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Background
The NOAA Fisheries is mandated by the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act, Endangered Species Act, and Marine Mammal Protection Act to conserve, protect, and manage our nation’s marine living resources based upon the best scientific information available (BSIA). NOAA Fisheries science products, including scientific advice, are often controversial and may require timely scientific peer reviews that are strictly independent of all outside influences. A formal external process for independent expert reviews of the agency's scientific products and programs ensures their credibility. Therefore, external scientific peer reviews have been and continue to be essential to strengthening scientific quality assurance for fishery conservation and management actions.

Scientific peer review is defined as the organized review process where one or more qualified experts review scientific information to ensure quality and credibility. These expert(s) must conduct their peer review impartially, objectively, and without conflicts of interest. Each reviewer must also be independent from the development of the science, without influence from any position that the agency or constituent groups may have. Furthermore, the Office of Management and Budget (OMB), authorized by the Information Quality Act, requires all federal agencies to conduct peer reviews of highly influential and controversial science before dissemination, and that peer reviewers must be deemed qualified based on the OMB Peer Review Bulletin standards[footnoteRef:1]. [1:  https://www.whitehouse.gov/wp-content/uploads/legacy_drupal_files/omb/memoranda/2005/m05-03.pdf ] 


Scope
The Southeast Fisheries Science Center (SEFSC), in collaboration with the South Atlantic Fishery Management Council (SAFMC), the Southeast Regional Office (SERO), Blue Matter Science, and others, have developed a full-stakeholder management strategy evaluation (MSE) for dolphin (e.g., dolphinfish, mahi, dorado) in the US Atlantic. The objective of the MSE is to develop empirical (indicator-based) candidate management procedures (MPs) for dolphin in the US Atlantic that meet legally mandated (e.g., Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act) and regionally-varying stakeholder-defined management objectives, such that they may achieve optimum yield. Dolphin in the US Atlantic are managed by SAFMC. The MSE is intended to be used to inform dolphin management, such that top performing candidate MPs will be proposed for use as Amendment alternatives to the Dolphin Wahoo Fishery Management Plan and be voted on for implementation by the SAFMC.
Before an MP may be enacted, the MSE used to derive candidate MPs must be deemed best scientific information available. The review panel is requested to review the scientific validity of the dolphin MSE. Unlike stock assessments (designed to provide a best estimate of stock status and for which diagnostics are of increased importance), MSE operating models are discrete hypotheses designed to encompass plausible uncertainty and are conditioned to ensure projected data are simulated with realistic uncertainty and variability. 

The specified format and contents of the individual peer review reports are found in Annex 1. The Terms of Reference (ToR) of the peer review are listed in Annex 2. The tentative agenda of the panel review meeting is attached in Annex 3. 

Requirements
NOAA Fisheries requires 3 reviewers to conduct an impartial and independent peer review in accordance with the Performance Work Statement (PWS), OMB guidelines, and the ToRs below. The reviewers shall have expertise in management strategy evaluation, quantitative population dynamics, and fisheries simulation analyses.  

The chair, who is in addition to the three reviewers, will not be provided by the CIE. Although the chair will be participating in this review, the chair’s participation (e.g., labor and travel) is not covered by this contract.

Each reviewer will write an individual review report in accordance with the PWS, OMB Guidelines, and the TORs below.  Modifications to the PWS and TORs cannot be made during the peer review, and any PWS or TORs modifications prior to the peer review shall be approved by the Contracting Officer’s Representative (COR) and the CIE contractor. All TORs must be addressed in each reviewer’s report.  

Tasks for Reviewers
1) Pre-review Background Documents:  Review the following background materials and reports prior to the review:

Two weeks before the peer review, the NOAA Fisheries Project Contact will send by electronic mail or make available at an FTP site to the CIE reviewer all necessary background information and reports for the peer review. The CIE reviewer shall read all documents in preparation for the peer review, to include:
· Trial specifications document 
· Github repository: https://github.com/Blue-Matter/DolphinMSE (note currently set to private, will be made public or shared with reviewers prior to review.)
· Shiny app: (html to be developed)

2) Attend and participate in an in-person review meeting. The meeting will consist of presentations by NOAA and other scientists, stock assessment authors and others to facilitate the review, to answer any questions from the reviewers, and to provide any additional information required by the reviewers.
3) After the review meeting, reviewers shall conduct an independent peer review report in accordance with the requirements specified in this PWS, OMB guidelines, and ToRs, in adherence with the required formatting and content guidelines. Reviewers are not required to reach a consensus.
4) Each reviewer shall assist the Chair of the meeting with contributions to the summary report. 
5) Deliver their reports to the Government according to the specified milestones dates.
Foreign National Security Clearance
When reviewers participate during a panel review meeting at a government facility, the NOAA Fisheries Project Contact is responsible for obtaining the Foreign National Security Clearance approval for reviewers who are non-US citizens.  For this reason, the reviewers shall provide requested information (e.g., first and last name, contact information, gender, birth date, passport number, country of passport, travel dates, country of citizenship, country of current residence, and home country) to the Project Contact for the purpose of their security clearance, and this information shall be submitted at least 30 days in advance. For additional information, please see the following link: https://www.commerce.gov/osy/programs/foreign-access-management.  The contractor is required to use all appropriate methods to safeguard Personally Identifiable Information (PII).

Place of Performance
The place of performance shall be in Charleston, SC.

Period of Performance
The period of performance shall be from the time of award through September 2026.  Each reviewer’s duties shall not exceed 14 days to complete all required tasks.

Schedule of Milestones and Deliverables:  The contractor shall complete the tasks and deliverables in accordance with the following schedule. 

	Within 2 weeks of award
	Contractor selects and confirms reviewers

	Approximately 2 weeks prior to the review
	Contractor provides the pre-review documents to the reviewers

	July 28-31, 2026
	Panel review meeting

	Approximately 2 weeks later
	Contractor receives draft reports

	Within 3 weeks of receiving draft reports
	Contractor submits final reports to the Government


* The Peer Review Summary Report will not be submitted to, reviewed, or approved by the Contractor.

Applicable Performance Standards  
The acceptance of the contract deliverables shall be based on three performance standards: 
(1) The reports shall be completed in accordance with the required formatting and content (2) The reports shall address each ToR as specified (3) The reports shall be delivered as specified in the schedule of milestones and deliverables.

Confidentiality and Data Privacy
This contract may require that services contractors have access to Privacy Information. Services contractors are responsible for maintaining the confidentiality of all subjects and materials and may be required to sign and adhere to a Non-disclosure Agreement (NDA). 

Travel
All travel expenses shall be reimbursable in accordance with Federal Travel Regulations (Travel resources | GSA), and all contractor travel must be approved by the COR prior to the actual travel.  Any travel conducted prior to the receipt of proper written authorization from the COR will be done at the Contractor’s own risk and expense. International travel is authorized for this contract. Travel is not to exceed $14,000.

NOAA Fisheries Project Contact
Cassidy Peterson
Management Strategy Evaluation Specialist
Southeast Fisheries Science Center
101 Pivers Island Road, Beaufort, NC 28516-9722
cassidy.peterson@noaa.gov












Annex 1: Peer Review Report Requirements
	

The independent Peer Reviewer report shall be prefaced with an Executive Summary providing a concise summary of whether they accept or reject the work that they reviewed, with an explanation of their decision (strengths, weaknesses of the analyses, etc.).

2. The report must contain a background section, description of the individual reviewers’ roles in the review activities, summary of findings for each ToR in which the weaknesses and strengths are described, and conclusions and recommendations in accordance with the TORs.

a. Reviewers must describe in their own words the review activities completed during the panel review meeting, including a brief summary of findings, of the science, conclusions, and recommendations.

b. Reviewers should discuss their independent views on each ToR even if these were consistent with those of other panelists, but especially where there were divergent views.

c. Reviewers should elaborate on any points raised in the summary report that they believe might require further clarification.

d. Reviewers shall provide a critique of the agency review process, including suggestions for improvements of both process and products. 

e. The report shall be a stand-alone document for others to understand the weaknesses and strengths of the science reviewed, regardless of whether or not they read the summary report.  The report shall represent the peer review of each ToR, and shall not simply repeat the contents of the summary report.

3. The report shall include the following appendices:

Appendix 1: Bibliography of materials provided for review 
Appendix 2: A copy of this Performance Work Statement 
Appendix 3: Panel membership or other pertinent information from the panel review meeting.



[bookmark: _heading=h.wjy0j2x5y5m7]Annex 2: Terms of Reference for the Peer Review

SEDAR 104 Atlantic Dolphinfish Management Strategy Evaluation Review

July 28-31, 2026

[bookmark: _heading=h.ykl7ox3nnywr]CIE reviewers are contracted to complete their independent peer review based on the ToRs. Therefore, the CIE-NOAA Fisheries review and approval process is based on whether the CIE independent reports addressed each ToRs. 
1. Evaluate the types and ranges of uncertainty used in the MSE. Explicitly consider uncertainty in data, life history, process error, nonstationarity (i.e., environmental variability and oceanographic changes), and if appropriate, fishery dynamics.
a. Were selected axes of uncertainty relevant to the stock and fishery and appropriately characterized? If relevant, were uncertainties highlighted by managers and stakeholders included?
b. Did levels of uncertainty for each axis meaningfully and reasonably encompass plausible uncertainty?
c. Were uncertainties appropriately classified into reference (primary) or robustness (secondary) set and sufficiently explained?
2. Evaluate the strengths and weaknesses of methods used to simulate the stock.
a. Are methods to generate operating models scientifically sound?
b. Did methods meet the needs of stakeholders and/or research questions (i.e., appropriate spatial resolution, time-step, ability to measure key performance statistics)?
c. If data were unavailable to parameterize the model, were the assumptions used to overcome this limitation reasonable and/or multiple assumptions included as an axis of uncertainty?
d. Was plausibility weighting of reference operating models appropriate and sufficiently justified?
e. Does the robustness of the operating model grid allow the management procedure to fail?
3. Evaluate operating model conditioning.
a. Did conditioning the operating model on available data result in simulated data with reasonable statistical properties relative to what would be available to the management procedure?
4. Evaluate MSE projections.
a. Did the operating models project data that would be available to the management procedure?
b. Were projection assumptions reasonable and appropriate for the stock (e.g., decisions about future parameter estimates and uncertainty; resampling approaches to generate future data; future nonstationarity, productivity, etc.)?
5. Evaluate performance metrics.
a. Do performance metrics include all legally mandated management objectives as outlined in the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (i.e., to include status determination criteria with suitable risk tolerance to measure probability of overfishing and overfished status; and rebuild overfished stock in accordance with rebuilding requirements)?
b. Did performance metrics sufficiently capture additional manager and/or stakeholder objectives to achieve optimum yield, if relevant (i.e., to include desired management objectives such as: total catch, catch rate, catch size, fishing opportunity/season length, etc.)?
6. Evaluate candidate management procedures.
a. Did the candidate management procedures only utilize data available for the stock in practice?
b. Did the management procedure explore management tools and controls that are applicable to the stock (e.g., appropriate management procedure archetype)?
c. Were top-performing management procedures tuned to minimally achieve all satisficing criteria?
d. If empirical management procedure, does the MSE include a mechanism to periodically update stock status?
7. Provide or comment on recommendations to improve the MSE.
8. Prepare a Review Workshop Summary Report describing the Panel’s evaluation of the MSE and addressing each TOR.
 
 



Annex 3: Tentative Agenda

SEDAR 104 Atlantic Dolphinfish Management Strategy Evaluation Review Workshop
 
July 28-31, 2026
Charleston, SC


	Tuesday
	 

	8:30 am – 12:00 pm
	Introductions and Opening Remarks
	Coordinator

	 
	- Agenda Review, TOR, Task Assignments
	 

	 
	Project Presentations
	MSE Team

	 
	- Clarifying questions
	 

	12:00 pm – 1:30 pm
	Lunch Break
	 

	1:30 pm – 5:00 pm
	Project Presentations (continued)
	MSE Team

	 
	- Clarifying questions
	 

	5:00 pm – 5:30 pm
	Public Comment
	Chair


Tuesday Goals: Part of initial presentations completed, requests for additional analysis identified.

	Wednesday
	 

	8:30 am – 12:00 pm
	Project Presentations
	MSE Team

	 
	- Clarifying questions
	 

	12:00 pm – 1:30 pm
	Lunch Break
	 

	1:30 pm – 5:00 pm
	Panel Discussions
	Chair

	 
	- MSE Team and Review Panel
	 

	5:00 pm – 5:30 pm
	Public Comment
	Chair


Wednesday Goals: Initial presentations completed. Summary report drafts begun.

	Thursday
	 

	8:30 am – 12:00 pm
	Project Presentations
	MSE Team

	 
	- Clarifying questions
	 

	12:00 pm – 1:30 pm
	Lunch Break
	 

	1:30 pm – 5:00 pm
	Panel Discussions
	Chair

	 
	- MSE Team and Review Panel
	 

	5:00 pm – 5:30 pm
	Public Comment
	Chair


Thursday Goals: Presentations completed, Summary report drafts continued.

	Friday
	 

	8:30 am – 12:00 pm
	Panel Deliberations or Work Session
	Chair

	 
	- Recommendations and comments.
- Report writing
	 


Friday Goals: Finalize discussions, draft summary report reviewed.
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