimately, that advice
wasn’t used, and then, more recently, at the end of -- All my
years are jumbling together, but, at the end of 2020, when we
produced another interim analysis, using the 2019 data, we were
able to kind of get a gut-check on what the SSC had agreed upon,
in terms of the assumption of the red tide mortality, and so
one thing to note here is that the SEDAR 61 stock assessment
had a terminal year of 2017.
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At that time, 2018 was the first year of our projections, and
we knew that there was a very bad ongoing red tide, and so we
had to make some assumptions in our projections to allow for
some sort of event, and so, for example, in the figure on the
right, what we ended up showing for that assessment, the output

that followed throughout much of the reviews, was a —-- That’s
just the time series of the projected yields out of our
projections, which started -- So the first year of projected

yields was in 2020, and then through 2035.

We ended up putting fixed catches for both recreational and
commercial in 2018 and then in 2019. In 2019, because we did
not have final data, we made the assumption that the commercial
ACL would have been landed and that recreational landings would
have remained similar to 2018.

The first thing to highlight is, and as we document in our
reports, there’s a 1lot of assumptions that go into our
projections, but, ultimately, what that 2020 interim analysis
showed was that our assumption was pretty good that there was a
red tide, and it looked like it did have a bad influence on the
stock, based on the trend and the relative index.

Then, in 2021, and so, in this past December of 2020 and then
in March of 2021, we put out two different interims, using the
index of abundance that we’ll go through, essentially a full
index and then an index that was based on a reduced spatial
footprint, because of 2020 and COVID and other reasons that the
survey wasn’t able to sample the whole region.

There’s been -- Just to kind of put it in perspective, there’s
been a lot of interims that have occurred for red grouper since
that first one, but, at the end of the day, none of them have
actually been used yet to set catch advice, and much of it had
to do with the results of SEDAR 61 being tied into the allocation
issues, and so allocations had to be finalized before we could
finalize the projections and get out the new OFL and ABC.

Basically, the most important thing, with all the work that we
did projection-wise, was that the big assumption for our 2018
red tide was that it would have been similar, and had a similar
impact to the population, as the 2005 event.

Previously, as I mentioned earlier, kind of foreshadowing, all
of the interim analyses that we’ve done for red grouper focused
on a forecasted index, and so they were projection-dependent,
and so what this figure here is showing is you’ve got relative
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abundance on the Y-axis, over time, and, in this case, this was
for the full NMFS bottom longline survey.

The index of abundance is in red, and then the reduced spatial
area index 1is in green, and what the previous interim approach
that was applied for red grouper, we would take the assessment
forecasted, and so the dashed-blue 1line 1is essentially the
expected trend for that index that the stock assessment was
projecting forward, based on all the assumptions we made in our
projections, and so the fixed landings, the red tide assumption,
and that is the trend that the assessment had expected would
have happened if all the conditions we made in the projections
were constant, and so selectivity, retention, and everything
was assumed to be the same as 2017.

Many of you that looked through those SEDAR documents, you know
that the projections have a lot of assumptions built into them,
and so that’s how that previous interim analysis worked, is we
were comparing what the current index, the actual observed
index, was doing in relation to where we thought we were from
the forecast.

I have highlighted those strong assumptions in red, because all
of the work that’s been done was based on the assumptions, and
now, with the terminal year of 2017, we’re already into 2021,
and all those projections that we presented are really assuming
that the assumptions we made about the red tide, which, again,
was just an assumption, sort of a placeholder, in the absence
of any other information, that those may not represent -- A
couple of years later now, we have better data streams, and we
don’t really have to rely on those forecasted relationships that
we thought were the truth at the time. We did the best that we
could, but there’s been some new research that we want to
incorporate for the interim.

Just to kind of bring the where is the red grouper fishery at
to-date, and so we’ve seen this plot in the past, and this is
just looking at the -- Over time, the red-grouper-specific
quotas for commercial on the left-hand panels and then
recreational on the right, the landings are the dashed lines,
the realized landings are the dashed lines, and then the quotas
are the thick line, and, at the bottom, it’s Jjust plotting the
percentage of the quota that’s been landed.

In 2019, the ACL was dropped considerably, and so, in 2019, the
commercial fishery caught about 70 percent, and then, in 2020,
they caught about 80 percent of the quota, and then, in both
2019 and 2020, the recreational fleet caught Jjust over 80
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percent for both years, and so, even with the change in the ACL,
currently, neither fishery is actually realizing the entire ACL.

I do want to point out that this was based on the available data
that I had at the time. Because we’re currently halfway through
2021, the commercial quota, I believe, right now is about 60
percent, and I'm not quite sure about recreational. I didn’t
see new data, and so there’s still some concern that we’re not
seeing as many fish, although I do think that, wvery recently,
that has changed, and I think that we’re starting to see the
cohort that the assessment had predicted in 2013.

We’re starting to get some reports that red grouper fishing is
really good, and that’s promising, and I think that’s -- These
are the kinds of reasons why we want to apply these interim
approaches in between full-blown stock assessments, because it
will allow us to have a bit more of a handle, real-time, on
what’s going on, and so, as I mentioned, with the terminal year
of 2017, the SEDAR 61 assessment is already quite old, and it
still really has not been used yet, until now, luckily, but
there is still quite a bit to discuss.

What we’re proposing with the new approach, and the working
paper that’s now posted on the website kind of goes through this
in detail as well, is essentially switching to an index-based
approach that does not rely on the projections, and so this
approach was used for red snapper and gray triggerfish, but
that’s not the only reason why we want to switch to this
approach. We think that this is a more defensible management
procedure that has been used and has been simulation tested.

In this case, it was tested in the Huynh paper for vermilion
snapper, and we still don’t have a red-grouper-specific MSE that
has been used to test all the different combinations and
management procedures, and it’s something we’re hoping to work
towards at the Science Center, but, for now, in this case, we
did feel that the additional peer review of this approach by
Huynh was justification for putting forward this sort of an
interim approach, a harvest control rule that does not rely on
the projections.

Again, this removes the reliance on what I talked about with,
number one, we had to make an assumption about the 2018 red
tide, and now we’re a few years past that, and we’re already
kind of getting into the midst of another red tide, and so how
good were those assumptions in the first place, as well as the
landings, and so the benefit of removing the reliance on the
forecasted index 1is that we can use the index of abundance we
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have from the reference period and from our recent period and
get an idea of what’s going on and be able to adjust the catch
there.

That’s one of the biggest -- The biggest change from what we’ve
presented in the past, is we are no longer comparing the observed
data that we’re getting more recently to the forecasted index
of abundance, and, again, as I mentioned, the reason for this
move, or this shift, was because this approach has now been
simulation tested for another Gulf stock, and I need to
emphasize here that the approach we had used in the past has
not yet been simulation tested, and so we feel more comfortable
moving forward with an approach that has.

Again, it has been presented and accepted for red snapper and
gray triggerfish, and so, from that 2018 first interim, a lot
has changed, in terms of how we approach interim analyses for
red grouper, and it wasn’t until very recently that we
reevaluated all of the different steps, the approach, that we
took, as well as some of the other modifications that we needed.

Just to kind of give you an idea of how this approach works,
and I do want to point out that the approach we presented follows
from what was done I think a few months ago for red snapper,
where it takes a modification of the Huynh approach, where we’re
now using a moving average, and, essentially, what we’re getting
is our catch in year Y-plus-one, and so that would be the year
we’re trying to produce, and so, for example, 2021 in our case,
and the C reference is essentially the reference level of catch
that would come out of the recommendation for the assessment.

Normally, it would be the year following the terminal year, and
so, for example, our terminal vyear was 2017, and so,
technically, we would have seen this advice go into play in
2018. Now, of course, we’ve had a pretty large lag from SEDAR
61, but, Jjust for the purpose of this analysis, we wanted to
stay strict to that thinking that this really was a case where
there was a much larger time lag than there really should have
been, and so, for this presentation, we’re going to look at the
results that looks at a three-year or a five-year moving average
for both the recent mean index and the reference mean index.

The reference mean index i1s just the average index value that
was before and after, and so from 2017 to 2019, or for the five-
year period, and, basically, we just kind of anchor that catch
level that came out of the assessment, and you anchor it to the
index value during that reference period, and that’s what you
compare with more recent data, so you can see where vyou're
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getting.

Just kind of going back into this, the adjustment -- We would
essentially be recommending catch levels that could be
implemented starting in 2022 from this analysis, and what I want
to now talk about is this -- So the reference catch level that
we’ re going to adjust, and we ended up going back and re-doing
our projections using the Amendment 53 final ©preferred
allocation ratio of 59.3 percent commercial to 40.7 percent
recreational.

After kind of going back and forth with some very keen eyes, in
terms of comparing ACL monitoring landings with what the SEDAR
61 assessment was predicting, we ended up going back and looking
at our projections and coming up with an approach that allows
us to scale up our recreational weights, and so what was
happening in the SEDAR 61 assessment, and, specifically, the
steps we took, and we do have a paper, a working paper, online,
or on the website, that kind of talks through the steps of why
we had to do that.

I wanted to now take a few slides and basically talk through
the issues, and then, number one, the first thing we provide in
this presentation is our recommended adjustments to the OFL and
the ABC, and, from there, we would apply the interim on that
approach.

For SEDAR 61, a couple of years of back-and-forth and kind of
digging into the data, and the first thing that I do want to
caveat with red grouper is SEDAR 61, I think, was the first
assessment where we really had to dig into recreational landings
in weights. Traditionally, in the Gulf, we have always modeled
recreational landings in terms of numbers of fish, and that’s
how we put the data into the model, and we fit to the numbers,
and so everything looked fine when we were going through SEDAR
61.

It wasn’t until afterwards, when you started looking at the
derived recreational landings 1in weights, and so the stock
assessment predicts the recreational landings in weights that
it expects with what’s actually in the ACL monitoring dataset,
and we noticed a pretty large discrepancy.

What was causing, or what’s Dbehind, that discrepancy is
essentially just a pretty large difference in terms of the mean
weight of red grouper that were landed by the recreational fleet
from what comes out of the ACL monitoring data versus what the
assessment thought, and so some of the reasons behind this, in
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the assessment model, is that we generally estimate the growth
curve externally to the assessment model and then fix it in the
stock assessment, giving it a variability around age, to kind
of get at where we think the fish would be.

We put 1in retained age compositions, and we put 1in discard
length compositions, and, in the case of red grouper, the model
was converting those age compositions into length compositions
and then into weights, but it really didn’t have any weight
information, in terms of the size of fish, to anchor those
estimates, and so the way the model was fitting is Jjust what
we’ve done in the past, but it wasn’t noticed until you started
digging into the outputs.

The first thing, for this figure, and so this is just comparing
the mean weight of red grouper landed by the recreational fleet,
and so, for SEDAR 61, it’s a single recreational fleet that
combines headboat, charter boat, and private, and the thick line
here in the assessment expected mean weight, and so the mean
weight of landed red grouper predicted by the assessment model
is much smaller, and so you can see 1it’s about four pounds
gutted weight. That was what the model thought.

When you look at the ACL monitoring data, you can see that that
mean weight 1is pretty variable from year to vyear, but it
generally bounces between about four and seven pounds, and, in
2019, it was about six pounds, in gutted weight, and all of
these metrics have been in gutted weight, for consistency.

Where this plays is, when you look at the assessment -- Again,
we fit to numbers, and we didn’t see any major discrepancies,
when it came to reviewing the assessment model, and that’s what
you see on the top here. This 1is what we saw with the
assessment, and the numbers were fitting to millions of fish,
and the dashed line is the ACL monitoring numbers, and the solid
line is the assessment-predicted numbers.

Now, remember that, for recreational landings, we assumed fairly
large error estimates, and so, for red grouper, we had a CV of
about 30 percent, or 0.3, and so the model doesn’t have to fit
those numbers exactly, and that’s kind of what we’re seeing
here. In some years, it fits fairly well, and, in some years
it doesn’t, particularly in the late 1980s. There are some big
differences there.

When it came time to compare the assessment-predicted
recreational landings in weights, in the bottom, on the panel,
that’s the black line, and so that’s what the assessment thought
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the recreational landings, in weight estimates, would be, but,
when you compare that to the dashed, the ACL monitoring weights,
you can see a pretty large difference.

What we ended up doing first was saying, okay, well, we know
that the assessment model underestimated the mean weight of a
landed red grouper, and what we wanted to do then is take a --
Basically, just find a ratio of the mean weight that the model
thought was happening to what we actually saw 1in the ACL
monitoring data, and, for that, we used that 2019 value.

The reason why we chose the 2019 is, if you remember, 2018 had
the big red tide that occurred, and so we were concerned that
we had this big event that hit the fishery, but the assessment
model kind of made an assumption, but we didn’t have the facts,
in terms of how severe it was and what the effect was, and so
we didn’t want to use the mean weight from 2018, thinking that
it wouldn’t be representative.

Then, in 2020, we had COVID, and we had reduced sampling and
other issues with that, and so, for the purpose of this analysis,
we chose to use the ratio of the mean weight for 2019 from the
ACL monitoring to what the assessment thought, and so that'’s
what we used to get this blue line here, 1is basically -- If we
had taken the assessment-predicted numbers and multiplied that
by the mean weight from the ACL monitoring data, these are the
trends in the weights that we would have gotten, and so, in many
of the years, you see it’s a lot better, or a lot closer, to
what you would think, but there is still some differences,
again, because we do have considerable uncertainty for the
landings for this stock.

That is kind of where -- We just wanted to demonstrate that this
was the issue, and, when we adjust for that issue, given what
we can do in the time allotted for trying to reevaluate some of
this, we are able to get better -- Fit better to the expected
weights that are shown in the ACL monitoring, which, again, are
used for management, and so that was the big concern, was that
there was such a divergence between the weights that are used
for management and then what the assessment was putting out.

Then what we end up having is, 1f you remember from Amendment
53, and so the Preferred Alternative Number 3, based on the
allocation that I discussed earlier of 59.3 commercial and 40.7
recreational, what comes out of that analysis would have been
an OFL of 4.66 million pounds gutted weight, but, once we have
gone back and we essentially redid all of our projections to
ensure that the allocations would be maintained throughout the
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projection period, and we recalculated the OFL, using the same
decision rule that was used for the SEDAR 61 review, which the
OFL was defined as the retained yield from -- The average
retained yield from 2020 to 2024, and so, for that initial
original wvalue of Amendment 53, it was 4.66 million pounds
gutted weight.

Once we took our projections and we adjusted the recreational
landings in weights up, because we knew that our model-predicted
weights were an underestimate, what that would lead to now would
be an OFL, and so we’re calling it the adjusted OFL, of 5.99
million pounds gutted weight, and, again, the only thing that
we did there was we basically took the recreational landings
that were projected by the model and Jjust bumped up a little
bit, Dbased on that ratio of mean weight that we knew was
underestimated in the assessment.

That’s what we would propose, for moving forward, an updated
OFL of 5.99, and then the ABC, following what was done from the
September 2019 meeting, the ABC was defined as the catch level
that would have a 30 percent probability of overfishing, and so
what that would translate to, in this case, would be an ABC of
5.57 million pounds gutted weight.

Essentially, for our interim, we would propose to move forward
with this Crer 0of 5.57 million pounds as the ABC value to be
adjusted in the interim analysis.

With that, here’s kind of the first place where I think we can
take any questions on -- Really, the first issue 1is that
adjustment. Does the SSC accept the new projections, as well
as the updated OFL and ABC that we have made based on scaling
up the predicted recreational landings to better match what is
seen in the ACL monitoring dataset? That, here, would be the
ABC of 5.57 million pounds gutted weight. I am happy to take
questions on anything I have talked about until now and open
the floor to guestions or comments or even SSC discussion.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Doug.

MR. GREGORY: Thank you, and thank you, Skyler. That was really
good. The new approach to just using the index, isn’t that
equivalent to us choosing a beta of one with the old approach?

DR. SAGARESE: You’re correct that, yes, it’s similar, because
the length of -- The number of years you would select for the
moving average -- Basically, selecting a moving average gets us
away from having to specify that beta, and so it is one way to
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kind of rein-in how variable that catch advice would be, but
you are correct in that, yes, it is very similar to having to
select that beta.

MR. GREGORY: In 2019, which is the only document I had in front
of me, we chose beta equals one, and so, even though the approach
is totally different, that’s not a major of a change for us to
consider as initially I thought. My other question, or concern,
is aren’t we kind of going out on a limb to use the new
allocations that have not been implemented? What 1if those
allocations get rejected? What happens then? That may not be
to you, but the SSC itself.

DR. SAGARESE: What I can say, and I will certainly defer to
Katie or anyone else on the call, but we approached this analysis
under the assumption that the allocations in Amendment 53 would
be finalized. Katie or anyone —-- Does anyone else have something
else to follow-up with?

DR. SIEGFRIED: We would have to reevaluate this if the
allocations change, but this set of allocations that she’s going
to go over, or that Skyler has been assuming in this presentation
and analysis, was arrived upon after several dozen attempts at
figuring out allocation, and so it can still change, I suppose,
but they did take final action on Amendment 53, as far as I
understood.

MR. GREGORY: Right, but it still has to be approved and
implemented by National Marine Fisheries Service. One other
comment is, going forward, I hope the assessment teams look at
a similar issue with weights between projected or the wvon
Bertalanffy curve, versus what’s used in the ACL monitoring
dataset, and it may not be as significant as it is with grouper,
but it could be.

Since the last meeting where we discussed this, Will raised the
issue of trying to incorporate uncertainty in this index, and
what 1f we had an index that changed OFL only, and then we used
some uncertainty approach to calculate ABC? That would address
Will’s concern about us not incorporating some uncertainty,
because it doesn’t make sense to have uncertainty buffered below
ABC, and it’s contrary to what we usually do. Thank you very
much, again, and so far, so good.

DR. SAGARESE: Thanks, Doug. Just in relation to your first
comment, we are absolutely adding in checks within our
assessment process, to make sure that we’re comparing the mean
weight of the landed, or even discarded, fish that we have. I
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strongly encourage everyone on this call -- So scamp 1is
currently the ongoing research track, and we’ve made some
changes to the report, and so, 1if you want to just qguickly
peruse the current assessment report that’s up there for Gulf
scamp, and we’ve added in some information there.

We definitely see this as one of those -- As we kind of -- One
of the growing pains, at least that I have experienced, being
here now for almost six years, 1is we’re continuously learning
and figuring out better ways to show what we need and other
validations that we need to do, and so we’re hoping that our
reports, as we get more towards an automated process, will have
that kind of information, and so please take a look at the scamp
assessment report, and I am happy to -- Please email me any
comments or questions or things you would love to see, and I
would really, really appreciate that, because we are trying to
address that, moving forward.

Then, vyes, your second question about -- For red grouper,
basically, what I did, for now, is just kind of do what was done
in the past, where we did the interim analysis on the ABC level,
and we’re recommending an adjusted ABC.

I believe that red snapper, for that interim, that there was
also discussion about why we don’t use the OFL, and so I think
that’s a good point, and maybe Katie has more thoughts from the
Science Center perspective on whether we want to move forward
with that, but it’s certainly something that could be done,
where we run the interim on that OFL value, and then share those
results, as we move forward.

MR. GREGORY: I am not asking to do that, but it’s just a thought
and thinking of what Will said at the previous meeting, and so
thank you.

DR. SIEGFRIED: Can I address that, Mr. Chair?
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, Katie. Please do.

DR. SIEGFRIED: Doug, that’s a great point, and I do think there
are better ways to incorporate uncertainty, and we’re looking
into other ways, including updating our projection methodology,
where we could carry some of the uncertainty through.

I'm not sure that that would be the best way, to just use the
interim to update the OFL, but we -- Like Skyler said, we are
open to participation from SSC members when we get farther along
in our projection methodology discussions, and so we can put
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you down, if you’re interested.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: David.

DR. GRIFFITH: Skyler, thanks a lot for that presentation. I
did appreciate it, and I was wondering about this discrepancy
between the projected and the real weight, and I was Jjust
wondering if you had any ideas about why that might be, and I
am not really familiar with recreational side of this fishery,
and I'm more familiar with the commercial side, but would you
think there’s any like high-grading going on, that people are
keeping larger species and throwing back the smaller ones, or
anything 1like that, because they do that in the commercial
fishery, where they keep a certain size fish that they know that
the dealers are going to like.

DR. SAGARESE: That’s a great question, and I can provide a bit
more insight into what’s actually going on, and so my expertise
with this, of course, is red grouper. What happened with the
configuration -- This is how we specified the model, and it was
just an inconsistency that we didn’t catch in time, because we
weren’t comparing all of the outputs, and so we’ve always fit
to recreational landings in numbers, and so we’ve always looked
at the fits from the expected and the observed, in numbers, with
some error, and you don’t expect a perfect fit, and so that
looked fine.

When we reviewed the SEDAR 61 assessment as well, as I had
mentioned earlier, what we ended up fitting to, the input data,
were age compositions of our retained fish, but length
compositions are our discarded fish, and so, normally, you would
have length compositions of your retained fish as well, and so
the model would have a lot more information, in terms of the
length-to-weight relationship and then using the growth curve
to convert ages to lengths and such.

There would be a lot more information, and you would be able to
check things, and what happened with red grouper is one of the
changes we made in the base model was we switched from an age-
based selectivity pattern for each of the fleets, including
recreational, into a length-based selectivity pattern.

What I think happened, and what we’ll see when we revisit this
assessment in the future, is that that -- Because we did not
include retained length comps -- In this case, we often have -
- We have to be concerned that we’re not using the same data
for length and ages. Otherwise, we’re double-dipping, but, in
this case, that not including all of the length information we
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had led to that issue, and so it led to that disconnect, because
the model knew that there were 100,000 fish that it was removing,
but trying to convert those numbers then into lengths and into
weight, or from ages into lengths and to weight, is where this
issue happened.

For this, what we’re currently -- Because we’ve got the scamp
assessment ongoing, we’ve been looking a lot at different ways
to model recreational landings, looking at different inputs,
and this is something that is one of the top topics we want to
discuss when the upcoming review workshop at the end of the
month occurs, Jjust to kind of make sure that, in the future, we
don’t see this again.

I can only really speak to red grouper, but I know, for a fact,
that this is something that we will be reevaluating for the next
assessment, and we’ll talk about that later, I guess, when we
talk about the scope of work for the next red grouper assessment.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Rich.

DR. WOODWARD: On the -- How do discards enter into the setting
of the OFL, and I would think that the average weight for
discarded fish is going to be below that for the retained fish,
and so how does that come into it? Again, I am very low on the
learning curve, and so help me out here.

DR. SAGARESE: You are correct in that the mean weight of the
discarded fish will likely be much smaller, because, oftentimes,
it’s undersized fish that are discarded. The OFL, and so the
way we set the OFL in the assessment, is the OFL is based on
the retained vyield, and so we project forward the retained
yield, and so discarded fish do not play into the actual OFL
estimate that we provide, and so the OFL that we provide, in
terms of recreational fish —-- Recreational landings are defined
by the Type A and then Type Bl, and so recreational fish that
we treat as landings are those that were observed dead by
observers from the MRIP program, or by -- Not observers, but
port agents.

They are observed dead or that were said to be discarded dead
by the fishermen, which would be Bl, and so, recreationally,
the B2s, which are normally those fish that are released, those
are not included in the definitions of the OFLs or how we
calculate the OFLs. I hope that answers your question.

DR. WOODWARD: But, clearly, if you -- I mean, discards are
going to enter into your modeling, in terms of the general

86



QO J o Ul W

AR D D DDA DD WWWWWWWWWWNNNNONRNNNNNONNR R R R PR
O JdO U WNRPOWOW®®-JOAOEWNRFR,OWOWWJU D WNRL O WU s WK EFR O W

impact on the fishery, no?

DR. SAGARESE: Yes, correct, and so the model does estimate dead
discards. We estimate it within the model, but so, for example,
the B2s with the discard mortality rate applied is not -- It
does not feed into the OFL estimate that we produce currently,
and so, yes, the model accounts for dead discards, but the
actual OFL -- We’re not really trying to optimize discarding,
but we’re trying to optimize -- We project forward and report
the retained yield.

DR. WOODWARD: Okay. Thank you.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Tom Frazer.

DR. FRAZER: Thank you. Skyler, I’ve got a quick question with
regard to the figures that are on page 5. You might want to
pull them up, real quick. The question has to do with the
panels, the recreational panels, and, in particular, the bottom-
right panel that has the percent of the quota landed, and so we
have information provided for the recreational sector from 2014
to present, and do those estimates -- Do they use six pounds
per fish? Do they use that readjusted weight, or do they use
the weight at the time that the data were reported?

DR. SAGARESE: That’s a great question, and so this table -- I
have all my sources on the left, and this is table is summarizing
and plotting all the data that’s been reported in the ACL
monitoring datasets, and so commercial landings shown in this
table are out of the IFQ portal, the website, and then the
recreational landings come off of the SERO website for --

I believe the units here would be the CHTS units, because that
is how the fishery is currently monitored, and so I would not
be able to say, specifically, that they’re using the 6.22,
because, the way that the Southeast Fisheries Science Center
develops their estimates of recreational landings in weights is
they actually use a mean stratified approach, and so they find
the mean weight over the different strata, and I think we’ve
shown that those kind of slides in the past, from year, region,
species, there’s a whole bunch of strata to get to, and so these
data are showing those that are used from the ACL monitoring
dataset.

This has nothing to do with the assessment, and this is strictly

from the monitoring perspective, and this is how the fishery
has been operating in the units that it is currently managed.
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DR. FRAZER: Sure, and using the data that were collected during
the in-season monitoring to kind of estimate the weights.
That’s right.

DR. SAGARESE: Yes, exactly.
DR. FRAZER: Okay, and we can get those data from SERO?

DR. SAGARESE: Well, there is -- You can find the Gulf of Mexico
historical recreational landings and annual catch, yes, and so
the HTML -- The second from the bottom is essentially the site
where I went for recreational landings, and then they have more
recent, normally preliminary, for example, here, for that 2020
and 2021. That’s where I went to get the data for the
monitoring, because that’s what I believe 1is used for the
management.

DR. FRAZER: I’'m not trying to pin you down specifically, and
I’'m just trying to figure out -- I appreciate that I can get
the landings data there, and I just really want the weight data
for each of those years that went into the conversion, and so I
will follow-up with SERO.

DR. SAGARESE: Yes, and I should also mention too that this is
red-grouper specific, and so, of course, there were quotas for
shallow-water groupers prior, but this just kind of focuses on
the recent, to highlight some of the concerns that were raised,
in terms of not being able to meet the quotas, and so this is
not a complete, comprehensive time series of red grouper, but
this is really just red grouper.

DR. FRAZER: Right. I get it. Thank you.
DR. SAGARESE: Thanks.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Jason.

MR. ADRIANCE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Jason Adriance. Thanks
for the presentation, Skyler, and I apologize if this is in the
documentation, but 1s this FES or MRIP units, for the
recreational data-?

DR. SAGARESE: Everything for SEDAR 61 used MRIP-FES, and so
all of the outputs of the assessment and what we’ve talked about
is comparing FES to FES. When I talk about the ACL monitoring
dataset, for example in that working paper, the recreational
adjustment, vyes, that is all strictly using the FES data, so
that it is apples-to-apples, and I will add a caveat to that
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slide that I just was on, Slide 5, Dbecause that’s how it is
monitored, and that’s previous CHTS, but everything else you
will see from me is using FES.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. The question is do we as
the SSC accept the new projections? We need a motion, and do
we want to discuss it first, or do we want somebody to make a
motion?

DR. GRIFFITH: 1In the interest of moving forward, I will move
that the SSC accept the new projections and updated OFL and ABC
from the adjustment that scales wup assessment predicted
recreational landings in weights using the mean weight from the
ACL monitoring dataset.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Do we have a second?
DR. ISAACS: I will second.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Any discussion? John, go ahead.

DR. FROESCHKE: Just for my own edification, are you bundling
Decision Point 1 and 2 at this time, because, the way it’s
written, there is two decision points. There is Decision Point
1 to just accept or not the weight adjustment, and then Decision
Point 2 is to subsequently apply the interim analysis, and then
there’s a decision point whether you would use the three or
five-year moving average.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. So we could say, in this one, for my
own knowledge here, we could say that we accept the new
projections and updated OFL and leave the ABC, because that’s
the one that is going to change with the different years.

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair, it would be my recommendation that you
take these things in smaller bites, and so perhaps the first
motion would focus mostly on whether or not to accept the new
methodologies that are being used for the interim analysis as
the best science and as the best approach, moving forward, for
that purpose. Then, after that, talk about what to do as far
as the actual catch limits, the OFL and then the ABC, bearing
in mind that there is more than one option available to you for
the ABC, and so just smaller bites.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay, and so let’s back up then. Do we accept
the new methodology, and I guess we need a motion for that one.

MR. RINDONE: Well, the original motion maker and seconder,
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David and Jack, can modify their motion, if they 1like,
considerate of this smaller-bite approach.

DR. ISAACS: I think the smaller-bite approach, as you said,
has some merit, and maybe we could consider the weight change
adjustment separate from the OFL and the ABC.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think that would be the wise thing to do.
DR. GRIFFITH: I don’t have any objection to doing that either.

MR. RINDONE: Okay. Can you guys help Jess with your new
language there? Based on the discussion that you guys have had,
it could be something to the effect of that you accept the new
projections using the updated recreational weight estimation
scaling procedure.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I’'m not sure we —-- Don’t we want to have that
we accept the new methodology?

MR. RINDONE: Whatever you guys think best details --

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Because the methodology, and then we can go
with the projections in a separate one. John.

DR. FROESCHKE: I guess I would advocate for the motion to say
that you accept a new methodology to estimate the weight of
recreationally-caught red grouper, and then, subsequently, deal
with -- I don’t even know that I would call them projections,
because it’s really just a fixed value of OFL and ABC. We don’t
really have a year-by-year projection, based on this.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Well, it’s a fixed value for OFL, but then ABC
can be based on either a three-year or a five-year adjustment.

DR. FROESCHKE: Correct, but it doesn’t change year-by-year.

CHATRMAN NANCE: That’s right. Absolutely. So the new motion
reads: The SSC accepts the new methodology to estimate the
weight of recreationally-caught red grouper. Any discussion
on that motion? Paul.

DR. MICKLE: A point of clarification. Should we identify what
the new methodology is in the motion or not? Is it specific
enough the way it is?

MR. RINDONE: You guys can craft this to be as specific as you
want it to be.
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Paul, go ahead and put that in.

DR. MICKLE: Just the new mean weight estimation methodology.
That’s fine.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: John, did you have another comment?

DR. FROESCHKE: I was just going to add that if you wanted to
add -- It’s based on the landings from the ACL database, but,
if you’ve got it covered, then don’t mind me.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Doug.

MR. GREGORY: I have no comment on this, and my hand has been
up for quite a while.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: We will let you put it down then. No, go
ahead, Doug.

MR. GREGORY: My original gquestion was the reference to the
simulation methodology references a journal called “FishFish”,
and I assume that’s a typo, and so I was wondering what journal
that came from.

DR. SAGARESE: That’s the abbreviation for Fish and Fisheries.
Sorry. I will write out the full journal names next time. Good
eye there.

MR. GREGORY: My hand is down.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you, Doug. David Chagaris.

DR. CHAGARIS: I think this new mean weight estimation is
acceptable as sort of a stock approach, but we still have the
underlying issue of this discrepancy between the mean weight in
the assessment and what the ACL is using that I think needs a
lot more attention, and hopefully we’ll learn more about it with
the scamp, but I am just trying to think through, and maybe,
Skyler, if you all had any discussion on this.

For example, the assessment model is either predicting that the
recreationally-caught red grouper are much smaller in size or
they’re catching smaller fish, and so, if that model and the
reference points are all tuned to a certain selectivity pattern
and size-at-weight, and then, on the backend, we just adjust
that weight up, what sort of implications or consequences might
that have, just in general?
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I am just trying to think through that, and then, of course,
the other issue is trying to reconcile -- Because, Jjust looking
at the fits to the composition data for the recreational fleet
and the SEDAR 61 document, it does look like it is predicting a
few more younger fish than the data would show, and Jjust that
small discrepancy could be leading to these differences in mean
weight over the -- In total.

I am Jjust wondering, and did you all explore any kind of
selectivity adjustments or anything to try to fit those before
doing this, and what are your thoughts on potential implications
moving forward with this back-end-adjusted heavier size red
grouper?

DR. SAGARESE: Dave, those are some great insights, and what T
can say, at this time, is we have only really tried to find an
interim approach to adjust the catch advice, and we have not
gone back and done sensitivities, because we’re currently in
the middle of the research track for scamp, and so we have been
kind of -- We haven’t had as much time as we would like to
devote to this, and so, at this point -- It’s hard really to
say what the implications would be, because I would not feel
comfortable saying something until have thoroughly evaluated
all the different options and kind of highlighted the tradeoffs.

From that perspective, until we have another red grouper
assessment, where we can actually dig into the details and see
what were the implications historically of these changes
throughout the model, and throughout the other time series, and
all the inputs, we really can’t make that many changes right
now, outside of the SEDAR process.

I think what I would say is we have to really stay tuned, and,
if this is a priority by the SSC, which this is -- As vyou
mentioned, this kind of is just an interim way to move the catch
advice forward, but there is quite a bit more work that will
need to be done at the next assessment, during the SEDAR process,
so that this can be evaluated and reviewed by a panel.

DR. CHAGARIS: Okay. Thank you for that, and, I mean, at least
from my perspective, I would see this as being a priority,
because these discrepancies in the ACL units and the stock
assessment units is something that we see quite a bit, and so
it would be good to have that resolved.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Yes, I agree. Harry.
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MR. BLANCHET: This 1s kind of along those same lines,
recognizing that this is not something that is going to be
capable of being done right now. What this really highlights
for me is it’s not Jjust the retained catch, but also, if the
harvest is such a bigger fish, that also probably has some
implications for what the release sizes are and what those
discards might look like, in terms of ages, and so it concerns
me, in terms of where we may be with regard to stock status
overall.

I hate to talk about P* and uncertainty, but this is a perfect
example of uncertainty that we’re certainly not taking into
account when we’re looking at what the difference between ABC
and OFL was going to be for red grouper. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Harry. Any other questions on this
one motion? Is there any opposition to this motion? TIf there
is, in the room, please raise your hand. Seeing none, it looks
like the motion has passed without opposition.

Skyler, I think it would be good -- I think this Decision Point
1 for accepting the new methodology -- I think what we want to
do is go through maybe the rest of the presentation, and then
we can discuss OFL and ABC together at the end.

DR. SAGARESE: That sounds great. What we’re going to go through
now are the interim analysis results for using that Cref of
basically starting with an ABC wvalue of 5.57 million pounds
gutted weight, and what would the outcome of the interim be
using that adjusted catch advice that we just discussed. Again,
really emphasizing that in the interim, wuntil another red
grouper assessment is on the books and underway, so that we can
really dedicate the review and the details and all of that
during the SEDAR process, where this needs to be done, but
highlighting that we are doing it for scamp, and that hopefully
you will be seeing those results in the near future.

Looking at the results, here, what I am showing is the results
of the interim analysis using the three-year average, and, as
Doug alluded to earlier, one of the control points is the number
of years that you find in your average, and so, of course, the

fewer years that you’re using the mean from -- You will have a
bit more wvariability in there, and so, the more years you use
in the average, the closer the -- I should say the more similar

the advice will be from year to year.

In this case, for the three-year average, what we’re showing is
this the plot of the relative index of abundance for the NMFS
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bottom longline survey, and I do want to highlight that this is
now -- All of the interim analysis, as we saw 1in the last
presentation, this is using the reduced spatial area, and so,
because of COVID, the bottom longline survey didn’t reach their
furthest northern sites, where they often sample, and so the
entire bottom longline index was run on a subset of data that
only sampled fish in that same area, and so this is now comparing
apples-to-apples.

The concern with the full index was that the wvalue was
artificially high in 2020, because it didn’t sample that
northern-most region, and so what we’re using here 1is the
reduced area index, which we call it throughout the
documentation, and you can see that, basically, the index 1is
very high in 2011 and 2012, and SEDAR 42 had a terminal year
right around there, and so, at the end of SEDAR 42, things
looked great, and then we had SEDAR 61, with a terminal year of
2017, and we started to see a decline, and then we had the red
tides, and so the red tide in 2018 and, honestly, a red tide
going on right now that is really in its infancy.

What we end up seeing, for the three-year average, 1is our
reference period would have been the years 2017 through 2019,
and so we have a I reference value of 0.68, but our current
reference 1i1s actually the last three years, and it would have
been 2018 to 2020, is about 0.61, and so it’s only a ratio of
0.89, and so, because the recent index 1s lower than the
reference index, we would actually see a drop in the recommended
catch, which would become 4.96 million pounds gutted weight.

Remember our reference, in this case, was 5.57, and the interim
analysis shows that that would be dropped to 4.96, using that
three-year moving average, and, 1in the case of the five-year
moving average here, we would have been using the index, the
reference index, values from the average of 2019 back to 2015,
and it would be about 0.72, and then, more recently, from 2020
to 2016, it would have been 0.65, and so, here, still, even with
the five-year average, we’'re a bit lower than we were during
that reference period, but, in this case, the ratio is a little
higher. Here, it’s 0.91, instead of 0.89.

If you were to adjust the 5.57, with this approach, in this
case, the adjusted -- The output of the interim would be 5.07
million pounds gutted weight, and so the -- Kind of trying to
summarize everything, this has been a lot of material.

There’s been a lot of documentation out in the past about the
old approach and the new approach, but what we really want to
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highlight, and the take-homes from all the work we’ve done to
now, is that using this index-based approach that does not rely
on the projections is a better way to go, because the whole
point of being able to do the interim analyses is being able to
adapt to what’s going on out on the water.

For example, the issue of the red tides, the red tides are a
fairly large issue for the groupers, and so red grouper is a
perfect example, where we had an assessment, and the terminal
year was 2017, and we had an idea of what stock status was in
that year, and then we had a really bad red tide, and we did
not have the data, at the time, to kind of inform how bad was
that for the population and what did it do to the size of the
population and the age structure.

One of the benefits of this approach, that has been simulation
tested, 1is that it performs pretty well when there is episodic
natural mortality occurring, and that’s exactly what we have in
the case of the red tides, and so, in this case, working with
that observed index, and being able to get it fairly quickly
and run this approach, we’re able to better adapt to changes
that are ongoing, and I think that’s one of the strengths of
the interim approach, period, but not having to --

In the case of red grouper, not having to rely on that forecasted
index of abundance, again, with all those assumptions that we
talked about earlier. This really seems like a much better
approach to move forward with, and, again, this is all stuff
that we’ll look at further when we do have a full MSE working
for the red grouper, to be able to test all these different
decision points and other issues, such as the beta. For example,
using that, instead of looking at the average-type index-based
management procedure, to potentially look at that buffer, where
we use that type of approach that’s been done in the past.

The old approach for red grouper has not been simulation tested,
and we do feel more comfortable moving forward with something
that has been simulation tested and can be updated very quickly
as we move forward, and so I think the -- For this decision
point now, I guess the options here are -- Number one would be
for the SSC to consider for acceptance the results we’ve shown
for either the three-year or the five-year moving average, which
would be -- For the three year moving average, it would be an
adjusted ABC of 4.96 million pounds gutted weight, or, for the
five-year moving average, it’s 5.07 million pounds gutted
weight.

Now, that is strictly just kind of showing what we have provided
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and coming forward and taking those numbers and accepting them
or not, but, because we’re talking about red grouper, we have
an ongoing red tide that has just kind of started to creep up
now, and --

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Skyler, Roy has a question, if you would take
that, please.

DR. SAGARESE: Sure.

DR. CRABTREE: I think I'm good with what you guys are proposing
here, and it seems to me that 4.96 or 5.07 41is not much
difference, but I am trying to get a feel for what this means
relative to the fishery, and so the allocations all changed,
and they haven’t been catching their quotas in recent vyears,
and so, 1f we did put in place an ABC of 4.96, would we expect
that that would be caught, and, if so, would it be caught
relatively quickly, or would it be close, because a lot of this
is showing CHTS versus FES, and I am having a hard time piecing
it together.

DR. SAGARESE: Roy, that’s a great thing to bring up, and so we
are —-- All of these results that we’re now showing are in MRIP-
FES units, because SEDAR 61 used MRIP-FES, and so I believe,
with Amendment 53, the 2017 landings that were used to set 2019
emergency rules were converted into FES units, and I believe it
was 5.62 million pounds, and someone might want to just double-
check me on that, and so, if that emergency ACL was in FES
units, it would have been 5.26, and that would have been
accounting for FES.

What we’re currently proposing, and remember that the ABC that'’s
coming out of Amendment 53 for the preferred alternative was
4.26 million pounds, and so that’s a bit lower than what that
emergency ACL would have been, but you’re right in that these
numbers are still lower than what was on the books for that
emergency rule, but, again, based on the data we’ve looked at
for complete years of 2019 and 2020, the ACLs have not been met
yvet.

What I can say is I am hearing that there’s a lot of positivity
coming from red grouper fishermen that they’re catching a lot,
and it seems that they may be able to get closer to that quota
this year, and I'm not -- I can’t, for 100 percent certainty,
say that they will meet that, but it does, to me, seem like
there has been some issues, and then we have this ongoing red
tide again, and, as I will kind of talk about in the new few
slides, that’s a potential reasoning for -- Maybe if we’re not
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-— Maybe if the ACL is not being reached, maybe we don’t want
to jump the gun too much and kind of get the next interim and
see what, if any, damage has been done with the 2021 red tide.

DR. CRABTREE: I just know we’ve been criticized, on and off,
for the last, I don’t know, five or six years, of not doing
enough with red grouper, and, when you look at it, it is a case
where the catches don’t appear to be constraining the fishery,
and it’s almost like we’ve been behind, and catches have Jjust
dropped, because of, I guess, red tide and a whole host of other
things, and that is what is tough to figure out here.

We’ve got so many things going on with red grouper, and it’s
hard to tease out what management can do versus what, because
of red tides and things, that we can’t really control, but it
does seem to be a case where being careful here would be wise.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Benny.

DR. GALLAWAY: I just needed to get unmuted. I was late getting
back, and so I'm sorry that I interrupted. I’m done.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Rich.

DR. WOODWARD: I Jjust wanted to follow-up with the last
discussion, and it seems like the catches have been falling
pretty fast over most of the last decade. I mean, recreational
fish have been falling since like 2011, and is this related to
-- Is it all red tide, or is it stock, or it is just people
don’t want to catch red grouper? What is behind the decline in
harvest?

DR. SAGARESE: That’s a great question. The one thing that I
can say here, for red grouper, is what we’ve seen in the past
is we seem to see these huge cohorts that come through, and so
there’s a lot of -- You will have very low recruitment, and then
you will get a huge pulse, and those pulses that move through
the population tend to sustain a lot of the landings, and I
think we -- You know, we do often, after red tide, see big
blooms in recruitment, if there’s been a big mortality event,
and we saw that with gag, and we’ve seen that with red grouper
as well.

You’re right in that the population was dropping, and I guess
it was after 2017, when this terminal year was, and we were
still below the target, but we were not in a negative stock
status state. In terms of this population, there’s a lot of
things that we’re hearing on the water going on, that, for
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example, it’s hard to catch red grouper, but there was —-- During
the SEDAR 61 assessment, there was a lot of positive, and it
was, oh, we’re catching lots of undersized, and so maybe, in a
few years, we would start to see those pulses come through.

I think that’s kind of what we’re hearing about right now, and
it could be that the 2013 recruitment event that the assessment
predicted, that we’re starting to see that come through the
fishery, and some catches are going up now, but the thing that
I can highlight here, and one of the uncertainties we have, and
it’s a bit topic for research tracks, in my opinion, is that we
have these red tide events.

Yes, we’ve incorporated red tide mortality into the stock
assessments, but we made assumptions that the mortality was
constant across ages, and that may not in fact be truthful. As
you get more data -- For example, the work that Dave Chagaris
is doing with his RESTORE work is -- You know, it might be that
those kinds of assumptions have to be revisited in our stock
assessments, and so what we’ve done is we’ve made assumptions
about the red tides, but we really don’t -- Until we get a few
more years of data, to be able to look at what happened to the
indices and what happened to the age structure, we really can’t
get a handle on the exact magnitude of those events and what it
did to the stock.

I think it’s really important too to mention that, with red
grouper, we don’t have a lot of data on the juvenile red grouper,
and so we don’t have an age-zero index. I believe red grouper
are fairly infrequently caught by FWRI in the surveys, and so I
think the concern with red grouper that I certainly see is the
red tide, because we just don’t know exactly what’s going on
and how 1t’s affecting juveniles and how it’s affecting the
adults exactly.

I think that, the more that we look into some of the ecosystem
approaches, because these red tides don’t Jjust affect red
grouper, and they affect forage and predators and other species,
that I think, as we learn more, that we’re going to have to keep
adapting to how we model these types of ecosystem events in our
assessments, because we’ve done what we can, given the data we
have, but I am definitely concerned, given the 2018 event that
occurred, and now the 2021, that may be ongoing, that we’ll talk
about in a little bit, but I think, as Roy alluded to, there’s
just a bunch of factors going on as to why they’re not landing
what they can.

Then you talk about some of the things we’ve heard at some of
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the stakeholder workshops that I’ve been to, and, for example,
the interspecies competition and that it’s hard to get the hooks
down to red grouper, because of all the red snapper, or aspects
like that, and so there’s a lot going on right now.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: John, you had a comment?

DR. FROESCHKE: My comment was Jjust in reference to Roy’s
question about the landings, and so just a couple of things to
think about. One, when comparing these landings to what'’s

currently on the books, remember the old landings, or what we
have now, is in the CHTS units, and so, essentially, in the FES,
the recreational landings are going to accumulate about twice
as fast.

We did, in Amendment 53, which was the management documented
based on SEDAR 61, we do have a closure analysis in there, based
on the current landings in 61, which are, again, lower than
this, and we could look at that, and it’s Table 2.1.1, if you
wanted to bring that up.

That was only on the recreational, and I don’t believe there’s
an equivalent for the commercial, but, under some scenarios, we
were predicting a closure analysis for red grouper on the
recreational side, whereas, in recent years, we have not.

That’s something to think about, and it is a different system,
and we do provide, in the actions and alternatives, the FES,
what we thought the old estimate would be perhaps equivalent to
in FES.

The other thing that I will just mention, real quickly, 1is we
did, in I guess -- All the months go together here, but, in
June, early June, we went out to public hearings on that
amendment, and so we went to like seven locations all throughout
the Panhandle, and we had a lot of comment about that there are
more red grouper, and it’s coming back and things, and that was
a big push to do this interim analysis, and, based on the earlier
results that we saw in January and things, it showed this big
increase, and so it does seem to at least suggest that there is
some recruitment coming through, not withstanding whatever
happens with this red tide, which has been quite severe, in our
area at least.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Steven Saul.

DR. SAUL: Thank you, Mr. Chair, and thank you, Skyler, for the
presentation. I do find good merit in this approach, but I did
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have a question regarding cohort strain, and so, when you pull
projections from the stock assessment model, 1like Stock
Synthesis or whatever you use, the sort of cohort strain, size
structure, et cetera, is sort of baked into the projections, at
least in terms of defining what they should be, whereas, in this
approach, using the index, although indices do pick up cohort
strains, there is usually like a lag, in a sense, and, I mean,
the same with size data, I suppose, but you cannot always see
the same effect in an index that you do when you look at size
composition or age composition data.

Given that it seems that this population for red grouper seems
to be kind of cohort driven, boom and bust, whether it’s due to
red tide or whatever, or just the biology of the animal, I guess
I'm wondering if you can sort of comment on what -- On whether
you feel that that is sort of a limitation with this index
approach, in sort of properly setting the ABC and the OFL.

DR. SAGARESE: Thanks, Steve. Again, those are great questions,
and so, for projections, what we assumed was that the
recruitment would -- We basically assumed average recruitment
from 2010 to 2017, and so that average value 1s what the
assessment model predicts throughout the projection period,
which I will note does include that 2013 spike, but I would have
to go back to my notes, but I believe, when we had the SSC
review of SEDAR 61, that that spike was noted in the recruitment,
and I think I did some sort of sensitivities excluding it, but
I would have to double check.

You’re absolutely right in that the index that we’ve chosen
here, the bottom longline survey, 1s an older red grouper --
It’s tracking the older individuals.

What I didn’t show for this presentation, and I'm glad you made
me remember this, is that, for red grouper, we also have the
index from the summer SEAMAP groundfish survey, and, in this
case, I would have presented the updated results, because those
red grouper are younger, and they’re not exactly age-zeros, but
that index tracks the younger population, and it was recommended
for use in the stock assessment.

That survey was not active in 2020, because of COVID and other
reasons, but what I would say with the -- I think that’s
potentially -- While that index is not used exactly in this
management procedure, because we’re focused on the adult
population, I think that’s where there is wvalue in other data
streams, to kind of bring the whole picture when these analyses,
as we can, to say, oh, well, here is what also going on in the
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groundfish survey at the moment, and we’re seeing really low
numbers here too, and so maybe that would be indicative of poor
recruitment as well, or maybe we’re seeing different trends.

I'm hoping that that index will be out now and will be available
for when we present the 2022 interim analysis, and we’ll be able
to present the trends in that index as well, because I think
you’re right in that we’re not really putting a lot of -- We’re
not specifically tracking the recruitment, and that’s one option
that these interim procedures --

They’ re not set in stone, where, if there was a lot of interest,
that you could develop a composite index, or you could develop
a multi-indicator approach, where you’re interested in what'’s
going on with the juvenile index and what’s going on with the
adult index or with the size compositions, and so I think you’re
right that that’s something to consider moving forward, but I
do think, with red grouper, that, because we have those issues
-- That’s my one concern with when we do projections.

We are making a bunch of assumptions, and so everything that we
run is based on those assumptions. I think, in this case, given
what we’re hearing from some of the testimony from fishermen,
it seems like they’re doing fairly well, and, to me, it seems
like that 2013 is turning out to be more representative, and I
know there were a lot of concerns, at the time, of that spike
and whether it would be realized.

Again, we have the red tide, and we don’t gquite know exactly
what those red tides -- How much mortality on each class it’s
having, and we’ve just assumed that it’s going to affect each
age class in the same proportion, and so my caveat with the
science with red grouper is the red tides.

What has happened, and how are we going to account for that in
these assessments, and that’s certainly one of those
uncertainties that -- I always think that incorporating more
environmental aspects into the assessment -- It’s certainly what
I am a proponent for, but it also can add to the complexity,
and red grouper shows exactly that. We have answered one
question, but we’ve come up with ten more, and so I really hope,
later, that a research track could be dedicated to red grouper,
to try to tease out some of those aspects that we’ve seen.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Mandy.

DR. KARNAUSKAS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I wanted to go back
Roy’s question, and I had raised my hand a while ago, but,
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regarding the factors impacting the ability to meet the catch
limits, I’'m not sure about the recreational side, but, on the
commercial side, I think we’ve also heard about lack of access
to allocation, in particular trying to lease allocation, and
so, 1in areas where red grouper might be plentiful, it can be an
issue of folks not being able to get the allocation to actually
catch those red grouper.

This came up in the last SSC meeting, I think in our discussion
of the IFQ review, and I’'m not sure if SERO has some analysis
on this, but I just wanted to throw that out there, that that
can be a factor of the commercial side for why we’re not seeing
the industry take full advantage of the quota.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Ryan, did you --

MR. RINDONE: Thank you, Mr. Chair. I was just going to speak
to a question about why people or may not be catching red
grouper, and it certainly does vary by fleet, by and large,
especially for the recreational fleets.

They’re multispecies trips, almost all the time. When
recreational fishermen go fishing, they fish for what they can
catch, and they specifically try to target the things that they
can keep, and so, if the season is open for a particular species,
more or less, it should be considered fair game that that
recreational fishing trip either directly, or secondarily, 1is
going to try to target those particular species.

With the commercial sector, especially for red grouper, because
it’s under an IFQ, there are other things that could be at play,
and, depending on the price per pound of fish, that could
influence the desirability of trying to expend the effort to
land that species at that time.

For fishermen that don’t have the ability to retain those fish,
if they don’t have -- If they’re not a shareholder in the IFQ
program, and they’re leasing their shares, the ability to lease
those fish from somebody else -- If they can’t find someone to
sell them those fish to be able to land, then they can’t retain
them, and so, in those cases, it may be market forces that are
driving commercial retention more so than recreational
retention, which is, usually anyway, driven largely by what’s
open and what’s not.

That’s Jjust a glimpse at a couple of the things that could
influence whether or not a particular fleet endeavors to retain
red grouper.
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Actually, my hand had
been raised a while back, and Mandy has already addressed the
comment that I was going to make for the last SSC meeting, and
so I'm good to go. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: You’ re welcome. Sean.

DR. POWERS: Just to clarify, are we doing this for 2022, or
we’re trying to change for 2021, is the first question I have.

DR. SAGARESE: We are presenting catch advice that could be
implemented started in 2022 from this 2021 interim analysis.

MR. RINDONE: We don’t have any illusions of being able to get
something done before the end of the year.

DR. POWERS: I am just checking on that. Second, in your Figure
1, I am Jjust trying to get it clear, and the recreational
landings in that figure are in what currency?

DR. SAGARESE: Can you clarify? Figure 1 in which document?

DR. POWERS: Figure 1 in the report, the interim analysis report.
It’s the one you had in the slide show.

DR. SAGARESE: That’s Slide 5. This Slide 5 is strictly the
MRIP -- This is the CHTS, and this is how all the data are
monitored, and this is not factored into the assessment. This
is just to give you a snapshot of how the fishery has operated,
based on the data from SERO’s website.

DR. POWERS: Like Roy, a lot of us, I'm concerned that they’re
not coming close to the ACL, and I know I have anecdotal reports
from fishermen, and I realize this is an interim analysis, but
is there any commercial effort data that we could see, to see
at least i1if the effort is increasing while the ACL is not being
reached, or if it’s the effort is decreasing? That would make
me feel a little better.

DR. SAGARESE: I would have to follow-up with Science Center
staff on whether there is commercial effort information

available. I am not so sure.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: We have some from the council here.
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EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: I think, Jjust roughly, the
commercial landings, I guess in the last four vyears, have
increased about 10 percent per year, and so I think they’re at
80 percent, but Matt has some more information to show for both
sectors, and I think with estimates of the recreational landings
in the FES currency.

DR. FREEMAN: Sure, and so I'm waiting for staff to pull open
Reef Fish Amendment 53, and, when they do, Table 2.1.2 has the
recreational landings available in MRIP-FES, and so I could
discuss that, in terms of what the rec ACL would be from the
two options that the Science Center has presented. It’s Table
2.1.2.

That very last column shows rec landings in MRIP-FES. If you
look all the way to the right, that last column, you see
landings, and 2015 was like 3.8 million pounds, and, again,
that’s in MRIP-FES, down to 1.6 in 2019. In comparison, looking
at the two options that the Center has presented on, I did some
math last week, just so I would have them prepared, and the rec
ACL —-- We’re looking at either 2.02 million pounds gutted weight
or 2.06 million pounds gutted weight, and so, at least compared
to relatively recent years in those rec landings in MRIP-FES,
it does seem feasible that they could reach that, and so I will
pause there.

CHATRMAN NANCE: Thank vyou. Andy, did you have a comment to
this point?

MR. ANDY STRELCHECK: I can’t speak to the effort data. What I
can say, and Carrie mentioned it, 1s we have been seeing an
increasing trend in commercial landings. Two-million pounds
were landed back in 2019, and we saw 2.4 million, I believe,
landed last year.

Right now, we’re seven months into the commercial season, and
they have reported 1.8 million pounds, which is roughly 60
percent of the quota, and so we’re expecting landings to
continue to go up, and, at least based on the alternatives that
are before you, they would at least be coming closer than the
80 percent that they’ve been landing in recent years, probably
closer to 90 to 100 percent of the overall commercial quota.

In terms of the recreational harvest, I think Matt has covered
it, but, because of the conversion to FES, we’re likely to see
the recreational sector, if trends continue, bumping up against
the revised catch limits.
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Roy.

DR. CRABTREE: Can someone tell me -- If we set the catch level
at 4.96, what would the commercial quota then be?

DR. FREEMAN: I can answer that. I was just about to. You’re
reading my mind. The commercial -- Again, for folks who might
not be familiar, the rec sector catches to their ACL, and the
commercial catches to their ACT, and so, under the two options
presented by the Science Center, the commercial ACT would either
be 2.79 million pounds gutted weight or 2.86 million pounds
gutted weight.

Under 53, and, again, we’re kind of using that as the benchmark,
the rec ACL is 1.73, and the commercial ACT is 2.40, and so,
relatively speaking -- Again, as an economist, I cranked out
all the numbers, and the differences would be, for the rec ACIL,
an increase either of 0.29 million pounds gutted weight or 0.33
million pounds gutted weight. For the commercial side, with
the ACT, it would either be 0.39 million pounds gutted weight
or an increase of 0.46 million pounds gutted weight.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Matt. Will.
DR. PATTERSON: Thanks, Jim, but my question has been answered.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Carrie.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Skyler, I
had kind of a different question. In the first part of the
presentation, you were suggesting that the ABC could be changed,
based on the recreational landing weight estimates, to that 5.57
million pounds. What is the concern with that versus the -- We
could use that as a reference, with the three-year or five-year,
and i1s that equivalent to I think what Doug asked earlier? Is
that 5.57 million pounds that essentially is being corrected
from the stock assessment, is that equivalent to that beta of
one that we talked about? Can you go into that a little bit?

DR. SAGARESE: Sure, and so the way that I approached the weight
adjustment is I had to redo the projections from the SEDAR 61
assessment model that accounted for that weight adjustment for
the recreational landings, and so, as SEDAR 61 was reviewed,
the SSC determined the OFL as the mean catch from 2022 to 2024
of those five vyears of the projections, and so, for this
analysis, I redid the projections, and I took the projected
retained yields that came out, and that was the estimate of the
OFL, was -- I am starting to jumble my numbers, and I’'m not
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going to say, but maybe 5.99 million pounds gutted weight.

At the time of SEDAR 61, what I put on that slide where I say
that the ABC is 5.57, that is making the same assumptions that
the SSC, when they set SEDAR 61 -- Basically, all of the
assumptions and decisions that they made to set the probability
of overfishing of 30 percent, that defined the ABC, and so, on
that slide, I presented what would have been the OFL and the
ABC, using this adjustment approach to the SEDAR 61 projections.

The way that we’ve worked with the interim is we take whatever
ABC the SSC gives us and adjusts that ABC value in the interim
analysis, and that’s where I am adjusting the 5.57 million
pounds gutted weight, taking that as that would have been --
The same decision would have been made that the OFL and the ABC
that we’ve basically updated with this weight adjustment would
have been used, or would have been recommended, and then we have
adjusted that ABC.

The whole interim works off of the ABC value that I assume that
same approach would be taken, because, if, for example, the SSC
did not accept the OFL and ABC from the adjustments that we’ve
shown, we would have conducted the interim analysis on the ABRC
value of 4.26 million pounds gutted weight out of Preferred
Alternative 3 from Amendment 53. That’s where that 5.57 comes
from, and that’s how it feeds into the interim.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. John.

MR. MARESKA: I guess this is just a comment, and so I like the
information as it’s presented, but what’s giving me pause 1is
the fact that if that relative abundance -- If that jumps up to
say 2.6 in 2022, and, all of a sudden, our OFL, or ABC, is
estimated to be 12.6 million pounds, are we still going to feel
that same about 1t then, Jjust Dbecause that’s a tremendous
difference, and, when I look at the -- Is that 2011 and 2012,
and it looks like it only took about three years for the fishery
to knock that back down to where it was closer to one, and so
it’s just giving me a lot of things to think about, whether I
choose a three or a five-year average.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Ryan.

MR. RINDONE: Just more food for thought on whether you choose
a three or a five-year average, and, granted, the circumstances
can always vary as to why, but, at this point, we’re looking at
having had two not insignificant red tide events in the Tampa
Bay region within the last five years, and, obviously, we can’t
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predict when the next one will occur, and it may be next year,
or it may be eight or ten years from now, but certainly the
variability of when those things can occur is unknown, and the
scope of mortality that could be put upon the red grouper stock,
which has already been pretty well demonstrated to be pretty
susceptible to episodic mortality from red tide, and the
severity of that is going to be unknown until afterwards, and
so that’s just something to think about.

Long ago, we had a workshop that examined incorporating episodic
mortality into stock assessments, which was one of the starting
points for a lot of the efforts that have since gone into this,
and, of course, there could also be other things, like I touched
on briefly with Dr. Griffith about, like with reasons for why
the commercial sector may not be landing its red grouper, and
it may have absolutely nothing to do with the health of the
stock. There are multiple things that could be at play that
you guys have to think about.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Thank you, Mr. Chairman. John, to that point
about the three versus the five-year moving average, I mean,
besides everything that Ryan just said, in terms of the more
recent red tide events, there is also the fact that the main
purpose of this interim analysis is to be more reflective of
recent conditions, to be more like a quasi-real time assessment
of what’s going on and updating the assessment catch advice in
between full assessments.

To me, when you use the five-year, you’re spreading that time
period over time, and, of course, you get something that perhaps
is a bit more stable over time, but the idea here is to reflect
the most recent conditions, and so, with that, I would go with
the three-year, if I had to make a choice.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: We’re going to go to the end of the presentation
before we make motions, but it’s good to have this discussion
right now, and then we can -- Harry.

MR. BLANCHET: My comment is pretty much to that same point as
Luiz, but, not unsurprisingly, I come out on a different side.
We’re trying to balance responsiveness versus stability, and
the thing that struck me was the Figure 2 in the document 08 (b),
which is showing the variability, or the precision, of the NMFS
bottom longline, on an annual basis.

We don’t really have a measure of how precise these indices of
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abundance are on a three-year basis, and we do see what they
are looking like on an annual basis, and it would be 8 (b).

What brought me to that was really the discussion about the
difference between 0.89 and 0.91, and is that really a true
difference, or is it just spurious, Jjust random, within that
noise, and, honestly, I don’t know, but I kind of 1like the
three-year for its -- In this particular case, because we are
dealing with these relatively infrequent, but highly
consequential, events. If we were dealing with something like
yellowedge grouper, I would think -- I think I would be more
inclined to go for something with a longer time period. That’s
all my comments.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Go ahead, Doug.

MR. GREGORY: Thank you. I also support the shorter moving
average, because it does give us a lower quota. I feel a strong
need to be precautionary. We’ve been precautionary with red

grouper, and we have not been proven wrong yet, and the
reallocation of red grouper actually increases the overall
fishing mortality for any given OFL or ABC, because it shifts
more fish from the commercial to the recreational, where there
is a higher discard mortality, and so that makes me even more
precautious, and so I am supporting the three-year moving
average, or anything we can do to be as precautionary as
possible. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Skyler, let’s go ahead and
finish the presentation, and then, as the SSC, we’ll have a
discussion on next steps.

DR. SAGARESE: Okay. Thanks. I think that’s a great idea,
because we did want to try to emphasize -- What we’ve talked
about 1is a lot of uncertainty. We’ve got environmental
uncertainty with red grouper, with the ongoing red tide right
now, and so, for the presentation, if you caught it when we
uploaded it about a week ago, the other option, in addition to
using the numbers we’ve shown so far, would be to wait until
the 2022 interim analysis comes out.

We tend to complete our interims for red grouper in December,
and so, in December of 2021, I would anticipate having the new
interim completed, assuming that the survey -- That the index
of abundance comes to us on time and we don’t have any sampling
issues, but I would imagine that we will be presenting that,
and I would guess that it would be reviewed by the SSC at the
January 2022 meeting.
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The reason why we bring this up is because of the ongoing red
tide. We have certainly started to hear more and more concerns
being raised around the Tampa Bay area, and so the figures that
I am showing here I pulled from the FWRI website, just kind of
highlighting what the status was, even as of three weeks ago,
but, basically, you can see that this current red tide is from
the Tampa peninsula down to about -- It hasn’t hit Fort Myers
yet, but the concern is that we have this event that’s brewing,
and so these events tend to get more severe as the year goes
on, and they generally really peak later in the summer.

The fact that we’re starting to see such a strong red tide in
July, it really remains to be seen how severe it’s going to get.
Currently, it’s really been focused on the inshore regions, and,
while that might be good from a perspective of we’re not seeing
much offshore yet, that is a cause for concern, and so I’'m not
sure right now if we can -- If you can unmute Brendan Turley,
and so he’s currently working as a post-doc with Mandy at the
Science Center, and he’s been doing a lot of detailed analyses
on the red tide data and the satellite data. If we can get him
to kind of just chime in for the next couple of slides, I think
that the SSC would really benefit from kind of seeing where we
are right now, with some on-the-ground sampling that’s been
going on.

MR. BRENDAN TURLEY: Skyler did a good introduction, but the
background behind what I’ve been doing is we are interested in
learning more about how red tide is associated with hypoxia,
because hypoxia is really bad for the environment, and the
research that I have been working on is finding that there is a
fairly strong association between bad red tides, like 2005, and
2014 was similarly bad, but in a different way, and then, in
2018, we found that there were pretty large areas of hypoxia.

There’s been a real limitation in our ability to sample these
events, Jjust because research cruises take time to plan, and
they’re expensive, and there are gaps between, and so what was
kind of borne out of 2018, in discussions with the fishermen,
who are really impacted by these red tide events, is some had
taken up the mantle of starting to do sampling to f£ill in those
data gaps.

It's been a really important collaboration to help us better
understand what’s going on, not Jjust during red tide, but
between red tides, which is really a limitation, because, when
there is an event, people sample, but, kind of between them, we
kind of forget, and there’s not as much sampling, and there is
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always sampling, of course, for various surveys, but it’s been
really important to work with the fishermen, who are on the
water every day.

The brief overview of the data that I’'m going to show you is
that there’s a commercial fisherman who 1is working with the
Florida Commercial Watermen’s Conservation Group, and it’s a
non-profit out of Pine Island, Florida, and they take these
hand-held sondes and collect water column data at wvarious
locations, wherever they happen to be, but we got one of them
to agree to take some samples just off the coast of Tampa Bay.

What you’re looking at is a map of the overview of where he
sampled, and the black and red lines was his zig-zagging up the
coast, and then he did a line outwards towards the continental
shelf break, and he then worked his way southward, collecting
data all along the way, which has been tremendous in helping us
understand what conditions are going on right now.

The data were binned and smoothed and interpolated, and I will
show you various plots to help you understand what we are
actually seeing offshore. He did report pretty good water
conditions, and pretty good fishing too, at least north of the
27.8 line.

I will say, kind of as like a take-home, right off the bat,
there weren’t any real areas of concern that might be related
to red tide, and what this is not designed to do is to give you
ready-to-use data for intake in any sort of stock assessment or
process, but, rather, this is just helping to provide some
environmental context for what we are seeing offshore during
this really bad red tide event.

This is that first segment that’s closest to the shore, and all
you’ re looking at is the same profiles, depth versus latitude,
with the south being on the left-hand side, for temperature,
salinity, chlorophyll, and dissolved oxygen, and, like I said,
we really were looking for 1like hypoxic areas, which 1is
typically considered below two milligrams per liter, and so this
segment -- We don’t really see anything that is really cause
for concern, and I would call it pretty normal conditions, and
there might be a little bit of salinity stratification in the
northern reach.

This is that segment that’s just offshore of that. Similarly,
there’s not a whole lot to report, which is good. I mean, this
is pretty close to shore, relatively speaking, and so it seems
that at least the conditions that we are interested in don’t
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seem to really be affected by the red tide that’s onshore
currently.

This is that line that he took directly offshore, and you start
to see that it gets deeper, and you start to see some more
thermocline, as you get further out towards the shelf break,
and a little bit of decrease in salinity that might be probably
related to the plume coming from the Mississippi River, a little
bit of a chlorophyll signal on the bottom, but nothing really
concerning to us.

If we look at the profile going southward, again, there’s
nothing really concerning to us. There’s a decrease in salinity
in the north, probably associated the river plume, a little bit
of some chlorophyll on the bottom, which some have suggested
might be associated with red tide, but take that with a grain
of salt.

There is a little bit of increasing chlorophyll, but, again,
there’s nothing really that pops out at us that might be a cause
for concern that might be associated with the red tide onshore,
and so, overall, things look good right now, and it’s hard to
say, without sampling again, what the conditions will turn out
to be, but that’s pretty much all T had to say. I will take
any questions, if you want, now. That way, I don’t have to stay
through all of this, and I have other things to do.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Any questions on these last few slides? I
don’t see any questions, but thanks for that presentation.

MR. TURLEY: All right. Take care.
DR. SAGARESE: Thanks, Brendan.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Go ahead, Skyler.

DR. SAGARESE: I will keep plowing away. Now we’re at the point
where we’ve kind of given you -- We’ve gone through the new
interim approach, what the results would be, as applied, again,
for implementation starting in 2022, but then we’ve also kind
of highlighted the potential concern with the ongoing red tide
event and kind of given a snapshot of what the conditions looked
like a few weeks ago, of course noting that those conditions
can change at any time, and it’s something that I think everyone
will be watching very closely offshore, to see if this plume
starts to move further offshore and become an issue for the
offshore fisheries.
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Now we’re up to the second decision point for the SSC, which
is, essentially, number one, would you accept this results that
we’ve shown for the interim, and, if you do, which would be the
moving average, and would it be three vyears, five vyears, or
potentially another, and I know Harry mentioned something about
more years.

The one thing that I will point out is -- In that Huynh article,
they talk about -- 0Of course, all these different decision
points should really be simulation tested in some sort of
approach that is -- In a simulation that is specific to red
grouper. We have not yet had the ability to do that at the
Southeast Science Center yet for red grouper.

Of course, it’s on the list of research that we would like to
conduct, but there are certain drawbacks of —-- The benefit of
the moving average is it’s kind of a continuous -- As I think
Luiz said, a quasi-tracking. We’re kind of getting a closer
look at what’s going on with the stock and then what’s happening
with that index, and we’re going to adjust the catch advice
based on that.

I think, the longer you make that time period, the less movement
there will be, and, yes, that could be more -- You won’t see as
much variability, but you might also remove the ability to make
some changes based on what’s going on.

The one thing I want to point out, and what we see with the
interim analyses is, when we show results, and it looks 1like
things will drop, you also have the other way, and so if, for
example, in 2021, the index comes back, and the population looks
like it’s good, and things are doing really well, and that
cohort is moving through, and the red tide didn’t have a big
effect on the stock, we will see that in the index and whether
the approach recommends an ABC -- It could go up or down, and
that’s part of the nature of this approach.

I do have one more slide, and then I will back up to that, but
I just want to highlight, again, that we haven’t simulation
tested all of this work for red grouper specifically. Of course,
it’s something we want to do with every stock we do show, but
we do feel that these results, because there has been some
simulation work done, it is useful for the SSC at this time,
and, of course, we strive to be able to conduct an MSE specific
for red grouper, 1in addition, not Jjust 1looking at interim
approaches, but the red tides and how best to incorporate it
and what are the potential risks and all those types of issues.
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I think that’s just references, and I am happy to take more
questions, but I will leave the slide here at this next decision
point.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Perfect. Thank vyou wvery much for that
presentation. It was excellent. From the SSC perspective, the
modeling, as we said in our motion, really looks good, and I
appreciate that new approach. I think it enhances being able
to have these interim analyses.

I think the point right now where we want to go to is we need
to decide -- The OFL is going to be the same, no matter what we
do, but whether we want to use a three-year average -- For the
ABC, a three-year average or five-year average or wait until
December and look and see if we have anything from red tide.

My question, Skyler, is, 1if we wait until December and get the
data in, how much data would you have extra? Would you have
all the way through 20217

DR. SAGARESE: We would have the ongoing -- The bottom longline
index of abundance, they sample in August and September for red
grouper, and they have done a lot of work to automate much of
the data cleaning and the index development, and so we should
have the 2021 index in time to provide results by the end of
this year.

Then we would be able to update the method through 2021, and,
again, the caveat there is that the survey 1is out there in
August and September, but the red tides may also trickle into
October, November, and December, depending upon how severe it
is, and it might go beyond those months, but we will have the
index updated through 2021.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Trevor and then Roy.

DR. MONCRIEF: Skyler just answered my question that I was going
to ask. We’ve heard angler reports on the fishery-dependent
side, but I was going to see if there was any -- If anyone had
been seeing anything on the fishery-independent surveys, but,
since it’s done in August and September, I guess we’ll see here
in a little while.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Roy.

DR. CRABTREE: I mean, my inclination is that we would go ahead
and give the council a new ABC. If they wanted us to hold off
and wait, if we had some guidance from them, but that’s sort of
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their decision, if they want to do that, and so it seems, to
me, and so I will make this as a motion, I guess, is that the
SSC accepts that wupdated methodology and interim assessment
results and sets the ABC at 4.96 million pounds, based on the
three-year average.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think we need to have the OFL in there, also.

MR. RINDONE: Mr. Chair, just a point of order to that, and so
that ABC would actually be higher than our current OFL, and so
you guys should probably start with the OFL and then work back
from there. The OFL was 5.99 million pounds gutted weight.

DR. CRABTREE: So that would set the OFL at 5.99 million pounds
gutted weight and the ABC at 4.96. I am going with the shorter
period, because I tend to agree with Luiz.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: I think we may want to have that in there.
Using the three-year moving average.

DR. PATTERSON: You need to indicate Gulf red grouper in there
somewhere.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you.

MR. GREGORY: Mr. Chair, when we’re ready to vote, I request
that you read the motion.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: We will, yes. We will. I think we need “the
SSC accepts the updated methodology for red grouper”.

DR. BARBIERI: Mr. Chairman, should we clarify that this is in
FES units, just to avoid any potential confusion?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Yes, we should.
DR. POWERS: I will second the motion.

CHATRMAN NANCE: Okay, and so here is the motion. The SSC
accepts the updated methodology and interim analysis results
for red grouper and sets the OFL at 5.99 million pounds gutted
weight and the ABC at 4.96 million pounds gutted weight, using
the three-year moving average for setting the ABC relative to
the OFL. These catch limits are in MRIP-FES units. Dr. Powers
has seconded that. Any discussion? I think, David, you had
your hand up before.

DR. GRIFFITH: No, and I just wanted to know if a mixing event
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affects the red tide, and so, if we have a hurricane between
now and December, if that’s going to affect it, but --

CHAIRMAN NANCE: We hope we don’t have any. Sean.

DR. POWERS: $So my question is, since we’re not going to wait,
which was one of the options, will we be able to see the interim
analysis again in January, I mean, in case we want to change
our minds or intervene?

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Ryan, to that point?

MR. RINDONE: Yes. Thank vyou. Yes, you guys -- The council
has a standing request to the Science Center for annual interim
analyses for red grouper, until otherwise indicated, and so,
every January, we expect —-- Well, every December, late December,
before the January SSC meeting, we expect to receive an interim
analysis from the Science Center for red grouper, and so that’s
just kind of become a standard thing that we have prepared for
January.

You guys didn’t see this one this past January, because there
was another red-colored fish that was occupying a lot of your
time, but, typically, that January SSC meeting is when you would
see the red grouper interim.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you. Luiz.

DR. BARBIERI: Mr. Chairman, thank you. Just a couple of points.
First of all, Jjust to make sure that the council has a full
understanding of our decisions here, and I know that we’re going
to have our report, and there are the meeting minutes and all
of that, but, Jjust to make sure, I think it would be good to
have -- To understand why we made this decision regarding the
three versus the five-year moving average for estimating this,
as well as why we decided to go with this approach versus not.

Then one other thing is I think that Skyler’s presentation
brings up some very good points about the potential red tides
that could happen between now and the end of the year and that
the cruises are going to be in August and September, and they
may not be reflective of the potential impacts of these red tide
events, but my question is can we still get the interim analysis
completed at the end of the year, Skyler, so that we get to see
what happened in reality, versus what we are proposing here?

DR. SAGARESE: My understanding is there’s a request from the
council for annual interims for red grouper, and so -- Katie
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can chime in too, but I'm pretty sure we are already planning
on -- Assuming that we have the index developed in time, and no
issues with that, and we will be presenting that report by the
end of the year, is my understanding.

DR. BARBIERI: Excellent. Thank you. That’s great, actually.
CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Luiz. Will.

DR. PATTERSON: I just recommend changing the words “these catch
limits” to “values” in the last sentence.

CHATRMAN NANCE: Is that okay, Roy?
DR. CRABTREE: Yes.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Thank you, Will. That’s perfect. You want
“catch values” though, correct? Just “wvalues”? Okay. Thank
you. David Chagaris.

DR. CHAGARIS: Thank you. This might be a moot point now, since
we’'re able to revisit this at the end of the year, but I'm
curious as to whether or not there are any consequences, or
ramifications, of waiting. If this is supposed to provide catch
advice for 2022, does 1t matter if the council gets that
information now or December?

CHATRMAN NANCE: I think the point is we provide the science,
and then they can choose whether to wait or not. I think we’re
providing this to them, and we’ll have another -- It looks like
another analysis in January that we’ll look at, or December
report, which will give us the chance to change that for next
year, 1f it looks bad. Matt.

DR. FREEMAN: The council will be receiving a draft framework
at the August meeting, in a week-and-a-half, based on the SSC’s
recommendation. The tentative timeline would Dbe that the
document would go final 1in October, and, again, that’s
tentative, and so it would be in place at the beginning of 2022,
which, obviously, would have implications for commercial quota,
et cetera, towards the start of the year, whereas, again, if
it’s delayed, implementation might not happen until later into
2022.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Harry.

MR. BLANCHET: Dr. Chagaris asked my question.
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CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Thank you. Jim.

DR. TOLAN: I was Jjust going to echo what Dave was saying, and,
if I cut out real quickly, I'm just going to let you know that
I'm going to vote against this motion, simply because this red
tide is pretty unprecedented, in terms of the timing, and so I
think waiting until December is not a bad idea. Thanks.

CHATIRMAN NANCE: Thank you for that comment. Carrie.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. My question
is for Skyler and Luiz. I think, if we were going to take a
hard look at red tide, that you would have to look at multiple
fishery-independent indices, which would not Jjust be the NMFS
bottom longline index updated, which I think 1is what has
historically been used for this, and so I think you would want
to look at those visual surveys, any trap surveys, or anything
else, because I don’t know that the bottom longline is going to
show what we think it may for a couple of years from any impacts
from red tide, and that’s just what I am thinking. I guess we
would ask for all of those, the next time this is on the agenda,
and is that correct?

DR. SAGARESE: To follow-up, what I mentioned earlier too 1is
the SEAMAP summer groundfish survey. In the past, we have
provided fishery-independent indices updates for that and for
bottom 1longline, Dbecause we Dboth have much of that work
automated at the Science Center, and so I can plan on showing
those, assuming that we have enough data and the index is
developed in time.

The other fishery-independent surveys are the video survey,
which is a bit more complicated, because it’s three different
labs that combine their data, and so that has much more of a
lag, in terms of combining the data and doing an index. That
would not be ready in time for this meeting, and the other index
is the FWRI repetitive time drop survey, which is no longer
operational.

I think, going forward, for December, we should be, assuming
Pascagoula 1is able to produce the two indices that I have
mentioned, the longline and the SEAMAP ground fish survey, and
those would be the two that I would expect that we can present
for the January SSC meeting.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Okay. Carrie.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Thank you, Mr. Chair. Skyler, we
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do get red grouper in the SEAMAP trawl surveys?

DR. SAGARESE: Yes, we do, and it’s actually in the stock
assessment. It gets smaller red grouper, and so it’s a pretty
good indicator of the younger red grouper size classes and age
classes. It’s not an age-zero, but it has quite a bit of catches
of red grouper, but I think that might change now, with some of
the changes in the survey protocols, and so we may see that
there may be less data than there used to be, but, at this time,
yes, 1t was recommended for use in the stock assessment. We
have shown results in the past for that index, and so those are
the two fishery-independent indices that we can definitely have
together.

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR SIMMONS: Okay. Thank you.

CHAIRMAN NANCE: Since the trawl survey moved over to Florida,
in these later years, we’re able to see some of the different
fish over there now. Roy.

DR. CRABTREE: I am really, in terms of the timing, looking at
the need to get this into the FES currency issue, because that’s
what we have to monitor the fishery, and then, when we get that
done, and then, if we get new informati