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Background and Introduction

The 2018 SEDAR schedule includes two SEDAR Research Track Assessments (SA/GoM Scamp and
Atlantic Cobia). Due to the timing of these assessments (scheduled to start the first and second quarters
of 2018), draft SEDAR guidelines for the Research Track and Operational Assessment process need to be
developed for initial SEDAR Steering Committee review at their May 2017 meeting. Additional SEDAR
Steering Committee review and preliminary approval of the approach will occur at their September 2017
meeting. Final approval of SEDAR SOPPs addressing the Research Track process will be withheld until an
assessment is completed under the research track approach and the process evaluated.

SEDAR staff drafted a general outline based on our understanding of the Research Track process as
described at the September 2016 SEDAR Steering Committee meeting. This initial draft builds on the
existing SEDAR Benchmark process and in many ways remains similar to the current benchmark
approach. We have identified a number of questions on which we would like feedback and guidance
from this working group, including SEFSC data and analytical team leads, before moving into the detailed
process documents such as project schedules, TORs and SEDAR SOPPs.

The information here was meant to serve as a starting point for discussions by the working group. It is
organized around the primary steps of the Research Track process, as we believe it will be more efficient
to first discuss the concept or vision for the research track before delving into the details of the process,
such as schedules and TORs.

Summary of Progress and Discussions

To date, SEDAR staff has facilitated two webinars with SEFSC team leads to discuss the Research Track
approach. During the first webinar a draft of this document was provided that laid out a number of
decision points. It also included a general research track application and timeline, based on applying the
suggested timeline of the September 2016 proposal to the existing benchmark process and including
more recent developments such as the data best practices timeline and the stock ID resolution process.

On the first webinar (February 15), the group discussion focused on broad, overarching topics of the
Research Track/Operational assessment approach. The intent was to develop a vision for how the
process would operate and consider topics such as guiding principles and triggers. Most of the
discussion from this webinar is documented in topic | below.

On the second webinar (March 1) the group reviewed the notes from the first webinar , continued those
discussions, and went a bit further into the process details with a focus on how the Stock ID and Data
stages would work under Research Track Assessments. Next steps identified on the second webinar
included the SEFSC analytical teams developing an example Scope of Work/Work Schedule document
for Scamp, which could potentially serve as a template for future RT assessments. Key discussion points
from this webinar are summarized, but there was not a push to get consensus, so it is unclear whether
this feedback represents the full consensus of the group.
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A third webinar was scheduled (April 12) to discuss the draft Scamp Scope of Work, but was
subsequently canceled due to low participant availability and inadequate progress on the Scope of Work
document. The SEFSC intends to provide a draft Scamp Scope of Work for the SEDAR Steering
Committee briefing book.

Workgroup Participants
SEFSC, Miami Assessment Team: Clay Porch, Shannon Cass-Calay
SEFSC, Beaufort Assessment Team: Erik Williams, Kyle Shertzer
SEFSC, HMS Assessment Team: Enric Cortes
SEFSC, Data Team: Steve Turner, David Gloeckner
SEDAR: John Carmichael, Julie Neer, Julia Byrd

Navigating this document

This document was modified following workgroup webinars to address group recommendations and
questions. Italics and occasional sub-headers are used to help differentiate the original text of this
document from the discussion and recommendations.

Research Track Process and Guidance Development Overview (initial plans)
1. Steering Committee endorses concept: September 2016
2. General Approach developed — Winter/early Spring 2017

a. SEDAR staff conceptual draft: January 2017

b. Working group (SEFSC team leads) reviews Concept: by February 8

c. Webinar discussion with SEDAR & SEFSC leads — February 15.

e The group did not reach consensus on the overall concept and driving factors, and was
therefore unable to address process details. Additional webinars were recommended.

e Second webinar held March 1. Complexity of the process becoming apparent;
additional discussion desired; suggested developing an example “scope of work” to
describe the details of a particular assessment project.

e Third webinar scheduled April 12; cancelled.

d. First draft of Approach, addressing process Outline, Schedule, TOR frameworks- with
emphasis on stock ID process — late February-early March — developed by SEDAR, review by
SEFSC leads. (Not completed)

e. Draft Approach provided to SOPPs Team — potentially necessary by mid-March (depend on
steering committee meeting scheduling — should be settled by Feb 1) (Not completed)

(The SOPPs team was proposed by the Steering Committee to review initial SOPPs
recommendations. It will include representatives from all the SEDAR Cooperators.)

NOTE: Not all Cooperators have identified SOPPS team members. SEDAR staff did not pursue
this beyond the initial request due to the lack of progress at the workgroup stage, and
resulting lack of a document for the SOPPS group to review.

f. Draft Approach for SEDAR Steering Committee Briefing Book: April 20 to May 19, depending
on when meeting is scheduled. Not completed. Summary documents detailing deliberations
so far provided for the Steering Committee. Includes a decision document with various
research track options and a draft statement of work.
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3. SEDAR Steering Committee Review & Comment: May 2017

4. Further development of process, including SOPPs, TORs and Schedules: Summer 2017

5. Steering Committee Review of entire approach and approval for initial Scamp and Cobia applications:
September 2017

6. Implementation of approach for Scamp and Cobia: 2018-2019

7. Process evaluated: mid 2019

8. Final Steering Committee approval of SOPPs and guidance information (e.g., default TORs, schedules):
September 2019.

I. OVERARCHING TOPICS

The workgroup recommended at the start of the first webinar that the best way to initiate this discussion
was to first consider a number of overarching topics to define the research track process with the goal of
developing a “Vision.” Points raised during this discussion, which occupied most of the first webinar, are
summarized in the bullets below.

Why adopt the Research Track and Operational Assessments?
e Anticipated to increase overall productivity by focusing more on Operational assessments
e Benchmark process timeline impediments
0 Deadlines missed early in process (data stage) reduce time available for the Assessment
stage which is often working under a hard deadline to meet the scheduled review
0 Current timeline doesn’t allow opportunity to explore all relevant data and hinders
ability to thoroughly evaluate other modeling approaches
0 Can often get good suggestions from review process and/or through the SSC review, but
current benchmark process does not provide an opportunity for these suggestions to be
incorporated until the species is scheduled for another assessment

What is the VISION for the Research Track Process?

e Emphasis on developing a highly credible stock assessment framework

e Serves to answer questions, test hypotheses, or otherwise explore new ideas for assessing a
stock or stocks

o Allows for complete flexibility in data and model choice

e Process expected to last up to a year or more and involves a series of public meetings; includes
thorough documentation of new data/method/performance and extensive investigation of
model performance

e Review completed by a Panel of independent experts, with the Council SSC’s (or Cooperator
equivalent) ultimately providing recommendations for further improvement; review should be
commensurate with the degree of novelty and controversy

e Engages more people (including researchers) early on in the assessment process

What triggers a Research Track Assessment?
e Triggers for Research Track Assessment include:
O First time assessments
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0 Major issue identified in previous assessment that SSC feels justify the research track
approach and independent peer review
0 SEFSC recommendation that an assessment needs significant additional work to
incorporate new datasets, new modeling techniques or apply a new model framework
0 Addressing ‘global’ issues that affect multiple species and assessments (e.g. model
changes, new data source, etc.)
Default should be to conduct an Operational assessment (with the exception of first time
assessments).
O Burden of proof on group (e.g. Cooperators, SEFSC, etc.) requesting RT assessment
0 Change from an Operational Assessment to RT Assessment has implications on the
timeline, when mgmt. advice will be provided, etc.

What are the Research Track Data Expectations, and how do the differ from the current approach?

Not necessary to have the level of data completeness and timeliness expected for the current
benchmark process.

Preliminary, incomplete or provisional data are okay because the process will focus more on
concepts and approaches.

Not necessary to have most recent years of data, expected that most recent info will be included
in the following operational assessment.

Intent is to reduce the need for data providers to do lots of work re-compiling or re-analyzing
data during RT process; not necessary, and potentially not possible, for data to be compiled
during the data workshop in multiple ways to address various assessment assumptions

Data providers will need to be given guidelines on what data are needed and how they should
be compiled and provided; the focus will be on flexibility to allow exploration of hypothesis
during the assessment phase; data providers should only have to provide data once and analysts
can aggregate as necessary throughout the process

Expect to establish a soft or target terminal year, while recognizing that not all datasets may
reach it, and that the terminal year may not be as ‘recent’ as expected under the current
benchmark process.

A data step goal will be to identify all available datasets early in process — even if some datasets
cannot initially be provided, as long as analytical team is aware of the dataset and it can be
submitted at a future date

Implications for ageing labs: if stock has not been assessed before, need to plan 2-3 years in
advance for enough ages to be provided; this timeframe would not be as critical for stocks that
have been assessed before

Ensure appropriate timing for data compilation is incorporated when developing project
schedules. Data Best Practices deadlines may require revision to adapt to the Research Track
approach.

What are the guiding forces for Research Track Assessments (e.g. science and hypothesis testing vs
management needs) and how should conflicts be resolved in the guiding forces?

Research track should be driven by science and the hypothesis testing necessary to give a robust
assessment
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e The timeline is flexible but not completely open ended - a target end date is required for planning
the project and scheduling the peer review.

e |tisrecognized that data and model explorations may continue indefinitely. SEFSC may need to
do work in advance of SEDAR RT to help provide reasonable limits on the issues to be addressed
in a Research Track, and to develop an appropriate project timeline given the scope of work.

e Potential triggers or exceptions should be identified that allow deviation from the planned
timeline, and a process derived for evaluating the triggers and providing appropriate guidance
by the leadership level (Cooperators and Steering Committee)

e  Proposed Approach:

(0}

SEFSC will develop an initial Scope of Work. When a Research Track assessment is
requested by a Cooperator, SEFSC will conduct preliminary evaluations to prepare a
proposed Scope of Work. The Scope of Work will identify potential issues, research and
internal and external data sources; provide guidance on the timeline; recommend initial
Terms of Reference including model techniques to evaluate

The recommended Scope of Work should provide options (preliminary hypotheses) and
corresponding timelines for addressing the research and assessment needs within a
reasonable timeline

The Scope of Work should identify triggers and key milestones within the process that
will identify if and when changes to the timeline are needed (e.g. end of Data Stage, few
months into Assessment stage, etc.). The intent is that the triggers and milestones be
developed to allow flexibility for the process to respond to issues that arise.

The Scope of Work should be developed and reviewed by the appropriate cooperator
before being brought to the Steering Committee for project scheduling. The Cooperator
is free to pursue whatever technical review of the preliminary Scope of Work it deems
necessary and appropriate.

Initial requests that trigger SEFSC development of a Research Track Scope of Work need
not be made at the Steering Committee, and can be addressed by the Cooperator
directly to the SEFSC.

What factors drive the timeline?
e SEFSCRT Proposal timeline, supported by the Steering Committee, indicates completion 9-14
months after DW
e (CIE timeline:

(0}

(0}
0}

1 year in advance of a Peer Review: Identify the quarter in which the review will occur
= CIE timeline allows for flexibility of +/- one quarter
= Changing fiscal years in subsequent steps may create issues that cause delay.
4 months in advance of the review: identify the month the review will occur
2 months in advance of the review: identify the dates of the review.

e There was discussion of withholding review planning until the assessment is complete.

(0}

(0]

This offers maximum flexibility, but will likely cause substantial delay in review (~6
months?) and lengthen overall timeline beyond that proposed to Steering Committee.
Some concern was raised that the added delay could detract from the review, as the key
personnel will become involved in other assessment projects between AW report
completion and the review.
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0 Also concerns that the project will become open-ended, making it difficult to plan
subsequent projects.

e Potential option for scheduling review:

O Have a routinely scheduled review (same month/dates every year) that is not tied to any
particular assessment project.

0 At the 4 month point required by the CIE, the specific species, # of species, etc. would be
identified.

O This could potentially allow more flexibility within RT while still meeting CIE review
timeline. It may also result in some reviews being cancelled because the work is not
complete, and difficulty in managing the review workload if multiple projects reach their
end point near the same time. It is not clear how this would play out in the CIE process.
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Il. Details and relation to existing process components

A. Project Schedule

e Because the Operational Assessment provides required management information, its timing
and data deadlines should be included on the Research Track assessment schedule. A
detailed Operational Assessment deadline will be prepared closer to its start, along with its
TORs, similar to what is done now for standard and update assessments.

B. Research Track: Stock ID Process - ~ 4.5 months

Need to clearly identify process and timeline for determining Stock ID for Research Track
assessments
Timing: timing for Stock ID decision should follow the SEDAR Data Best Practices timeline (final
decision should be available in advance of the Data Scoping call; ideally ~4-5 months in advance
of Data Workshop)
Method: In-person workshop or series of webinars; will be dependent on project, available
budget, and if possible, will be decided in advance when developing schedule
Process: The process outlined below is based on feedback received from the SEDAR Steering
Committee regarding the Stock ID & Meristics workshop. It is streamlined and simplified
somewhat, to provide a potentially more manageable, long-term approach for determining
stock ID. Note that some additional options for this step are provided at the end of this
document.
Recommended Approach
1. Stock ID Work Group will develop Stock ID recommendation (via workshop or series of
webinars) and document findings in Stock ID Work Group report.
a. The Work Group will be similar to those convened for Blueline Tilefish and Gray
Snapper.
b. Willinclude SSC & Technical representatives from all Cooperators and Councils
likely affected
2. Independent Peer Review of the Stock ID recommendations, by a panel to include SSC,
mgmt. rep, assessment rep, and optional slots for additional expertise.
a. Anticipate being held via webinar to control costs
b. Panelists shall be independent of those on the Stock ID workgroup.
c. Workgroup chair will present findings to this group.
d. Need to address biological and management risks within the Charge and TORs.
3. Science and Management Leadership Call; to be held when a change in Stock ID is
recommended that causes a stock to cross Cooperator boundaries; will involve
Cooperators, Management (Regional Office), and Science (Science Center) entities;
Leadership Group will resolve the discrepancy and provide guidance on the appropriate
ToRs to provide the necessary and appropriate management parameters

SEFSC Feedback on Stock ID from Second Research Track Webinar

Separate stock ID stage not needed; stock ID hypotheses would be tested and recommendations
would be made during RT process; unclear when this would happen in the process — SEFSC wants
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flexibility in timing, but this decision impacts all data compilation and analyses, so if this decision
is made late in process could impact timeline

e Inrecent SEDARs, decisions for unit stock made using provisional data which has been
problematic; current Benchmark timing doesn’t allow all data to be available to make stock ID
decision

e SEDAR Data Best Practice Data Timeline noted that Stock ID was one of the decisions that
needed to be made early in the process since it affects all available datasets; the timing for the
Stock ID decision for the RT does not necessarily have to follow what was recommended through
SEDAR Data BP

e Need to ensure all Cooperators that could be affected by Stock ID decisions are involved in
process

e Need to consider effect of assessment and management advice when making stock 1D
recommendations

e Need to clarify the differences between population unit and assessment and/or management
unit; if multiple populations are identified, it doesn’t mean the assessment or management must
follow those populations units

e Burden of proof needs to be met when assessment stock structure recommendations do not
follow Cooperator jurisdictions

e Stock ID decisions will affect compilation/analysis of all datasets; need to provide guidance (e.g.
what are hypotheses) to data providers near beginning of RT assessment so they are able to
prepare and analyze their data to test hypotheses

o Will need to balance the amount of flexibility desired in the stock ID decision with what is
actually feasible (e.g. workload, timeline) for data providers and analytical team

C. Research Track: Data Stage ~ 4.5 months
Recommendations from the first webinar that are relevant to the Data Stage have been cut and pasted
as italicized text into the appropriate topics within the ‘Data Stage’ section of this document that follows.

e Research Track Data Expectations

0 Not necessary to have the level of data completeness and timeliness expected for the
current benchmark process.

0 Preliminary, incomplete or provisional data are okay because the process will focus more
on concepts and approaches.

0 A data step goal will be to identify all available datasets early in process — even if some
datasets cannot initially be provided, as long as analytical team is aware of the dataset
and it can be submitted at a future date

e Timing
0 Data Stage in the Research Track should follow the Data Best Practices timeline
= |f not, what should the timeline look like?
0 Ensure appropriate timing for data compilation is incorporated when developing
project schedules. Data Best Practices deadlines may require revision to adapt to the
Research Track approach.
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0 Implications for ageing labs: if stock has not been assessed before, need to plan 2-3
years in advance for enough ages to be provided; this timeframe would not be as
critical for stocks that have been assessed before

e Terminal Year

0 Not necessary to have most recent years of data, expected that most recent info will
be included in the following operational assessment.

0 Recommend that a terminal year be established for datasets to ensure a reasonable
baseline; establish a soft or target terminal year, while recognizing that not all
datasets may reach it, and that the terminal year may not be as ‘recent’ as expected
under the current benchmark process.

=  Consider the Scamp assessment starting in 2018, the terminal year could be
2015

=  Could reduce unexpected outcomes in the Operational assessment

= Could help ensure data are available for the Operational assessment

0 Datasets with information more recent than the target terminal year will be
accepted.

e Data Best Practices timeline represents ‘hard deadlines’ for the data providers, meaning
that they, for the most part, will not be expected to contribute further to the assessment
0 Isthere an expectation that data providers will need to go back and reproduce
datasets/analyses throughout the Research Track process. e.g., an alternative way
of aggregating catch (and thus length and age comps) is considered?
0 Feedback from first webinar:
= Intent is to reduce the need for data providers to do lots of work re-
compiling or re-analyzing data during RT process; not necessary, and
potentially not possible, for data to be compiled during the data workshop in
multiple ways to address various assessment assumptions
= Data providers will need to be given guidelines on what data are needed and
how they should be compiled and provided; the focus will be on flexibility to
allow exploration of hypothesis during the assessment phase; data providers
should only have to provide data once and analysts can aggregate as
necessary throughout the process

e Final deliverable from the Data Stage is a DW report, similar to current DW report.

0 Data will be summarized through the baseline terminal year of each dataset. Need
to ensure there is clear record with justification for each data decision as necessary
for review

0 Does the current DW report outline capture the key information that needs to be
documented? Should other info be added? Can some info be omitted?

=  Perinitial (Feb 15) webinar discussions: DW report’s role should be to
document all data decisions; important to document sequence of events
which led to decisions and include figures/tables to illustrate why made
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decisions; not necessary for this to include final data tables; may need to
develop new DW report outline

e Working papers and reference documents will continue.

SEFSC Feedback from Second Research Track Webinar

Role of Data Stage significantly changing from what is currently done under Benchmark
assessments; focus more on exploring hypotheses; need to develop guidance for data providers
so it is clear what the expectations are for participating in RT and how they should prepare for RT
assessments

Lead analytical team will contact researchers/data providers/SSCs/Council staff/etc. to identify
available data to inform development of Scope of Work; Scope of Work developed prior to start
of RT assessment

Separate stock ID process not needed; stock id hypotheses would be tested and
recommendations would be made during RT process; unclear when this would happen in the
process — SEFSC reps noted wanted flexibility in this, but this decision impacts all data
compilation and analyses, so if this decision is made late in process could impact timeline

Data providers initially provide raw data at lowest aggregated level possible; participate in
compiling, analyzing, developing recommendations on data similar to what they do now under
Benchmark DW

Set stopping points throughout entire RT process where analysts consult with data providers
Near end of Assessment Stage, when analysts have configuration(s) would like to take to review,
check in with data providers to request data in the identified configuration(s) so that model(s)
can be run for the review; data providers will be empowered to decide whether or not they can
provide the updated data based on their workload at the time of the request

Need to identify available data sources early in the RT process; this should be done prior to
developing Scope of Work and draft ToRs

Data don’t need to be exact in RT process (focus on concepts; does not provide mgmt. advice);
try to align data the best you can with assessment model decisions/configurations (e.g. stock
structure, fleet structure, etc.), but don’t need to match exactly; BUT getting data close to
recommended configuration(s) for review will help ensure that fewer unidentified issues arise in
Operational assessments

Under RT, there doesn’t seem to be as clear of a delineation between Data and Assessment
stages as there is now under Benchmark process

Distinction between provisional data vs. analytical products (growth models, CPUE, reproduction
analysis, comps); data providers that produce analytical products may need to be more heavily
involved throughout RT process than those that provide raw data

Potential disconnect between RT data intent and expectations? — RT intent is to reduce the need
for data providers to do a lot of work recompiling/reanalyzing data during RT assessment; BUT
focus of RT Data Stage is exploring hypotheses; in order to evaluate hypotheses will need to look
at data for hypotheses being considered — which likely means recompiling/reanalyzing the data
in multiple ways; this could potentially increase workload of analyst, data providers, or both

10
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e Data providers understand their data best; should participate in the decisions regarding how
their data are used

e Unclear who would be responsible for recompiling/reanalyzing data to explore hypotheses under
RT assessments; each region may want to continue to handle the process more similarly to what
is currently done within their region for Benchmarks (e.g. South Atlantic seems to rely more on
multiple data providers and GoM seems to rely more on lead analyst)

e Unclear whether data providers will be expected to produce same products as do now under
Benchmark DW; these products rely on some key decisions (e.qg. stock structure) that are
currently recommended be made early in the process

e Interest in having data providers participate throughout RT process with analytical team; need to
develop guidelines so expectations for data providers are clear; workload and/or time
commitment may be different based on whether providing raw data or analytical products (e.g.
growth model, comps, etc.)

e Potential workload issue for data providers? - if expected to participate throughout RT process
(and potentially pull/compile/analyze data at the beginning and end of the process) and
expected to compile/analyze data for increasing number of Operational Assessments — do data
providers have capacity to do this?

D. Research Track: Assessment Stage — 6 months
e Assessment stage of the Research Track will be operationally similar to current ‘IPT’
approach (e.g. milestone webinars held approximately monthly with informal
communication between analysts and Panel members, as necessary)

0 Are the current webinar milestones appropriate (with the exception of any
addressing status)

0 Consideration of in-person workshops — timing, topics, justification

o Timeline doubled for model development to approximately 6 months.

0 Is this adequate time, considering that there should not be data delays due to
ensuring a recent terminal year?

e Final deliverable from the Assessment Stage will be a report similar to current AW report in
terms of documenting the assessment method and uncertainties.

0 The report will not provide status determinations.

0 The report will focus more on factors that influence model performance than
specific results.

0 The report will document the models considered and provide justification for the
chosen model approach.

0 Working papers can be used to document the details of topics explored during the
research track, with recommendations and resolution of alternatives explored in
working papers addressed in the AW report.

0 The AW Report will include clear and specific recommendations for the data and
model approach to be applied in the Operational Assessment.

0 Report should address projection methods, considerations and details. Include
recommendations for assuming fishery conditions between TY and year 1.

11
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E. Research Track: Review Stage, 2 months
e There are limitations on scheduling flexibility that are beyond our control. CIE timeline is as
follows:
0 1yearin advance: identify the quarter in which year will occur
= CIE timeline allows for flexibility of +/- a quarter
= Changing fiscal years in subsequent steps may create issues that cause delay
0 4 months in advance of the review: identify the month the review will occur
0 2 months in advance: identify the dates of the review
=  Additionally will need to allow time to find available meeting space for
workshop (timing for this is largely dependent on workshop location —
shorter in Beaufort, longer in Miami or St. Pete.) 2 months lead time may
not always be enough to guarantee preferred locations.
e Final deliverable from the Review Stage will be a summary RW report and separate
individual CIE reviewer reports
e The RW will not be asked to provide status recommendations
e RW composition and general approach unchanged

SEFSC Feedback from Second Research Track Webinar
e Need to clarify what product will be reviewed at the end of RT and what the reviewers are
expected to evaluate; what will the review ToRs include?
e Intent to have reviewers evaluate data/model decisions but not actual assessment model?

o Will reviewers be able to evaluate decisions if they do not review a working model, model
diagnostics, etc.?

e  Will this complicate things for the Operational Assessments (e.g. have unforeseen issues arise
that don’t get vetted during the RT)?

F Research Track: Final Deliverable

e The final research track deliverable will be a composite report similar to current SAR — Intro,
DW, AW, RW reports merged into final SAR.

e The final SAR deliverable will be disseminated similar to what is done now (e.g. prior to SSC
review final SAR distributed via memo to relevant Cooperators & participants and posted to
SEDAR website)

0 Dissemination dates are required for the mandated Peer Review Plans.

e Dissemination of the Final SAR will conclude SEDAR’s management of the Research Track.

(no change from current practices)

G. Research Track: Post SEDAR Process and SSC Review, 12+ months
e Administrative record keeping shifts to the Cooperator for post-dissemination activities.
0 SSC comments regarding the RT and how they are implemented in the RT will be
documented by the Council-SSC Administrative Record.
0 Councils requested to provide relevant SSC reports to SEDAR for posting with the
assessment on the SEDAR website

12
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e Research Track results presented to the SSC by the analytical team, and to the Council if
requested (no change from current practices)
e To save time and travel, the SSC review of the RT should include guidance for the
Operational assessment.
0 Should the analytical team be allowed to begin addressing model issues or
improvements prior to the SSC Review of the Research Track?
= For example, sometimes reviewers make recommendations based on
hypotheticals that do not pan out. The SSC could resolve such issues and
recommend whether such recommendations should be carried forth to the
OA...evaluate if the change did what a reviewer thought it might?
0 The ability to do this may be determined by the timeline between the RT and the
SSC review. However, if this is considered useful the time can be provided.
e After analytical team incorporates reviewer and SSC comments, is it necessary to have some
level of review before the Operational Assessment proceeds?

H. Operational Assessment

e What level of support is expected from SEDAR staff (e.g. develop ToR, schedule/deadlines,
etc)? Will role be dependent on how much additional work needs to be done per reviewer
and SSC comments/feedback (e.g. continuum between current Standard and Update
support)?

o  Who determines whether Operational assessment will be conducted more similar to current
Standard or Update assessment? What are the relevant considerations? Should the SSC
make recommendations?

e Do Operational Assessments need to always have the most recent data? Will all datasets
need to be updated and/or will it be specified in the ToR?

13
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Appendix 1: Example South Atlantic and Gulf of Mexico Scamp Schedule

Research Track Timeline: Dec 2017 — June 2019 (~18 months)
(Based on timing of activities provided in the September 2016 proposal, and Steering Committee
recommended timing of Operational Assessments following the Research Track)

e Stock ID: Dec 2017 — mid April 2018 (~4.5 months)
0 Stock ID Data Scoping - Work Group Report completion: Dec 2017 - mid-Feb 2018
0 Stock ID Review Process: mid-Feb 2018 — mid-April 2018

e Data Stage: May 2018 — Sept 2018 (~4.5 months)
0 Data Scoping Call through DW report completion

e Assessment Stage: October 2018 — March 2019 (~6 months)
0 Pre-Assessment Webinar through AW report completion

e Review Stage: April 2019 — May 2019 (~2 months)
0 Distribution of Reviewer Materials through RW report completion
O “Hard” deadlines to meet CIE planning requirements

e Final Research Track SAR dissemination: early June 2019

Operational Assessment Example Timeline: July 2019 - July 2020.
e Review by SSCs: July 2019 — October 2019
e Operational Model Development & addressing Reviewer & SSC concerns: November 2019 —
September 2020.
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Appendix 2 : Additional Options for Stock ID

OPTION 1 — This sequence is most similar to how the process of stock ID evaluation and review was
discussed at the Steering Committee in September 2017. That discussion was primarily directed toward
the comprehensive workshop at which stock ID for multiple species was planned.

1. Stock ID Work Group will develop Stock ID recommendation (via workshop or series of
webinars) and document findings in Stock ID Work Group report

2. Independent Peer Review of the Stock ID recommendations (to include CIE reviewers,
SSC, mgmt. rep, assessment rep, optional slot for additional expertise). Requested by
the Steering Committee for the comprehensive workshop.

= Adds 8 weeks if held as a panel review: 2 weeks for Stock ID report completion,
1 week to distribute, 2 weeks review time, 1 week workshop, 2 weeks to
complete report.
=  Steering Committee recommended that this level of independent review could
be handled through CIE desk reviews in the research track process.
e If handled by CIE desk reviews, it will require 8 weeks minimum.

3. SSC (or appropriate technical review body) review of Stock ID report and Independent
peer review findings, by all Cooperators affected by the Stock ID recommendations;
each Cooperator will conduct its own review, according to its own policies; joint
meetings may be convened if deemed necessary by the appropriate Cooperators and/or
SEDAR Steering Committee.

= Adds a minimum of 6 weeks to the timeline: three weeks to receive and
distribute reports from step 3, 1 week meeting, 2 weeks for SSC to complete
report.

= SEDAR Concern: this could result in multiple full SSC opinions on the stock ID
and independent review recommendations, and no joint effort to resolve
differences.

4. Science and Management Leadership Call; to be held when a change in Stock ID is
recommended that causes a stock to cross Cooperator boundaries; will involve
Cooperators, Management (Regional Office), and Science (Science Center) entities;
Leadership Group will resolve the discrepancy and provide guidance on the appropriate
ToRs to provide the necessary and appropriate management parameters

= Add 4 weeks: 3 weeks to receive, distribute, review report and 1 week to finalize
recommendations

=  Could be placed in the position of attempting to resolve divergent technical
opinions from multiple technical bodies.

OPTION 2 — This includes similar steps as option 1, but shuffles the independent peer review and
cooperator review. This allows the joint review of all cooperators to come after the individual review by
each cooperator.
1. Stock ID Work Group will develop Stock ID recommendation (via workshop or series of
webinars) and document findings in Stock ID Work Group report
2. CIE desk reviews of the Stock ID recommendations (Option)
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a.

Adds 8 weeks

3. Cooperators may conduct additional reviews by their full SSCs

a.
b.

Adds 6 weeks

No presentation by work group chair planned. Must be handled by the SSC rep
on the work group.

Recommend that this be held after the CIE desk review is received, if the desk
review is desired, to ensure this group and the independent group that follows
have the same information.

4. Independent Peer Review of the Stock ID recommendations, including comments on
those recommendations by CIE desk review (if used) and SSCs, by a panel to include SSC,
mgmt. rep, assessment rep, and optional slots for additional expertise)

a.
b.

e.

Presume this would not include CIE reps if the desk review is chosen.
Recommend this be held via webinar to control costs.
i.  Will that affect CIE representation if desired at this stage?
Members should be independent of the work group.
i. Are there other concerns over independence given the preceding full
SSC review?
Presentations
i. Stock ID workgroup findings presented to the this group by the stock ID
workgroup chair
ii. SSC review findings provided in report, or by presentation of an SSC rep
other than the review representative. If travel involved, will be at
Cooperator expense
This gives an opportunity for a joint body to review and resolve possible
differences between technical groups.

5. Science and Management Leadership Call; to be held when a change in Stock ID is
recommended that causes a stock to cross Cooperator boundaries; will involve
Cooperators, Management (Regional Office), and Science (Science Center) entities;
Leadership Group will resolve the discrepancy and provide guidance on the appropriate
ToRs to provide the necessary and appropriate management parameters
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