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Wilmington, NC
December 3, 2013

The SEDAR Committee of the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council convened
in the Cape Fear Ballroom of the Hilton Wilmington Riverside Hotel, Wilmington, North
Carolina, December 3, 2013, and was called to order at 10:05 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Ben
Hartig.

MR. HARTIG: | want to call the SEDAR Committee to order. The first item of business is
approval of the agenda. Are there any additions to the agenda? Is there any objection to
approving the agenda? Seeing none; the agenda is approved. Next on our agenda is approval of
the minutes. Are there any deletions, corrections or changes to the minutes? Bonnie.

DR. PONWITH: Not a correction to the minutes but actually an opportunity to talk a little bit
about National Standard 2 relative to the SEDAR protocols. It is simply a discussion on a
requirement to document whether the SEDAR procedures meet the peer review standards as
lined out in the revised National Standard 2 Guidelines.

MR. HARTIG: We will add that to the agenda. Any objection to approving the minutes?
Seeing none; the minutes are approved. That brings us to SEDAR Activities Update; John
Carmichael.

MR. CARMICHAEL: Following our normal protocol just to bring you up to date on what has
been going on with SEDAR on the South Atlantic assessments; things that are noted there is that
the blueline tilefish assessment was completed through SEDAR 32. That was reviewed by the
SSC in October; and you’ll be seeing the findings from that during the SSC Report coming up in
snapper grouper.

SEDAR 36 was snowy grouper. This was a standard assessment. This was not reviewed by the
SSC in October because no one was there to make a presentation of that. Just to refresh
everyone’s memory in the case of a standard assessment, the SSC provides the peer review. No
one was there to make a presentation on blueline, but that is done through the peer review panel.

An SSC member is the chair of that; and the SSC member who chaired that walked the SSC
through that assessment and highlighted some issues to us to handle that in that case. But 36
being a standard is a little bit different; and the SSC wasn’t comfortable with moving ahead
without having the ability for some interaction between them and folks who worked on the
assessment in a face-to-face manner.

We will talk about that under Action Item 5 later about that situation. | know Ben had some
things to say on that. The next one is Florida completing mutton snapper. Our plan is that this
will be reviewed by the SSC in April. We thought we might look at that at the last SSC meeting
but weren’t able to. Another Florida assessment is hogfish. They’re expecting to have that done
in June; so the SSC will get that in October; and then you will get your recommendations in
December.

The last thing that has been going on is the steering committee met October 1% through 2".
Unfortunately, this fell during the federal government shutdown so none of our federal partners
were there; in particular our Chair, Dr. Ponwith, and our regional office representative, Roy.
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That led to the committee having the meeting but really just having discussions and coming up
with some position statements but not considering them final actions until we can have a meeting
of that group over a conference call to final everything that was discussed.

However, we have a lot of new faces on there due to turnover in the chairs and turnover in some
of the council staff; so it was a good opportunity for those who could make it to have some good
discussions about the SEDAR process and bring a lot of our new individuals up to speed in some
of the more intricate protocols that we have and procedures that we follow for doing things like
scheduling stock assessments and just dealing with its overall process.

We had a good discussion about a topic that we’ve mentioned a few times about changing the
assessment workshop process and really making that more efficient and productive for all
parties. There was a lot of support at the steering committee just as there was here at this
committee back in September when we talked about coming up with some better ways of getting
the analysts and the other technical representatives and the fishermen to be able to communicate
about the issues of the assessments and solve some of these problems that come up and get the
kind of feedback that the analysts need from those who are out there on the water; just to make
that work better.

We have a lot of issues there we’re going to have to work through; and this will be a developing
process probably over the next year as we try to find the best way to make this happen; but
everybody seems on board with recognizing that we have is very cumbersome and not really
achieving some of our objectives in terms of getting participation and feedback and we’re going
to look at doing something different.

The next item is just to refresh you on the assessment projects. You made some recommended
changes in September; and we were able to get those approved. We did a steering committee
poll over e-mail before the closure and got those schedule changes that were discussed for 2013
and 2014, some of the shifts accomplished for all the councils, so that was good. What you see
here in Table 1 is what we’re looking for in the South Atlantic for the next couple of years in
terms of stock assessments being completed. That concludes that section, Mr. Chair.

MR. HARTIG: Are there any questions on SEDAR activities, the assessment schedule changes
and what the SSC did as far as those assessments? Seeing none; we will move into assessment
planning and priorities.

MR. CARMICHAEL: This is the continuation of a topic we discussed in September.
Remember we had the document to try to lay out a forward-looking, long-term plan for assessing
our stocks on a regular schedule. We took this to the SSC for comment. It was well received by
them; and I think they appreciated the effort to try and come up with a long-term look at how we
plan our assessments and not be so much reacting to the situations as they develop.

They gave us some good feedback; one being that they thought five years between assessments
was really too much. They brought up the idea of the terminal years that we deal with and the
uncertainties and the fact that projections tend to fall apart as you look forward because we
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simply don’t know how many fish are going to be born; and they really thought that five years
was stretching it and they would like to see that shortened.

They thought there were a lot of ways that we may be able to increase efficiency. Things that are
listed there that they discussed are like species groupings; making wise groupings of species that
get assessed together on a particular project; considering timing on a stock-by-stock basis;
looking more into these data-poor methods; considering what are really the choke species that
might be top priority.

What they would like to do is hold a workshop prior to I think it was our October meeting we
talked about and try to really get into this in some detail and try to figure out what is a good way
to — actually I guess we’re going to do that earlier actually and try to have it in June — but try to
come up with a real cohesive plan that lays out the next few years in terms of what gets assessed
when and what the regular schedule is.

MR. CARMICHAEL: We had thought about going forward with the SSC giving some
recommendations on that schedule and maybe approving that at this meeting. We’ll be a little
slower that that. We will probably try to do that in June just because the SSC wants to dig into
that in some detail, which I think will be helpful, and we should get some good feedback from
them.

What we’d be looking for in terms of some discussion from this group is do you support the
SSC’s request that they hold a workshop to dig into this in some detail; and then what are your
thoughts on the workshop topics, which are the bulleted things under Number 4, and do you
support those or do you have some other things to add to that list.

DR. DUVAL: Yes; I definitely support the SSC’s request for a workshop; and I think even more
so considering some of the presentations that the SSC received regarding management strategy
evaluation of different data-poor methods and just thinking about some of the assessments that
have come through lately.

I think I’m thinking specifically of blueline tilefish. We have different levels of stocks; and even
SEDAR 32 for blueline was a Level 1 stock assessment, that is the same kind of Level 1 stock
assessment as what we have for black sea bass. I’'m hoping that a workshop such as this could
help to hammer out some of those issues and particularly taking a more holistic look at the
species for which some of these other data-poor methods could be applied.

Perhaps that would help us be a little bit more efficient with our SEDAR resources and with the
analysts’ time, quite frankly, as well as all the other folks who participate in assessments; state
agency staff and whatnot. | am fully supportive of having that kind of workshop so that we can
just make better use of resources that are not getting any bigger.

MR. HARTIG: | agree; and do we need a motion, John? It is an action item —

MR. CARMICHAEL: Yes; I think that certainly wouldn’t hurt.
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DR. DUVAL: Well, then I move that the council support the SSC’s request to devote a
workshop to assessment planning in 2014.

MR. HARTIG: Motion by Michelle; seconded by Charlie. Discussion? Is there any objection
to the motion? Seeing none; that motion is approved.

MR. CARMICHAEL: Is there anything to add to the list of workshop topics? That’s the
bulleted items under Number 4.

DR. PONWITH: 1 think the topics are really smart ones and certainly are issues that would
come into decisions about not only a given year but also sort of the long-range planning on
discussing periodicity.

The NOAA Fisheries Science Board is having similar discussions about how we set priorities for
research cruises and for stock assessments; creating a series of criteria for kind of helping to
make those decisions, things like vulnerability of the stock, how dynamic the population is and
how stable or not stable the management measures are and things like that to help make
decisions since the demand always outstrips the ability to supply those. I’d certainly be willing
to share the documentation that has jelled by the time this workshop comes up to help in those
discussions.

MR. HARTIG: Thank you very much; that would be very productive. Is there anything else?

DR. DUVAL: This just came to mind and may be more in the purview of the data workshop
folks or the assessment workshop folks — and, obviously, we have had a lot of discussion about
trying to modify those procedures to allow for more productive interaction between participants
in the assessment and making the best use of those resources as well; but I was thinking of is
there some kind of decision tree or something that would help inform the type of model that is
used.

I’m thinking we have sort of our Cadillac, which is the Beaufort Assessment Model, which
requires a lot of inputs; and we don’t always have as much information as we would like to meet
the level of inputs. Then we have a lot of these other data-poor methods that are being
considered more and more.

I just don’t know if that’s an appropriate topic for the SSC to consider at this workshop since
those decisions tend to be made | think at the data workshop or assessment workshop level in
terms of what might be the most appropriate model given the information that you have. | just
throw it out there while we’re talking about this.

DR. PONWITH: It is an interesting point because you’re right in your reflection on that; that the
model that is used tends to be the most sophisticated model that is supported by the data. Itis a
data-driven decision. If you’ve got enough data, you use X; if you don’t, you use Y; and you
work your way down so that the modeling approach is commensurate with the data you’ve got
available.



SEDAR Committee
Wilmington, NC
December 3, 2013

To be honest, there are other decisions that could be made; and you could make a conscious
decision to use a simpler modeling approach to increase through-put. It is all an issue of
tradeoffs; and those types of considerations could be brought to bear on those decisions. That
may be worth raising just from a logistic standpoint.

MR. HARTIG: In order words, do you think it is worth another group of scientists looking at
this and looking at a decision-tree approach possibly to suggest to the assessment group?

DR. PONWITH: What I think would be beneficial is if the council and the SSC is interested in
evaluating the tradeoffs between through-put versus the absolute best you can do with the data
that are given, that you may want to consider adding something like that in the terms of
reference. The thing you want to be really careful about is making canned predetermined
decisions about what model you get to use because that can be unnecessarily constraining and
actually counterproductive.

DR. DUVAL: And to that point I definitely wasn’t suggesting trying to constrain that, but really
just to better inform that conversation because most of us here sitting around that table do not
have the expertise offhand to just say, oh, well, if you use this model versus this model, what is
the tradeoff in terms of could we get another species assessed this year versus if you use another
model. | appreciate that input.

MR. HARTIG: We have had discussion to bring your item before the SSC and add it to these
bullets. We’ve got John saying yes. I think that information that informed I think would help.

DR. DUVAL: Yes; and I think with what Bonnie has said about trying to inform a decision as to
what your tradeoffs are going to be in terms of through-put versus the absolute best model you
can support with the data; that’s I think part of the conversation that I would the SSC might have
during this workshop.

MR. HARTIG: So are you happy with direction to John to do that; and he is nodding his head in
agreement that he has got it so we’re good. Okay, moving on, we’re done with that portion.
SEDAR Assessment Presentations, Attachments 4 and 4; do we have Luiz available? He is
available; very good. John.

MR. CARMICHAEL: This is the item | had mentioned the SSC didn’t look at the snowy
grouper assessment and the chairman has asked that we have some discussion here about the
presentation of SEDAR assessments to the SSC. SEDAR’s expectation and the guidelines is that
there is a presentation by the analysts to the technical body chosen by the cooperator. In our case
that is the SSC.

This was done a number of years ago when there was sort of a creep of requests for presentations
to go beyond technical bodies and heading in the direction of having an analyst coming to the
APs and the council and everything and make these presentations. The compromise of the
steering committee was let’s have a presentation given to the technical body; and then at that
point it becomes the cooperator’s role in dealing with it to the rest of their levels.
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What has happened due to various things and travel restrictions and other situations is that we
haven’t been able to get these in-person presentations. It was an issue at our earlier meeting this
year. There was some participation by the analysts over the webinar, which worked to some
extent; but I think most of the SSC kind of went out thinking, well, it is really not as effective as
having a face-to-face type presentation. They dealt with it in that situation. In particular we
were dealing with black sea bass; and the SSC said, you know, we really need to review the
assessment and take what we’ve been given here in this situation; because otherwise the
fishermen end up paying the brunt of not getting those higher catch levels.

It came around to this time having the same situation and the SSC had the frustration and our
council leadership had the frustration; and the SSC just really was not comfortable in dealing
with snowy grouper because the SSC meeting is the first really public time when this assessment
is looked at.

We have some limited workshops where we don’t have the peer review like we do with the
benchmarks. The SSC really wanted to have more of an interaction and exchange and to really
comply with that requirement of having a presentation. In this case in particular and partly due
to the shutdown and other things, again there wasn’t any presentation made available to the SSC
to even go through on the webinar, which was another difference from earlier when at least the
SSC had a presentation.

We just wanted to have some discussion about this and really try to move forward from this and
make sure that the SSC is getting the kind of support that it needs and that it expects when it is
faced with making in a lot of cases tough recommendations from these assessments and dealing
with all the uncertainties that is inherent in them and having good interaction between those who
are first-hand involved and most knowledgeable about these assessments and being able to really
have good interaction with the SSC itself as they deal with this.

MR. HARTIG: And to follow up, we had lunch with Bonnie yesterday and it was very
productive. We talked about the issues we had at that SSC meeting in particular; and certainly it
was exacerbated by the government shutdown, for certain. The other point that she brought up,
which [ wasn’t aware of, is that their travel has been cut 30 percent; and there is a ceiling on that.
No matter how much money they got, they still can’t pump anymore money into the travel part
of it.

They’re going to have some problems trying to deal with going into the future about bringing
people to the different assessments. But having said that, I still think in prioritizing your people
to come to these assessments; that for a standard where the SSC is the review, we absolutely
have to have a face-to-face person at that assessment. | think that is critical.

Now, on the review assessments, I don’t think it is too bad — you know, the SSC had some
problems with it, but for me being at those meetings and watching how we progressed in the
updates having the webinar and having all the analysts on the webinar, that’s a bonus and that’s
great.
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Let me go back to the standard assessment; having that person there as well as the analysts
available by phone or webinar would be great as well. | think your Beaufort Team works very
well together as far as addressing assessment questions. If there is ever one that somebody has a
problem with, there is always somebody to pipe up to address that problem.

I don’t think I’ve seen many cases where they couldn’t address the problems that we’ve had.
Knowing that we would like to have, first, presentations face to face — and the critical part are the
standard assessments where the SSC is review; but given your travel considerations, Bonnie,
you’re going to have to make some decisions based on who you can send when. Do you want to
follow up on that?

DR. PONWITH: Ben is correct that we did have a really productive conversation about this. |
certainly agree that there is rarely a case where a webinar is a substitute for a face-to-face
meeting. | certainly agree that those standard assessments are logical candidates for a face to
face. | think it is just a matter of being in good communication with one another and working
through and understanding that the SSC’s priorities and the council’s priorities in terms of when
things rise to really warrant a face to face and be able to plan that out; but weight that against
then the types of collaborations that may be forced to be by webinar.

You’re right, the Beaufort Team is one of the most cohesive units. They enjoy working in a
format where there is a lead stock assessment scientist, but a lot of that work is carried out kind
of in a think-tank approach; so no one is working is in a vacuum. They’re problem solving in the
collective and supported in that way.

It is a really beneficial approach to getting a good solid product out. The webinar creates an
advantage that more people than would otherwise be able to participate can join in to be able to
pitch in and you get kind of a multi-faceted viewpoint; but certainly for those standards, | hear
you loud and clear, and that seems like a logical choice to be the ones that bubble up to
warranting a face-to-face meeting.

I will say that in the snowy situation the timing of the shutdown could not have been worse in
terms of being able to be prepared for that SSC meeting given that it was so close on the heels of
the reopening and actually landed over the period where those briefing materials were due. It is
an atypical situation, and I’m committed to working with the council chair to see to it that those
top priority science requirements are met.

MR. HARTIG: Those travel cuts; they came in 2012 and I think we’ve had two meetings that
have occurred since then. One we didn’t have an in-person; we had the webinar which to me for
an update doesn’t work that badly. Those are things you’re going to have to deal with and we’re
going to have to deal with them as well. As long as you know where our main priorities are — of
course, I’m here talking about our main priorities; there are a number of other people that may
have something else to say about those as well. John.

MR. CARMICHAEL: And one key thing in that is there was a presentation given at the earlier
one; and in this case there wasn’t one; and there wasn’t one available. I think that is really why
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the SSC particularly drew the line in dealing snowy; just not having the presentation. This isn’t
my rule or a council rule; this is from the SSC.

They ask for materials two weeks before the meeting and that includes the presentations. That
has been a long-standing rule of the SSC. Not having the presentation | think in this case for any
of those assessments really was a big issue with the SSC. They might have muddled through on
the webinar if there had been some presentations ready.

I guess we could look and say, well, you’re got the assessment report, just review that and go
through it, but we all know in these meetings we don’t expect people to do that. They have a lot
of things to go through just as you guys have a lot of things to go through here. We know this
meeting wouldn’t be very effective if staff had said, well, you’ve got the SEDAR Committee
Report; do you have any questions? It just doesn’t work that well. They need that kind of get
them going, point out some of the issues, fill them in on what challenges were that the analysts
had to deal with and try to get to their feedback.

MR. HARTIG: And that’s a good point about the presentations. Bonnie, | think if you could
send that message to Beaufort that — | mean, if they could have them two weeks ahead of time,
we have some top-notch assessment scientists on our SSC currently. Those are the kinds of
people who are going to delve into that and look at that part of that part of the meeting.

Certainly, from that perspective, maybe your social scientists aren’t, but they can certainly be
involved in the discussions that go on around the table as those questions come up. To me
having those two weeks ahead of time is critical for the assessment scientists to be able to review
the assessment in detail, have their questions lined up and be able to bounce them off the other
people at the table.

DR. PONWITH: And | agree, Mr. Chairman, that is a reasonable expectation and our default
position will be to have those materials to you two weeks in advance. If there is any departure
due to timing of data availability that influence the generation of projections or something like
that, that would be part of the dialogue and negotiated; but the default position would be to have
those materials there two weeks in advance.

MR. HARTIG: Are there any other questions or discussion about what we have been talking
about? Monica.

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: | should have jumped in earlier when John was talking about this; but
John has also asked our office to get involved in looking at what is legally allowable and not
allowable in terms of meeting perhaps scientists in between webinars or something of that nature
to get some of the work done.

He has explained some of the difficulties and issues faced by many of the same people meeting
to attend lots of these webinars and lots of these kinds of meetings for the SEDAR process.
We’re looking into that and seeing how we can help the SEDAR process really proceed even
more rapidly sometimes than it is now. I’'m not done looking into this issue; but essentially when
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the AP — you know, this is an AP of the council, right, so when they meet as an AP and do AP
business, that should be done in a public forum.

However, | understand that scientists frequently and the staffs in between meetings get together
and discuss things. 1 think there is probably some room where we can work that out and | can
give them some more clear guidance on, okay, you can do this, but you can’t get into these areas.
Anyway, that is evolving and | hope to get that guidance to John fairly soon.

MR. HARTIG: | appreciate that; and we have talked about that. We talked about it at the
steering committee. We talked about the problems of having the notice problems and for certain
portions of doing business it can be cumbersome. | appreciate you trying to find ways that we
might be able to streamline it somewhat. Number 6, SEDAR approvals.

MR. CARMICHAEL: Okay, we’ve got a couple of items for approval. We have the terms of
reference for the gag update which should be conducted this year. Then we have a schedule and
terms of reference for SEDAR 41, which will be red snapper and gray triggerfish benchmark.
Then we’ll need to go into closed session when we discuss the participants for SEDAR 41.

We will start out with gag. There is a little text in there about dealing with gag. There are some
questions about the terms of reference and making some changes in 41 | guess they were talking
about; so I’ll highlight that now. I think gag is pretty straightforward. We’re dealing with an
update assessment and a pretty straightforward process; and we hope to get these approved and
get these guys turned loose on this assessment; and we’ll get it in for you guys and the SSC to
consider.

Attachment 6 is the gag terms of reference; and we’ll discuss this item first and potential
approval. | guess just for reference the last assessment of gag was in SEDAR 10; so these are
just asking to have that base model updated as it was done before, using the most recent
information that is available for all of the input things and then details on the projections that
reflect things that we do now, which we didn’t do then, which is like the P-star values.

We’re giving them a starter of 30 percent and that is based on the SSC’s preliminary evaluation
of what the P-star could be under something like gag that was done when they first did the ABC
Control Rule. We’re asking for the 75 percent of Fmsy, which some of the councils have been
kind of gravitating to in terms of a long-term, more stable recommendation. Then there is the
standard if it is overfished; let’s get the outline of the rebuilding program.

MR. HARTIG: | know, John, there was some discussion at the SSC about the two sets of TORs.

MR. CARMICHAEL: Yes; and that was in 41, so we’ll get into that with them. Let’s knock gag
out first; | think it would be better.

MR. HARTIG: All right, we need approval of the TORs for the gag grouper assessment update.

DR. DUVAL: Mr. Chairman, I move that we approve the terms of reference for the gag
grouper assessment update.

10
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MR. HARTIG: Motion by Michelle; seconded by Jack. Discussion? Is there any objection?
Seeing none; that motion is approved. SEDAR 41, red snapper and gray triggerfish, TORs and
schedule we need to approve.

MR. CARMICHAEL: That would be Attachment 7. This is where the SSC was given two
versions of the terms of reference. The primary difference was in dealing with the review
workshop and to what extent the review workshop is asked to provide some judgment on
whether or not it thinks like the data are adequate and the model is adequate.

Now, the review workshop terms of reference are based on a set of framework terms of reference
approved by SEDAR. These were developed a couple of years ago when we went through our
last kind of big look at the SEDAR process. For that reason, we weren’t really comfortable
making some of those changes just outright at this time because they do change a little bit the
tone of what we’d be asking the review workshop to do.

It really has a question do we just ask them to give me the pros and cons of what you do or do
that and kind of tell me do you think that this acceptable. It is kind of a fine line there; it is a
gray area, no doubt. That is where the SSC came in with their recommendations of saying they
went with kind of the base ones that they were given, the alternative that gets into highlighting
the pros and cons aspects, which was suggested, as well as still retaining the language that asked
for them to give some comment on like adequacy and appropriateness.

The SSC thinks it would best to have the steering committee weigh in on this gray area topic of
whether or not we continue to ask the review panel to tell us about if they think things are
adequate and appropriate and handled properly. We have the terms of reference here to consider
and then we also have the action of asking you guys if you want to remand that issue up to the
steering committee and have them weigh in on kind of the tone of those terms of reference for a
review workshop.

MR. HARTIG: Okay; we need a motion to approve the TORs for SEDAR 41. Roy.

DR. CRABTREE: One of the things we heard a lot about from the public the last time we did
red snapper were comparisons with the Gulf assessment. We’re in a situation where the Gulf
just completed a benchmark red snapper assessment; and we’re getting ready to do a benchmark
in the South Atlantic.

It sure would be nice to be better prepared to deal with those types of questions in terms of the
Gulf did it this way and the South Atlantic did it differently and why and how did it affect things.
I don’t know if that’s something that needs to be in the terms of reference or not; but I wish when
we do this, folks would be more mindful of what has gone on in Miami and in the Gulf and do a
better job of looking at the differences between the decisions they make and making sure there is
adequate rationale and a clear explanation for why they did it different than on the other side; so
that we could better explain some of these things.

11
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Frankly, there weren’t good explanations in my opinion for some of the differences between the
assessments. I don’t know, John, if that is something we could add to the terms of reference or
exactly how to deal with this. | raised this quite often over the years; and it seems like it is
forgotten when the assessment rolls around. I’m worried if we don’t put it down somewhere, it
will be forgotten again. If they make very different assumptions about things in this assessment
than was done in the Gulf, I’'m pretty sure we’re going to hear all those same questions again.

MR. HARTIG: Yes; and that’s a great point; but it is six of one and half a dozen of the other. |
look at black sea bass and when we tried to just do comparison of a continuity run, we couldn’t
even do that in the same assessment; two assessments, two different steepness values; and I think
there was some other value that changed; so you couldn’t compare the two to see if you were
even rebuilding based on the level in one assessment versus the other.

The people on the SSC tried very hard to try and do that and that wasn’t possible. To try and get
a comparison between a red snapper assessment on our side versus the Gulf is going to be even
harder. I know the problems you’re talking about, Roy, and I am very sensitive to them. | hate
to even match this up — Bonnie is going to start cringing — but to have an assessment scientist
from Miami participate at some level in our red snapper assessment | think would address some
of your concerns.

| hate, Bonnie, to ask you to have a person for that assessment given the workload of your
assessment scientists. 1 think it would be worth it. 1 think red snapper is important enough and |
think that person could ask the necessary questions during the assessment and have some impact
versus those different kinds of parameters. We could have those questions answered during the
assessment and then bring those forward to the public as we move. Bonnie.

DR. PONWITH: What you suggest is not illogical. It is not illogical; it would be certainly way
of maintaining some fluidity between the two sides of the Peninsula. The problem is it would
basically take an assessment scientist from the Gulf and move them over to the South Atlantic;
and I’m sure the Gulf Council would have some thoughts on that.

Here are a couple of thoughts. One of the things that — you know, speaking of think tanks, my
colleagues in the center have been grappling with this issue of stock assessment through-put and
trying to put their heads together on what ideas could we toss out to recraft the way we do stock
assessments in a way that protects scientific integrity as our number objective but still as the
same time maintains transparency but increases through-put.

One of the ideas they came up with was a methods’ working group. My view is one of the ways
of resolving the issue that Dr. Crabtree brought up, which is a legitimate issue, we spend a huge
amount of analysts’ time asking the questions why this here and that there; and that is time that
could have been spent working on presentations and projections and other things.

| think it is a smart suggestion to be out ahead of that in advance, anticipating that those types of
questions may come up again. That is also a logical request. A methods’ working group could
be a group of assessment scientists from both sides of the Peninsula that sit down and grapple
with issues like steepness with recruitment, how to deal with recruitment, and answer those
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questions generically to create some overarching best practices or guidelines so that decisions
don’t have to start from scratch for each assessment that some of those baseline decisions are
grappled with and made and then you customize from there.

That would be a generic way of handling that. That would require a modification to the SEDAR
protocols, which would start with a discussion in the councils and go to the SEDAR Steering
Committee. That’s a fairly long process and may not be the best solution for this imminent stock
assessment.

The second approach is one of the things we talked about is if you want those assessments to be
cognizant of one another, you can do one assessment for red snapper. That is when everybody
cringes and it is because red snapper is by far and away our most complex and most
controversial stock assessment that we do in the Gulf of Mexico and pretty close the same is true
for the South Atlantic.

Merging them and doing them together and negotiating across the Peninsula about the timing and
the strategy | think could make it buckle and implode under its own weight. It may be more
complex than the benefits you would get out of it. But, certainly, a third way of dealing with that
is to conduct the assessment in a way that is cognizant of what has been done in the past.

That is not an usual scientific approach; what has been done in the past, what has worked in the
past; and if you depart from that, is there a logical explanation for why. | think it is reasonable.
The place where | would draw the line is | would not want to constrain an assessment panel to
saying you can only do this way because somebody else in a different place did it that way.
Really, if you think about how science is done, the approach is that you do something, you toss
rocks at it.

If is still standing when all is said and done, that’s a reliable approach. If it falters under
scientific critique, then it is time to cast off that approach and evolve to another approach. It can
be chilling of that sort of scientific process to actually constrain unnecessarily one assessment
body to doing things exactly the way another assessment body did. Certainly, it would be
reasonable to include a discussion of how it has been done in the past in your own region, how it
has been done in other places, and include in that discussion rationale for why you may be
departing from past practices.

MR. BELL: Mr. Chairman, I’m not on your committee but just an observation. We look at this
from a standpoint of we’re the South Atlantic Council and we deal with the Atlantic and the Gulf
deals with the Gulf; but a lot of times the fishing public just sees red snapper and red snapper are
just red snapper.

Some of them in the Gulf and they fish in the Atlantic and there is a lot of back and forth, and it
is a rather hot button fishery. Part of what | heard Roy said was when the assessments are done
and the dust settles, we just need to be prepared to answer questions. If there are different
outcomes, slightly different processes or something, we just need to be able to be sensitive to
that. We know that we’re dealing with two stocks basically or managing that way, but they just
sort of see red snapper. We just need to be sensitive to that somehow.
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DR. CRABTREE: I’'m not trying to lock people in. I think as much as anything it is a problem
with just not providing an explanation that holds up and thinking about why you’re doing it
differently. In some cases I’'m not sure the panels are even aware necessarily that they’re doing
things differently.

Dr. Barbieri and | had a discussion at a recent Gulf Council meeting around lines where |
essentially read a statement from a South Atlantic assessment that says choice of SPR implies an
underlying steepness; thus choosing a proxy equates to choosing steepness; but that isn’t what
was done in the Gulf Red Snapper Benchmark Assessment. The proxy didn’t imply the
steepness and they chose a steepness that wasn’t consistent with the proxy.

You get one group of scientists and they just make a different decision than another group of
scientists over here; and that is just the nature of things. If that is going to happen, they need to
provide a really good explanation as to why they’re doing that or why they’re doing something
that is different than what we’ve stated should be done in other assessments. Too often I don’t
think that happens; and sometimes it has big implications for where we wind up with these
things. Maybe there is nothing to put in the terms and maybe this is just something that we need
to come back in the SEDAR Steering Committee and talk about it more.

MS. McCAWLEY: I agree with Roy; I think this is really important. I’m not trying to lock
anybody in based on what | heard about to run the assessment; but Florida will be ground zero
for this. This happened the last time; and it is really important to have those explanations ready
or it looks like, hey, councils, why are you not talking to each other. This is such an important
species, why were these assumptions made? We just need to have those things ready; and I think
being cognizant of that when you’re entering into the assessment is important to have those
explanations ready.

MR. CARMICHAEL: I’ve put a little bit of language up here; and this might get at something
that we can do. It seems to me the differences that we talk about are really with total life history
traits, the productivity measures and perhaps the uncertainties that we have in the assessment.
The data sets are different. The data available for the Gulf assessment is different than what is
available for the South Atlantic. There are more indices.

They’ve had some different issues in the Gulf. The shrimp bycatch and the removals by the
shrimp fishery have been much more influential in terms of what happens with the Gulf
assessment over the years than within the South Atlantic. The last time we did this there was a
look at the size of the habitat, the slope differences. The depth profile is very different in the
Gulf of Mexico than in the South Atlantic.

The productivity on almost every species that has a stock in the Gulf and the South Atlantic is
almost always higher in the Gulf than it is in the South Atlantic for snapper grouper. We know
going in there are going to be differences. What | think maybe we can do to get at this, and what
I’ve put up here just says request that the SEDAR 41 assessment compare and contrast life
history traits, productivity measures and assessment uncertainties between the Gulf and South
Atlantic stocks.
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Some of this we kind of know going up front this is not the first assessment for any of these
stocks. | very well see that working papers could be prepared in advance of actually getting into
the assessment itself that look at the life history traits. Maybe we just need to look at the
fecundity and the maturity and sex ratios, perhaps, that show us why maybe as an individual
those species have different traits.

Discard mortality is something maybe to look at because of fishery and depth differences. |
know that was looked at in the last assessment. The productivity; that gets at the steepness and
the SPR levels; and just making sure that there is some consideration to the different areas. The
uncertainties | think could be interesting because of the differences in the data availability,
particularly with regard to the surveys.

| think this is something that seems to me feasible within this assessment without making anyone
feel like they’re asked to configure an assessment exactly like another assessment which just
happens to be a species with the same name which occurs in a different environment.

DR. CRABTREE: | think something like that might be all right. Remember, one of the big
controversies when we had our red snapper assessment was about the reference point, SPR.
Some on the SSC felt strongly that it should be 40 percent. We ultimately stayed at 30 percent.
But, remember, part of that argument was, well, the Gulf is at 26 percent and has been for a year;
why does it need to be 40 percent in the South Atlantic but 26 percent is adequate in the Gulf.
You hear a lot of dancing around the issue but it is difficult to explain that to anybody. Maybe
something like that, John, gets at it and would be a step in the right direction.

MR. CARMICHAEL: We will have to be aware that kind of proxy stuff, that comes out of the
SSCs; and those are fishing level recommendations. They’re embodied in those coming from the
SSC; so we still could end up with the chance that our SSC makes a different recommendation in
terms of a proxy than the Gulf. Hopefully, we had that debate the last time and we won’t be in
that same situation here having to argue the SPR proxy.

DR. CRABTREE: IfI could, you’re right about that; but we can go back to our SSC. Part of the
problem with SEDAR is when the review panel hits the gavel and they’re done; they’re often
done and there is no going back. What they do in those review panels often constrains
everything that comes after it. At least that has been my experience.

MR. HAYMANS: Mr. Chairman, I’m not on your committee, but a question to Roy. I’'m trying
to tease out of the comments; did you have a similar comment to the Gulf Council during the
most recent red snapper assessment; i.e., did the Gulf Council look at the most recent Atlantic
red snapper and try to consider what was done there? Are there similar discussions from the
Gulf Council?

DR. CRABTREE: I don’t remember if we did or didn’t. I’ve had discussions I think at both
councils and I know at SEDAR Steering Committees quite a bit about trying to provide more
consistency and more continuity among our assessments. We’ve had issues more in the Gulf as I
recall with having a gag assessment done and then some months later a red grouper assessment
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done and fundamental differences in the assumptions made about the two and had to come back
in and reconcile those.

I don’t know that we had this specific discussion when we did the benchmark on the Gulf. Part
of the thing is the Gulf has been doing red snapper assessments going back to the early 1990’s;
so there is a long history of development of red snapper assessments; but we really hadn’t had a
modern SEDAR assessment in the South Atlantic until very recently.

| think these comments go well beyond just red snapper. | think it is a problem that we have that
is in SEDAR is there is not enough — there is too much emphasis on doing the very best possible
assessment and not enough emphasis on maintaining some degree of consistency and continuity
among the assessments, whether it be South Atlantic and Gulf assessments or two different
assessments both done in the Gulf. | see those problems.

MR. HAYMANS: So with there being one science center; could we begin to look at — I don’t
know what the right term would be, but assessment scientists who concentrate on species on both
sides rather than just working in the Gulf or just working in the South Atlantic to kind of move
forward in the future?

DR. PONWITH: Certainly, instead of keeping two pools of assessment scientists, one for the
Gulf and one for the South Atlantic, we could open a discussion about the merits of having a red
snapper expert who works on red snapper regardless of the geography. It is an interesting
question because if you think about it, even in the Gulf of Mexico we don’t treat that as one
stock.

We treat it as two stocks and basically knit together two stock assessments because the
demographics in the Western Gulf and the demographics in the Eastern Gulf are so completely
different. You think about the difference in the South Atlantic to the Gulf, the South Atlantic
actually includes the northern most edge of the range of the species; and so one could expect that
there would be some differences in the demographics even in the South Atlantic relative to the
Gulf.

Because of that reason, the Gulf is sort of on the bull’s eye of the geographic range. The South
Atlantic includes the edge. That is something we could discuss. There are multiple ways of
looking at this. When we had this reference point question, one of the things that I did was went
to the science enterprise across the nation and talked about how reference points are set, how
recruitment processes are dealt with in stock assessments across the United States.

They had a nation-wide workshop dealing with some of those questions. Those results are
informative by comparing and contrasting across the regions. Having a red snapper stock
assessment scientist is one way of doing it. Another way of doing it is to hold these large-scale
methods’ workshops to iron out generically in the absence of an ongoing assessment how should
we be looking at this?

Are there best practices in dealing with uncertainty and dealing with reference points and come
up with some generic advice and tier down from that and customize relative to the needs of the
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individual stock assessment. That would be a way to say this question has been asked, it has
been answered, here is the baseline approach that has been agreed upon; and then from that point
any departures from that would be justified in the process itself. The short answer is, yes, we
could have those discussions.

MR. BOWEN: Correct me if I’'m wrong, Dr. Ponwith, but wouldn’t the genetics of the red
snapper be more pertinent than the demographics of the red snapper?

DR. PONWITH: The genetics are certainly germane in terms of you’re talking about
differentiating the stock based on genetics?

MR. BOWEN: That is correct, yes.
DR. PONWITH: Certainly, the genetics of a stock are of interest; but the geography is as well.

DR. BARBIERI: Not to try to interfere, but this question I think is relevant; because it impacts a
whole number of other stocks, you know, similar species in the Gulf and South Atlantic. Yes,
genetics is an important component, but you have to keep in mind the genetics — when you look
at genetics and think about genetics, you’re thinking about evolutionary times and very, very
long time scales.

Sometimes what the assessments are really focusing on biological processes that happened
within ecological times; so you have population structure sometimes that these two stocks are
still in the process of, from an evolutionary point of view, separating but we cannot tell them
apart with the genetic techniques that we have on the table right now. They are subjected to
different fisheries and they have different biological characteristics, demographics and other
issues that actually call for them to be considered differently.

Throughout the world we have several stocks that depending on where the fisheries are operating
and depending on the demographics — for example, red snapper in the Gulf of Mexico itself
involves two separate models for the eastern and western Gulf because there are enough
demographic differences going on to warrant treatment differently in terms of an assessment. |
don’t know if that addressed your question. | was just trying to clarify the issue that genetics is
definitely important, but it is not the most fundamental point when you’re looking at stock
assessments.

MR. HARTIG: Well, let me ask you a question since you’re here. You sit on both SSCs,
correct, you’re on the Gulf and ours?

DR. BARBIERI: Yes, sir.
MR. HARTIG: You do; so you get to look at the red snapper on the Gulf and the red snapper on
the Atlantic. Do you think there is validity in going to one assessment side — doing both

assessments?

DR. BARBIERI: What do you mean by one assessment side, Mr. Chairman?
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MR. HARTIG: I’m saying either Miami does the Gulf and the Atlantic red snapper or Beaufort
does the Gulf and Atlantic red snapper?

DR. BARBIERI: This is not one of those yes-no type of answers. | think there are advantages in
having the two teams work together and exchange information. | see advantages in keeping
some level of specialization so folks are actually familiar with the biological characteristics of
the stock and the structure of the models and how everything — I can see advantages both ways.
Some cross-breeding | think would be beneficial if there is available time for staff on the stock
assessment panels to participate.

MR. CARMICHAEL: The Gulf isn’t the only place we share boundaries with. We share
boundaries with the Mid-Atlantic; and I don’t anybody at this table wants to suggest that our
black sea bass assessment be done by the Northeast Fisheries Science Center. But, in a way if
you’re not as involved in these issues as those of us around the table, you can look at that and say
what is the difference? There is no magic to the boundary at Hatteras.

We’re seeing expansions in a lot of stocks; and I don’t think we would go there. I think the
reality in dealing with SEDAR and seeing all these things over the years, there are a lot of
differences in the basic data collection and the information that’s available. Like it or not and
whether or not it is ideal, there are just differences in this stuff between what goes on in the
South Atlantic and what goes on in the Gulf of Mexico.

As Luiz mentioned, the eastern and western Gulf, that is why a lot of these things are different so
I don’t know that just assigning species to a person would necessarily get us any further. | think
making sure that we give an eye toward what has going on the other areas and deal with things
where we get — you know, where we have an uncertainty like a proxy for productivity; that we
recognize that we are one region and when one group makes one recommendation and another
makes another recommendation, it kind of adds to the uncertainty. It doesn’t build a case for one
or the other.

| think the SPR, as Roy mentioned, is a really great example. Discard mortality things can be a
really good example unless you have good reason. Natural mortality; unless you have biological
reasons to separate the differences, those are all things that we should look at. | fully support
that but necessarily making it the same assessment scientist may not get you there.

MR. MAHOOD: Well, this is one of the things Roy said that the problem when we don’t use the
same parameters in the Gulf and the South Atlantic on some of these species is we get comment
from people why didn’t you? But if you look at it, the comments are always toward the Gulf
because they’re allowing more harvest and we’re not.

Like Doug said, why don’t they ever look at what we’re doing in the Atlantic in the Gulf; well,
why would they do that; we don’t allow a fishery. You’re not going to get comment from
fishermen down there saying, well, why aren’t you doing the same they’re doing in the South
Atlantic?
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| think that most of the comments at least we got — | think gag grouper was maybe even more
than red snapper — was how come you’re not doing it; down there they’re allowing more harvest,
they’re using different parameters, this type of thing. Generally when we get comments it is
because we’re not allowing harvest whereas with the same species in the Gulf they did a
different type of stock assessment and they’re allowing more harvest. I think that is where most
of the comment comes from.

DR. CRABTREE: Well, that is some of that, certainly, and I don’t know that we’ll resolve this
anymore. I don’t know about whether it makes sense to have one team that does the red snapper
assessments on both sides. That is something I don’t think we’re prepared to sort out today. I’'m
not trying to say that — and John is right; there are differences in the South Atlantic and the Gulf;
and there may be legitimate reasons for things being different.

What I’m asking for is an awareness that when you make a decision, you’re making a decision
that is different than what was done in the Gulf or in a previous assessment; and so if you’re
going to do that, you need to recognize that and you need to explain it. 1 suspect there are
occasions in assessments when they would say, “Oh, well, I didn’t realize we were doing
something different.”

We really don’t have a good explanation and it could have led to a different outcome. The key
here is not so much what the decision is. It is making sure that you provide a really good reason
and you show an awareness that you’re doing something different and here is why.

DR. BARBIERI: To Dr. Crabtree’s point, what I’'m hearing is basically that you’re requesting
that the assessment panels — and we do have SSC members participating in the assessment and
the review panels — be more aware of those issues. | think it is a fair request.

| think this is the time really for that request to come up before the data workshop, the
assessment and the review shop actually take place; that this is a request coming from the council
that those panels be more aware of those similarities or differences of all the issues that could be
brought up afterwards and that we provide some input to you regarding those potential
similarities and differences and that we make sure that we have an assessment process that tries
to address those proactively. If that would be what you had in mind, Dr. Crabtree, | can see that
being something that the SSC would take very seriously and we will try to carry that forward.

MS. SMIT-BRUNELLO: 1 think legally from and administrative record perspective, if you got
challenged on this you would want to — and litigant could bring up, well, look, so what is the best
scientific information available? They’re doing it this way for the same species and they’re
doing it a different way for the same species in the geographic areas.

| would think it is better to have those explanations up front as to why different methods were
chosen and those sorts of things. I think you’re in a much more defensible position when you go
into court and you have those kinds of challenges in addition to having the public — you know,
they raise those kinds of issues as you’ve all just discussed; so being able to explain it to them
puts the council in a much better position, too.
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MR. HARTIG: And they raise them at a high level now. They address the different inputs in the
assessment. To me if John’s wording gets into natural mortality, steepness and selectivities that
are critical — those are three real critical parts of the assessment. When we change those based
on the Gulf, we should explain why in the assessment they were changed.

The assessment scientists should say this is why they are different in the Atlantic; so we can have
that on the record going forward and on the record to deal legal and then to inform the public of
why they were different, why the South Atlantic red snapper is different. I think, John, if —

MR. CARMICHAEL: Do you want me to read it?
MR. HARTIG: Yes.

MR. CARMICHAEL: | really think this level of discussion; we talked about how to get this in
there and Roy brought up making terms of reference. | think with this level of discussion we
probably should try to craft a term of reference that makes sure this is in there and not
overlooked. What | have put up here on the screen is an attempt to try and capture this in a
possible motion that someone may want to make.

It addresses adding three terms of reference, one for each workshop, so | will read through this
now. It is move to add a Term of Reference to the SEDAR 41 Data Workshop to compare
and contrast life history traits between the Gulf and South Atlantic Stocks; to add a Term
of Reference to the SEDAR 41 Assessment Workshop to compare and contrast productivity
measures and assessment assumptions between the Gulf and South Atlantic Stocks; and
add a Term of Reference to the SEDAR 41 Review Workshop to compare and contrast
assessment uncertainties between the Gulf and South Atlantic stocks.

MR. HARTIG: Would somebody like to so move that motion? Charlie.
MR. PHILLIPS: Mr. Chairman, | so move.

MR. HARTIG: Anymore discussion; we’ve had plenty. | need to get a second first; second by
Jack. Chris.

MR. CONKLIN: 1 just wanted to say that it would be a good idea if we could have all those
explanations put in before it goes out for the peer review so you even further will be able to back
it up; to have it get it looked at a lot more.

MR. HARTIG: You’re absolutely right and this will do that. This will take it through the
assessment process and so that will be included in every workshop we have. It will be a great
addition. Bonnie.

DR. PONWITH: On the review workshop doing a compare and contrast to the assessment
uncertainties; you mean just, for example, if the uncertainty is greater in the South Atlantic for a
red snapper stock assessment because of the discontinuity in the fishery-independent data, that
would be discussed; or, if biological sampling rates differed between those areas and it created
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uncertainty in the age composition or the age structure in the assessment; those are the types of
comparisons you’re looking at to be discussed?

MR. CARMICHAEL: Yes; that is what | was thinking about there. We know we have the very
stringent regulations that have gone on in the South Atlantic and that it affected our fishery-
dependent data stream and that is probably going to contribute to an uncertainty. | think it will
be helpful to have those guys comment on those kinds of things.

We try to focus the review panel on the uncertainty aspects. I’'m hoping this sort of gives them
leeway to kind of look at overall the whole outcomes and maybe point out data issues as well as
related to monitoring that is done as well as how the regulations have affected our ability to
estimate the stock with the methods we use; exactly.

MR. HARTIG: Okay, is there anymore discussion? Is there any objection to this motion?
Seeing none; that motion is approved.

MR. CARMICHAEL: That adds a term of reference and we’ll make that change and then to
approve the schedule and other terms of reference for SEDAR 41. 1 expect we’d be saying we
want to approve the terms of reference as modified.

MR. HARTIG: Okay, we need a motion to approve the terms of reference for SEDAR 41 as
modified and the schedule. Motion by Michelle; seconded by Charlie. Discussion?
Objection? Seeing none; that motion is approved.

MR. CARMICHAEL: And the other one is considering forwarding to the SEDAR Steering
Committee the SSC’s recommendation to evaluate the terms of reference. I think guidance on
that would be that you support the SSC recommendation would be fine.

MR. HARTIG: Do you need a motion?

MR. CARMICHAEL.: I think approval will be fine in this case.

MR. HARTIG: Okay, is there any objection to approving the SSC’s — say it again, please.

MR. CARMICHAEL: SSC’s recommendation to have the steering committee look into the
terms of reference language for review workshops.

MR. HARTIG: Is there any objection to that? I don’t see any, John, so we’ll move ahead and do
that at the steering committee level.

MR. CARMICHAEL: Do you want to do the other business before we get into the participants
in the closed session?

MR. HARTIG: Yes.
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MR. CARMICHAEL: Okay, there are a couple of other business items. The first is an update
on the wreckfish process. The next will be to call your attention to some document on sampling
and then Bonnie added National Standard 2. The first thing is the wreckfish. As you guys will
recall, there has been a wreckfish assessment put forward.

We developed the process through the SSC and the council to review and handle such
assessments coming from non-SEDAR sources. The SSC reviewed a proposal for that
assessment in September. You supported having an ad hoc workshop get together as requested
in that proposal to help provide some guidance to the analysts on the assessment configurations
and assure they had the most recent data available.

That was held in November; and so you have been provided the SSC’s review of that proposal as
well as the report of that ad hoc assessment group. The nomenclature of this has been a little bit
difficult in a way. We’re trying to make sure it is clear that this is not a SEDAR assessment; this
is not a SEDAR process.

This is the South Atlantic Council considering this assessment following the South Atlantic
Council’s process and having support from the SSC. That is kind of where we stand in terms of
the nomenclature and calling this an ad hoc group to distinguish it from a SEDAR Assessment
Workshop; because when we say assessment workshop, we have this thought now after ten or
twelve years of SEDAR that is a SEDAR process.

The next steps in this is really probably the most important thing to discuss here. The goal has
been to have this assessment to the SSC in April so you get recommendations in June. The
process that we approved kind of stretches things out and it sort of envisions that you get the
report, you look at it, you consider how to do your peer review, you hold your peer review that is
held like six weeks before an SSC meeting, and that is time-consuming.

What we have suggested — and this was discussed at the workshop that we had — was that we
need to kind of get ahead of this a little bit. A couple of things that we need to do at the SSC is
we need to improve some terms of reference for the review; and we need to identify who would
be the potential reviewers and kind of the process.

What I’m suggesting is that we have a conference call of the SSC in January where we could talk
about the terms of reference for this review and the approach. We’re suggesting that it be held
over a webinar. | think that is going to be very effective and it is obviously going to be cost
benefits there. They’re not having to travel and must easier logistically to set up that type of
meeting. Also have them suggest the peer review panelists; and the guidelines that we have for
this suggests they’re approved by the council and they could include SSC members as well as
others, depending on who they think is appropriate.

In this case we’re thinking a couple of SSC members, a chair — and Marcel Reichert, who took
part in the workshop has agreed to potentially be the chair of this if the council should support
that — and we could also consider others. In this case | think it might be good to have someone
from the science center given their level of assessment expertise.
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We need to have that; and then we expect to get the assessment report in mid-February. If we’re
going to go to the SSC in April, we need to have the review happen before then. We can’t wait
around until we get to the report in February and then try to get this going to have the SSC
discuss the terms of reference and everything in April because then we’re not reviewing this
thing until October.

We’re going to have to try and get ahead of it a little bit and kind of work in the cracks here with
this process as I’ve laid out. The assessment report is expected in mid-February; that is what the
analysts have agreed to. Then at the council meeting in March what we would like to do is get
the final approval of the terms of reference and the participants; and then soon after that meeting
— probably two weeks is likely when it would occur — we would have this webinar review.

At that time the SSC conducts basically a peer review of this document; and it will be a full
assessment report and more detailed than any of the workshop reports that you have so far of the
proposal review. | believe that we can handle this logistically if it is a webinar because there is
no travel and I don’t have to arrange meeting space.

We will have to notice this in the Federal Register as a webinar so we’d probably be doing that
kind of before the council actually formally approves the term of reference. This allows us to get
this to the SSC in April. At that point the SSC considers this document and develops their
fishing level recommendations; and then that gets it to the council meeting in June,

One reason for trying to get this going is that this assessment came to us a year ago in October.
We had some delay as we worked through the process to make sure we had a fair and open and
transparent way of dealing with these assessments; and now we’re trying to play catch-up a little
bit and get back on track.

One of the things we will definitely do when this all wraps up is look back at this process now
that we have been through it and see kind of what worked and what didn’t. One of the first
things that has come to my mind, considering where we are now, is that we probably really need
to consider these review workshop terms of reference at the time the SSC reviews the proposal.

That is one change that I’m obviously going to recommend is that we should also recommend
terms of reference at that time and consider reviewers so that we’re out ahead of the process;
because the timing of SSC meetings and council meetings makes this difficult; and to avoid us
having to get into this, holding a conference call and having the SSC make the terms of reference
and then the council approve them right before the review workshop occurs.

That is just kind of our lesson and | just want to make sure everyone is comfortable with this
process that we have laid out here and you understand where we’re going to be going and why
we will be asking for things when we are over the next few months.

MR. HARTIG: Are there any questions? Bonnie.

DR. PONWITH: Just a quick comment; this is certainly a much more involved assessment as a
trial run of the new process than | would have expected. It is kind of a one-off situation. It is
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different; and so | agree with John. 1 think doing kind of a debriefing at the close of this to say
how did the protocol that was discussed at length — and the SSC obviously put a great deal of
care in developing that protocol. | think that was a critical step to kind of protect the process — to
be able to circle back and say what worked, what didn’t, what modifications do we need to do?

The one thing that I’d make a point is because it is different than the SEDAR process, as the SSC
contemplates the peer review terms of reference for this third party assessment, to do a quick
read through the National Standard 2 Guidelines to make sure that the tests for that are met and
to make sure that people that were involved in the workshop, which is the oddity of this one, that
the SSC actually had involvement in the third party assessment, so that it sort of becomes a
hybrid; that they recuse themselves from participating actively in the review or serving as a
review panelist, | should say, because they can be involved in the review but not as a panelist —
just things like that to make that review is really clean will be a smart thing.

MR. HARTIG: Is there any other discussion? John, what do you need from us?

MR. CARMICHAEL.: 1 think just acceptance for this process and an acknowledgment that you
understand the scheduling and the timing and what we will be doing and when and that you
know we’re kind of squeezing the schedule a little bit. Ideally we’d more time between the SSC
developing these terms of reference and you approving them and the workshop; but you just
recognize the timing and realities and you have agreed to this process here.

MR. HARTIG: Do you want a motion or you just want a consensus?

MR. CARMICHAEL.: Not particularly; I think consensus that sort of the sequence of events is
acceptable.

MR. HARTIG: 1 see heads nodding; lots of them.

MR. CARMICHAEL: The other item is the sampling information. We had discussion of
fishery-dependent sampling intensity at our September meeting and our chairman made a follow-
up request to the science center for some additional information and really more detail about
species-specific number of lengths, number of trips, number of age structures.

You received a couple of documents included in your Briefing Book 2 information for this
committee. It was the protocol for TIP. It describes how the TIP sampling is conducted and the
program itself is run. There are a number of tables which gave the number of lengths over like
the last ten years or so for different species — this should reflect in the commercial sampling
intensity — and then an update on the number of otoliths for a number of stocks that are sampled
through TIP and really their status in terms of being read and not read.

Also included in there was | noticed a presentation that was given at the SSC on the SEFIS
Program and their efforts toward getting the video indices and such developed. It talks about the
expansion of the fishery-independent sampling. | think, Ben, if you have anything to add on
these comments or as we further toward answering these questions about sampling.
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MR. HARTIG: Bonnie, thanks again for having — I'll tell Jennifer when I see her next week.
She will probably be at the king mackerel assessment data workshop that | appreciate the time
she put into putting those numbers of otoliths together from the Beaufort Lab. Having said that,
it still wasn’t exactly what we asked for.

| think at this point what | want to do is probably put everything together we have gotten from
you so far and then have staff go through the assessments and then pull out the necessary
numbers we need to plug in to compare the targets on the lengths and the targets on age samples
with what we’ve actually collected. That I think we need to do. Mike is probably listening
intently because it is probably something that he will be doing. 1 just ask the committee what
their take is on what we’ve gotten so far. Michelle.

DR. DUVAL: The SSC had some discussion of this as well and they actually requested sort of a
very general, broad overview of what is collected from the science center staff as well as
different state agency partners; you know, who is exactly collecting what in terms of the
biological samples in order to better understand who is getting what and how the targets are
established.

The SSC reviewed the same biological sampling matrix that the ACCSP puts together and puts
out there and | think had a number of questions about how those targets are established and also
had some of the same I think conversation that we’ve had here with regard to the ability to be
able to meet those targets and how regulations or low ACLs may impair our ability to reach a
certain target number of samples.

If your fishery is closed, then it is closed and you’re going to be able to go out and get fishery-
dependent biological samples; or, if you have something that is very restrictive like a hundred
pound trip limit, you may not be able to capture those samples. They had asked for a
presentation — I don’t recall if that was at their next meeting in April — regarding exactly how all
the different pieces fit together, I think.

| think that is a good idea because there is probably some lack of clarity amongst the partners
themselves about who is collecting what and what the level of staffing is from state agencies for
collecting biological information to assist the science center and what science center staff are
able to do. 1 do think that kind of broad overview presentation for the SSC would help them to
understand why targets are maybe not being met or how they’re even set in the first place.

DR. PONWITH: My request is that when requests come through like this we need to make sure
that we have a dialogue so that the underpinning objective for the question is well understood.
I’m sure it has happened to everybody where you get a question and you answer the question, but
it may not be the best methodology for tackling the underpinning objective. | think
understanding that underpinning objective is really, really important because then we’re able to
refine the approach to make sure that the exact data request is going as close to meeting that
objective.

If the objective is do you have enough money for biological sampling, there may be a better way
of getting at that than saying what was your target and how close did you come to it. As you
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can remember from one of the presentations, either the last one or the one that was done in June,
targets are set and some of things that influence achieving those targets are the distribution of
sampling. In fact, often making sure that the geographic distribution of the sampling effort is
proportional to the fishing effort can be important than hitting that target.

If you end up piling all your sampling into one area and those samples are not reflective of the
distribution of effort across the coast, you could end up throwing a bunch of those samples away
because you’ve actually oversampled in an area and your limiting effect is the lowest
proportionally area and everything else represents an oversample.

It is a complex question and | think having really good dialogues about that underpinning
objective of what are you trying to address will make sure that we’re as efficient as absolutely
possible in getting the answer to achieving that objective.

DR. DUVAL: I don’t disagree with that at all and completely understand and acknowledge the
point that you just made regarding just the geographic distribution of the sampling. | think one
of the objectives is that perhaps the targets themselves are inappropriate in order — are too high to
achieve that appropriate spread of geographic sampling.

| think if you look at that ACCSP Biological Matrix, you see a certain number of samples that
are set as targets for particular states and particular sectors and particular gear types, | think if
I’m remembering things correctly. It maybe that the assets that we have to conduct the sampling
combined with regulations and things like ACLs result in targets being set inappropriately high
so it has the end of result of looking like we’re not achieving our sampling when really there are
a whole suite of underlying reasons whey that may not be so.

It then begs the question as to whether or not those samples are set appropriately. We’re getting
ready to do something similar in North Carolina, incorporating our stock assessment staff
because they’re very important to the process in terms of determining what your appropriate
level of sampling is as we look at using different and more complicated models that require
samples from different water bodies and different gear types at this time of year, so you’re
overlaying three different parameters into what is the optimum sample size that you need. |
don’t want to speak for the SSC but that would be one of my objectives or the information that I
would be most interested in hearing and your assessment team needs to have input into that as
well.

DR. PONWITH: Those are excellent points and in fact that was part of the presentation in June
that raised all the eyebrows at the ACCSP discussions; and that was the mathematical
methodology for determining the ideal sampling rate. Of course, the first start of that is looking
at what are your desired confidence intervals, what kind of error are you willing to live with to
answer the types of questions.

Then that would drive the first cut at what your sampling rate should be, but you can’t stop there
because there are times where that first cut exceeds what is logistically possible. Then you have
to add your management regime on top of there to try and trim that. Yes, | think those
discussions are good.
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| think that those discussions are most productive by getting the data managers and the data
collectors together with the stock assessment scientists, the potential end users of those data, to
make sure there is like-mindedness and kind of a unified vision of what we’re trying to
accomplish and then go back and revisit those if there is a better way of doing it. The one thing
you don’t want to do when you are resource and time-limited, you don’t want to oversample
somewhere at the expense of being able to refine those targets. I think that is a smart idea.

DR. DUVAL: And I think in general most people assume that more samples are better but that
is not always the case; and there is a balance there between your capacity and then having an
ideal number of samples.

MR. HARTIG: Your comments, Bonnie, will segue great into John’s idea that I think we have
come up with; and if you’d like to explain that to the committee.

MR. CARMICHAEL.: Hearing these discussions and trying to fulfill these different requests and
work with the people working on them; one of the thoughts that | had was kind of took back to
our efforts to come up with the fishery-independent monitoring program. A number of years ago
the council said we have a real problem with the lack of fishery-independent sampling; and what
we need is a cohesive plan.

We don’t know where we’re going to get the money, but let’s come up with an approach that
says this is the way we think we should be conducting this sampling and not just keep being
reactionary. We got fishermen together and we got the assessment guys together, the data
collectors together, the people experienced in the different independent sampling programs from
MARMAP to those in the Gulf of Mexico and came up with that workshop report a couple of
years ago for the fishery-independent monitoring program.

It took about a week’s worth of work at Beaufort to hold the workshop and then an amount of
work afterwards as people worked through kind of the realities. They considered, though, the
whole range; the logistics of sampling and what it really means and sort of the council priorities;
laid it out, as people might recall, the number of modules; discussed what gives you the biggest
bang for the buck.

That kind of leveraged into what became additional money for sampling; and we have gotten the
new video survey and expansion of that. | look at that as a really good example of what can
happen when we get all these folks around the region working together and put them in a place,
lock them up for a while and give them this task and terms of reference and say, “Solve this
problem.”

| think in a lot of ways — and | really thought about this when the SSC, being scientists from the
state agencies, had a lot of questions about, well, who is sampling what. The guys in North
Carolina don’t necessarily know what Florida is doing in terms of contributing to the TIP
Sampling Program.

It is a complicated amount of funding and grant opportunities that goes between the agency and
the states and folks like ACCSP in terms of getting money out there for the sampling. It is
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contrasting priorities between state species and federal species and interjurisdictional fisheries
and cooperative research and all of these different levels that no one really seems to have a good
grasp of what is going on. To think that people on the SSC aren’t even clear of what maybe their
state is doing in terms of collecting bio-samplings for federal-managed species is kind of a eye
opening; and it says we do need to get everybody together first and foremost and just figure out
who is doing what. It is not

The SSC had the request to get the center to come; but this picture obviously is much bigger than
that. It is not just the center; it is the other agencies that are involved, the states themselves that
are doing stuff. When we expand this beyond the commercial and TIP, we’re dealing with
MRIP. That is its whole complex layer in itself, but it is important especially in our region with
growing recreational fisheries.

The thought that | had was to consider what has worked in the past, and that was that other
workshop. 1 think the time is right that we hold some type of fishery-dependent workshop.
Rather than more presentations to the SSC and more discussion here and more requests to look
into things, let’s go ahead and just get all those folks that we have discussed here in a space
together and we can find the time and money to do it and come up with what is a good,
comprehensive fishery-dependent sampling plan for the snapper grouper fishery.

| think we should stop there because that is where a lot of the issues are, but for the snapper
grouper fishery in the South Atlantic. | know in my experience in dealing with the sampling of
targets and ACCSP and just feeling the approach is not right for the snapper grouper fishery.
This is not often a species-targeted type sampling thing; it is trip-targeted.

What we have learned in our assessments is collecting random samples from ages is the way to
go. We don’t do age/length keys like a lot of that sampling is designed to accommodate. Our
situation is different; and I think the only way we’re going to get anywhere is to get all the folks
that are involved in that as well as the assessments and everything and say your job is to come up
with the dependent sampling protocol that everyone can agree to, the assessment guys will meet
their needs; and compare and contrast and discuss the pros and cons of different levels of
sampling and prioritization of stocks and say how much can you do?

We keep reaching for the moon and we’re not even getting there. Well, let’s figure out kind of
like we did with the independent program what is the biggest bang for the buck, what will it take
if 1 put all my resources — how many species can | get a decent number of age and length
samples for; 15, 20. That gives us something to compare then against our priority stocks that we
want to manage and then we can figure out the best way to spend our money and know what
everybody is doing.

DR. PONWITH: Yes; what he said. This is a smart thing to do; | think an opportunity to kind of
regroup and knit together the patchwork and make sure that when we look at it comprehensively,
it makes sense to fine tune, build stronger communication is a really smart thing. It is a week’s
worth of work to do the discussions, but there is going to be a pretty considerable amount of prep
work to make sure that everybody is ready going in to get the biggest bang for the buck while
they’re there.
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It is a non-trivial task to capture — you know, have the rapporteurs there to capture the results of
that and get it into a really nice camera-ready report; so that when someone asks what do you
really need, it is there. I don’t want to trivialize what it is going to take to get it done. What |
would say is just in light of the conversations we’ve had already, think about how this fits in
from the council’s perspective as a priority. If it is a priority, then let’s talk about how would
you fit that in and when is the ideal place to fit it in, which might come at the expense of, but |
agree it is a very smart idea.

MR. HARTIG: Are there any other comments? We probably need a motion on this one on the
committee’s intent to move forward.

DR. DUVAL.: | move to convene a workshop to develop a comprehensive fishery-dependent
sampling program for the snapper grouper fishery of the South Atlantic.

MR. HARTIG: Seconded by Charlie. Discussion? Is there any objection? Seeing none; that
motion is approved with the understanding of Bonnie’s — we’re going to have to look at this in
some detail, define it as a priority knowing that it’s going to take a lot of time, resources and prep
time to be able to do this. To me this is critical for us. Bonnie, most of our species are fishery
dependent. That is the data we use. If we’re ever going to move forward on any of the species that
aren’t assessed at some level, we’re going to have to start collecting that information for other
species as well. Hopefully, part of that will come out in this. Mel.

MR. BELL: I was just going to say | think it is very important. It is foundational to so much of what
we do, so we need to make it a priority. | commend you for coming up with that.

MR. MAHOOD: One kind of stark reality I might point out as we move ahead with these things; |
think they’re good ideas but the councils are looking at potentially taking some big hits. We, out of
our administrative budget last year, funded SEDAR or supplemented SEDAR — I don’t know the
exact number, but it was close to a hundred thousand dollars.

Now, if we don’t get more money somehow for the SEDAR activities; all these great plans we have
of more assessments, more workshops, this type of thing is going to have to be reassessed at some
point prior to the 2014 years. The budget and the SEDAR schedule you have or SEDAR activities
schedule you have in the briefing book is pretty much based on level funding in the hopes that we
will get that.

We will talk a little bit more about money at the Executive Finance Committee Meeting; but there is
wind out there that the councils may be taking a 16 percent cut to help supplement NOAA overseeing
us. We will try to learn more about that as time goes on. Some of the regions have been told that.
Our Regional Administrator and the folks in the region have not told us anything about that; so we’re
assuming that Roy is taking care of us. We’ll see how it all plays out; but just to point out to
everybody money can become a problem here in the near future.

MR. HARTIG: All, what have we got left?
MR. CARMICHAEL.: I think the first step is getting approval to have the workshop and then we will

try to convene a steering committee to figure out how we do this and who would come and when it
would be, and then we’ll have to consider the budget reality. I think what I’'1l do is look to contact
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the SSC and then probably Bonnie; and if people have some other ideas somebody would like to see
on the steering committee, some state folks to get representatives from all the people that have got
their hands in that pie and try to get at least a preliminary plan underway in the next few months.

MR. HARTIG: | see heads nodding. Bonnie, National Standard 2.

DR. PONWITH: Yes, very briefly, National Standard 2 Guidelines came out in the Federal Register,
and one of the provisions of the guidelines includes a pretty heavy component on peer review. One
of the things it was careful to stress is there are stipulations that peer review need to meet; but that
they also are adamant that peer review doesn’t become redundant.

It is crystal clear that if a council has a peer review process and that peer review process has been
scrutinized and deemed to have met the requirements of National Standard 2 Guidelines under the
Magnuson-Stevens Act, then it is good to go. One of the things that we need to do is take a look at
our peer review process under SEDAR — and SEDAR is called out by name in the National Standard
2 Guideline Revisions — to circle back and confirm that the peer review process we’ve established in
the SEDAR protocols do indeed continue to meet the National Standard 2 Guidelines as revised.

If indeed that is the case, we would have to communicate that to the Secretary of Commerce; and the
Secretary of Commerce then is required to post to the Federal Register confirmation that is indeed
the case along with a very brief overview of what that peer review process is; not the whole protocol,
just a very brief overview.

In addition to that, then the council is required to post the complete protocol to the website so that the
public has access to that. With that as backdrop, the question is how would we like to have the
confirmation from the Secretary of Commerce that the South Atlantic Fishery Management
Council’s Peer Review Process comports with the National Standard 2 Guidelines communicated?

As the Science Board with the NOAA Fisheries Service, my peers, the six fishery science center
directors, the head of the Office of Science and Technology and our chief scientists had a discussion
on this and our view on this was that it would be expedient to have one Federal Register Notice for
the entire country that confirms each of the different peer review processes used by the fishery
management councils have been reviewed and they meet the standards.

I’ve asked the Gulf Council if they concur with this view or whether their preference was to have a
standalone; and they concurred that having one Federal Register Notice was expedient and clean,
makes one-stop shopping for ourselves and for our constituents. | just wanted to hear your views on
this. Do you concur with the notion that SEDAR process would be put in one Federal Register
Notice nationwide?

MR. HARTIG: Well, personally I don’t have a problem with it. It seems to be pretty expedient,
timely and efficient and we should probably do that. My only question is what is the timing; when
do we have to complete the review and be in compliance with when that needs to be in?

DR. PONWITH: Our goal is to have the Federal Register Notice ready to go within six months of
when we looked at the guidelines, which those guidelines I think came out in August; so it would be
an opportunity — I think one of the next things we’re going to talk about is convening the full body of
the SEDAR Steering Committee.
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Since the federal component of that august were missing from the discussion due to the shutdown, to
convene that, and that would be an opportunity to circle back, look at those protocols against the
National Standard 2 Revised Guidelines, make that confirmation and then it is simply a matter of
sending some sort of notification to headquarters saying this has been done and we deem that the
SEDAR process as it currently exists meets those protocols.

MR. HARTIG: All right, thank you, we’ve got a way forward and we will do that. That concludes
the business except for the closed session and we will hold the closed session after lunch. We will
take care of the SEDAR business first and then go right into advisory panel selection. We will come
back here at 1:30 to do that. The SEDAR Committee stands in recess.

(Whereupon, the open session of the meeting was adjourned at 11:55 o’clock a., December 3, 2013.)
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