Tab C, No. 2

GULF OF MEXICO FISHERY MANAGEMENT COUNCIL

DATA COLLECTION COMMITTEE
The W Hotel                               New Orleans, Louisiana

June 5, 2007

TUESDAY MORNING SESSION

VOTING MEMBERS

Degraaf Adams
Texas

Roy Crabtree
NMFS, SERO, St. Petersburg, Florida

Bill Daughdrill
Florida

Karen Foote (designee for John Roussel)
Louisiana

Robert Gill
Florida

Joe Hendrix
Texas

Phil Horn
Mississippi

Tom McIlwain
Mississippi

Julie Morris
Florida

William Perret (designee for William Walker)
Mississippi

Robin Riechers (designee for Larry McKinney)
Texas

Bob Shipp
Alabama

Susan Villere
Louisiana

Bobbi Walker
Alabama

William Teehan (designee for Ken Haddad)
Florida

NON-VOTING MEMBERS

Elizabeth Keister
8th Coast Guard District, New Orleans, LA

Jeff Rester 
GSMFC, Ocean Springs, Mississippi

STAFF

Assane Diagne
Economist

Rick Leard
Deputy Executive Director
Steve Atran
Fisheries Biologist
Cathy Readinger
Administrative Officer

Michael McLemore
NOAA General Counsel

Charlene Ponce
Public Information Officer

Tina Trezza
Travel Coordinator

Lela Gray
Secretary

Wayne Swingle
Executive Director

Amanda Thomas
Court Reporter

OTHER PARTICIPANTS

D. Allison
Oceana, Washington, DC

Wilma Anderson
TSA, TX

Jon Bell
LSU, Baton Rouge, FL

Charles Bergmann
MS

John Boreman
NMFS, Silver Spring, MD

Glen Brooks
GFA, FL

Marianne Cufone
GRN, Tampa, FL

David Cupka
SAFMC, Charleston, SC

Glenn Delaney
Washington DC

Dale Diaz
Biloxi, MS

Shawn Dick
FL

Chris Dorsett
Environmental Defense, Austin, TX

Judy Falgout
LSU, Baton Rouge, LA

Libby Fetherston
Ocean Conservancy, St. Petersburg, FL

Benny Gallaway
LGL, Bryan, TX

Stephen Holliman
NMFS, St. Petersburg, FL

Walter Ingram
NOAA Fisheries, Pascagoula, MS

Tomas Jamir 
NMFS, Miami, FL

Judy Jamison
FL

Mike Murphy
Florida FWC, St. Petersburg, FL

Dennis O’Hern
FRA, St. Petersburg, FL

Clay Porch
SEFSC, Miami FL

Kristin Raabe
Ormond Beach, FL

Andy Strelcheck
NMFS, St. Petersburg, FL

Phil Steele
NMFS, St. Petersburg, FL

Bill Tucker
Dunedin, FL

Sal Versaggi
Versaggi Shrimp Corp., Tampa, FL

Will Ward
St. Petersburg, FL

Kay Williams
MS

Bob Zales, II, 
Panama City Boatmen’s Assoc., Panama City, FL

- - -

The Data Collection Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Great Room of the W Hotel, New Orleans, Louisiana, Tuesday morning, June 5, 2007, and was called to order at 8:30 o’clock a.m. by Chairman Degraaf Adams.
CHAIRMAN DEGRAAF ADAMS:  This is the Data Collection Committee meeting.  It is found in Tab H of our briefing books.  We’ve got a quorum with the committee members present of Ms. Foote, Mr. Daughdrill, Mr. Hendrix, and Degraaf Adams as chairman.  Members that are missing, I believe, are Mr. Pearce and Mr. Simpson or Lukens from the Gulf States Commission.
The agenda for Data Collection is found at Tab H, Number 1 in the briefing book.  Can we get a motion to adopt the agenda or any suggestions to amend the agenda?

MR. JOE HENDRIX:  Move to adopt the agenda.

MR. BILL DAUGHDRILL:  Second.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Motion and seconded by Mr. Daughdrill.  All those in favor aye; opposed.  The motion to adopt the agenda passes.  The minutes of our last Data Collection Committee meeting of March 27th is found in the briefing book at Tab H, Number 2.  Is there a motion to approve the minutes?  There’s a motion by Ms. Foote and seconded by Mr. Daughdrill.  Any amendments to the minutes?  All those in favor of approving the minutes; opposed.  The motion to approve the minutes is carried.

Following along with Tab H, Number 1, the agenda, is Item III.  In our last meeting, we asked the staff to invite Dr. Boreman to come and give us a presentation of the redesigned program for the MRFSS system.  

Dr. Boreman is kind enough to be here and we greatly appreciate him coming and giving us a presentation.  I will turn it over to Dr. John Boreman from the Office of Science and Technology at the National Marine Fisheries Service to give us his presentation on the redesign of the MRFSS program.

STATUS OF RECREATIONAL DATA COLLECTION REDESIGN PROGRAM
DR. JOHN BOREMAN:  Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and I appreciate the opportunity to come down here and speak with you about our new program and what we’re doing.  I came here with a tie and jacket on, because at the New England Council, that’s basically the dress code up there, but I’m glad to see it’s a little more relaxed down here.
Anyway, thanks for the invitation.  I’m trying to get out to all the councils to talk about the new program and what we have in mind and I would just like to give you a status report on where we are now and where we think we’re going with this and hopefully try to address some of your questions, though I think at this point we’ll work together on the answers to those questions, because we definitely don’t have all the answers yet, but we’re slowly making some progress in the right direction, I think.

Of course, the overall goal and what we’re doing this exercise for is to improve the collection, analysis, and use of recreational data, marine recreational data.  The main driver of this is, as you all are well aware, over the last number of years -- I’ve been involved with MRFSS since it started in 1979.

We ran the striped bass program on the east coast and back in the early 1980s, I shared your frustration with trying to use the data to work on stock assessments and develop management advice and it hasn’t improved much since then in terms of the confidence in the data.  

The data were designed for one purpose and they’re being used for a multitude of other purposes and it’s good now that we’re taking a step back and rethinking the whole system and basically bringing the survey into the twenty-first century, but the issue, as we see it, is that scientists, managers, and anglers lack confidence in the data and how it’s used in management and so that’s what we’re trying to address.

In terms of a timeline, last April, many of you are aware that the National Research Council put together a panel to review not only the MRFSS, but all the marine surveys in the United States, marine recreational surveys, and evaluate them in terms of are they delivering what we need in terms of information for stock assessments and management.
Of course, the report had, I think, over two hundred or more recommendations on how to improve the surveys, what basically is needed.

When that study came out, the director of our agency basically made a promise at that time that we will follow up on those recommendations and work on them and do what we can to get something in place.  The first step in that was holding a national workshop on information priorities that was held in Denver in September.

Leading up to that was a series of information gathering sessions by the three interstate fisheries management commissions, where they gathered information on what the management information needs are and stock assessment information needs and brought those to Denver, where we had mainly managers and stock assessment scientists from all over the country develop a list of priorities in terms of what needs to be addressed first.

Our reason for doing that is before we start out on redesigning a survey, we want to make sure we are satisfied with what we think will be coming out the other end in terms of information and will that information be useful.

Following up on the information priorities workshop, my office was charged with drafting basically a development plan to get us from the idea stage into an actual new survey design.  We drafted a plan and sent it out for comment to a number of people. 

During November of last year, we held a series of regional conference calls with constituents, to get their initial feedback on just our general ideas of where we would like to head.  

Before we ended responded to the participants in the Denver workshop, we wanted feedback from the angling public in terms of where we think we’re going and where they would like to see us head in terms of the information gathering and how the system would be set up.

Based on those regional calls, we got a lot of excellent feedback.  The first major comment was the original plan was too bureaucratic and it was too inflexible and so we reduced the size of the plan and we gave more freedom to the teams and working groups to develop things as they go along.  We didn’t try to structure it too much so we already were locking ourselves into a process that maybe we wouldn’t be satisfied with when it came out the other end.

To speed things along, the Magnuson-Stevens Reauthorization Act occurred and was signed by the President and what that did to us is basically cut our timeline from three years to two years.

Originally, we had hoped to get something in place and implemented in three years.  Congress gave us until January of 2009 to have a new survey implemented, as well as a new registry program and I’ll talk about the registry in a while.  That put us on a fast track.

Of course, Congress authorized the work, but they didn’t appropriate funds, but our director of our agency saw the importance of this and this year, we managed to get a substantial commitment of funds out of Bill Hogarth to start work on this and next year, in the President’s budget that went to the Hill, of the $7 or so million dollars that’s going into activities in our agency to start working on the Magnuson-Stevens Reauthorization activities, such as setting annual catch limits and investing in reducing bycatch and foreign fisheries, et cetera, et cetera, three-and-a-half million of that is going into recreational fishing, to upgrade the survey.

Over half of those funds coming to our agency in the President’s budget are devoted to the recreational fishing surveys and so that just demonstrates the significance and the level of importance that the administration puts on this activity.

Ongoing through August -- This activity started even before we asked the NRC to examine the surveys and do an assessment.  I guess this data mining and analysis began right after the NRC reviewed the summer flounder assessment back in early 2000 or 2001, in which they had a number of recommendations for how we need to start looking for inherent biases in our data.

We started back then, but that activity has picked up pace now and we are now folding the data mining and analysis activity into the working group structure that I’ll talk about in a minute.

Of course, through all this, better data is a priority and that’s what we’ve got to keep focused on.  The Magnuson-Stevens Act, as I said, now calls for more accurate and precise fishing information.  

They call for a new angler registry and the purpose of this is basically to improve our sampling frame, so we’re not picking phone numbers out of a phone book in limited areas of the United States and trying to extrapolate what’s happening across all the marine fisheries and Congress also asked us to improve the Marine Recreational Fishery Statistics Survey.

One of the things we’re doing is we’re changing the name, because MRFSS now kind of leaves a bad taste in the mouths of many people.  Right now, the putative name at this point is the Marine Recreational Information Program, MRI.

Along with asking us to improve the survey, Congress asked us to follow the recommendations of the NRC, where it’s feasible and appropriate, and for the most part, we’re trying to do that.  Some of the NRC recommendations we are not going to follow.  One of the major ones we’re not going to follow is the recommendation to have a one-size-fits-all survey for the United States.

It was very obvious in our Denver workshop -- To a person, I think, the feeling of the group was that we need to have a regionalized survey, customized for each region of the country, because fisheries are different, ways of contacting people are different, and we need to recognize that.

Also, in some parts of the country, there are surveys that are actually working better than in other parts of the country, that people in states or commissions have taken it upon themselves to start redesigning their surveys already and they’re moving in the right direction, and we didn’t want to backtrack by force fitting them to fit a one-size-fits-all survey.

What’s been happening?  We put on the street in January our plan for upgrading the data collection system and at some point in the near future, we’re going to put up a revised plan, because as we’re developing and working through this process, we’re slowly changing for the better and becoming a little more specific in some areas and slightly changing directions in other areas, but for the most part, we’re adhering to our original plan.  That was put up on our public website in January and so you all can have access to it and I’m sure many of you have seen it here.  

We’ve established the leadership and workgroups.  The leadership, we’ve established an executive steering committee.  We’ve established an operations team.  We’re in the process of establishing a communications and education working group and finally, we will start, in the middle of this month, working on establishing a team to look at the registry and how that’s going to work.

We’ve been assigning priorities in terms of workload, what needs to be done between now and then and then being -- As far as we’re concerned, we have to have a draft plan or plans ready to go by June of 2008, to get something implemented by January of 2009, which gives us a year.  It’s not much time and so we’re going to have a concentrated effort.  We’re going to do what we can.

We don’t expect to have a finely tuned sanded and polished plan implemented by 2009, but at least have a framework in place so that as new information is developed and as our studies wrap up and we gain additional insight into accuracy and precision, where we can fine tune the survey and that will continue to happen.

We would like to have a framework in place, a system of systems, as I’ve been calling it, where they can be flexible enough to adapt to new information or new methodologies that come along, which makes the system of systems a lot more flexible than what we have today.

Finally, we’ve been reaching out to involve partners and constituents.  It’s always frustrating on our part and your part as well that we’re not doing enough of this, but when we have eighteen million anglers out there, trying to reach out -- We’ve been slowly picking up speed, but we’re going to get the word out and get some further involvement and I’ll get into that in a little bit.

In terms of our executive steering committee, the thought behind this is any system of surveys for marine recreational fishing needs to have the states onboard, fully onboard and engaged in this process.

With that in mind, we thought the best way to establish an executive steering committee is have the three executive directors of the interstate commissions as members of that committee, because they have a direct connection to the states.  They also have connections to the councils and that’s why we have the three executive directors on our steering committee.

We also have Kitty Simonds and Miguel Rolon from the Western Pacific Council and Caribbean Council, because they are council staff and also because those parts of the United States are really represented by the interstate commissions.

We have Bob Fletcher from MAFAC and he’s our tie to the MAFAC process.  That’s the Marine Fisheries Advisory Committee to the Secretary of Commerce.  One reason for that is that it’s a FACA-approved committee.  

In other words, we don’t have to worry about the Federal Advisory Committee Act.  This committee has been cleared by the Office of Management and Budget to serve as an advisory committee to the Secretary and this is one way that we’re going to reach out to the constituents and get the word out and get feedback, too.  

Then, finally, we have some folks from NOAA Fisheries themselves:  Doug Mecum from Alaska and he’s the Acting Regional Administrator in Alaska; Nancy Thompson, who is now up in my old job in the Northeast, the Director of the Northeast Fisheries Science Center; I’m on it from the Office of Science and Technology; and we have Tom Gleason from our Office of Management and Budget as the executive secretary.  Tom is also a trained lawyer and he’s an expert in FACA and is also an expert on the IQA, the Information Quality Act, procedures.  He’s been very useful in that regard.

This is kind of a visual I cooked up in the last week or so to show our basic structure here.  We have the executive steering committee, we have an operations team, which is focusing on the collection of catch and effort data, the design of the new survey, the analysis of the current surveys.

We have the registry group that will be forming that’s going to start looking at this registry issue and how we can bring all the states onboard.  My goal is to get every state exempted.  We’ll see how far we can get in that regard.

Then a communications and education group.  This group is as important as the other groups, because without getting the word out and getting the word back to us on how we’re working and making sure that the other groups are all interacting with each other at appropriate levels -- Without that, this whole system is going to collapse and we’ll be no better off than we are now.

Finally, the direct public involvement.  Again, MAFAC is one way we’re doing that, because they have the FACA exemptions, but we also can now work through the councils, because of the new amendments to the Magnuson-Stevens Act.  It gives us the ability now to work directly with the councils on getting advice in terms of how we should be doing business and the interstate commissions are onboard.

We do have a website and I hope to make that a little more interactive, to allow the public to give us feedback directly through our website, but before we go live with that part of it, I want to make sure that on our end we have somebody who is looking at that, so people just don’t send in their questions and wait for months before they get a response.

I want to make sure that we’re capable of responding quickly and effectively to questions and comments that come in and also, we’re looking at feedback sessions at council meetings, at commission meetings, at association meetings or wherever, where we can basically pull a Mayor Ed Koch and just go out there and say how are we doing and how can we be doing better.
The operations team membership, we just finished filling this team out and the idea here is these aren’t the people who are actually going to be doing the day-to-day work, but they will be seeing the whole operations of upgrading the surveys and developing the work plans and making sure that the project and the process stays on course on the technical side.

Here, we have representatives from the fishery management councils, the interstate commissions, the states, including in the Gulf here Richard Cody from Florida and Mark Fisher from Texas.

Again, the Federal Advisory Committee, we’ve got Rob Kramer to sit on the council and we got Dick Brame also and even though he’s listed as ASMFC, he’s also a member of CCA and representing them and then within NOAA Fisheries, we have two stock assessments scientists, Gary Shepherd and Guillermo Diaz, Cindy Thompson, who is an economist from the Southwest Center, Ron Salz from my office, who is an HMS expert in terms of surveying highly migratory species, and Rob Andrews, who has been involved with the program for many years and he is the interim chair.

We’re in the process now of finalizing to get a chair for this group.  The chair will not be a NMFS person.  We’re looking outside of NMFS, to bring in somebody.

In terms of progress of the operations team, they’ve developed -- At the request of the executive steering committee, they’ve gone through the over 400 recommendations from the NRC, from the Denver workshop, from the constituent calls, and sorted those out in terms of what’s doable -- First of all, what’s doable and not doable and then from that, develop some national priorities and regional priorities.

In terms of the national priorities, we don’t see those as overriding any regional priorities, but there was some commonalities among the different regions.  It was obvious in a number of regions that they had some common themes and so those themes rose up to become what you see as national priorities.

They came back to the executive steering committee with these lists and we went through them and approved the lists and their next charge was to develop a work plan.  Based on those priorities, what work is going to be done in the next year, the next two, the next three years, to get this program underway.

They were charged with developing working groups as necessary and appropriate to deal with these priorities and just recently, as of a little over a week ago, they came back to the executive steering committee with their proposed work plan.

In terms of the working groups, they’ve recommended and we’ve agreed to five working groups: analysis, design, data management and standards, for-hire, and highly migratory species.  Note that we may create other working groups as necessary.

These working groups will be at a national level and they also could be at regional levels too, depending on the level of commitment we get.  One of the things that we’re finding out and the operations team is finding out is we have to do a lot of work between now and June of 2008.

Everybody is excited about doing this, but when it comes down to rolling up your sleeves and getting the work done, which means putting other work aside, a lot of the people that would be involved in this process actually can’t be, because they have their day jobs, too.  

That’s something that we need to address and putting people on these working groups means getting a commitment from them to actually use their time and their expertise and get their input.  We hope to have the memberships of these working groups established by the end of June of this year, the end of this month, at least get a core membership and maybe build membership as we go along, but at least get some core members of these groups.

In July, what we would like to start off with is a national workshop of all these working groups, to meet for a several day period to talk about a common charge to all the groups and then individually -- The charge to the individual groups and I’ll be talking about that in a minute, to get them fully onboard in terms of what they need to do and what needs to be produced over the next year and then send them off to develop their own work plans for how to get from here to there.

This July workshop, I hope that -- Right now, the current plan is to have it somewhere in the Gulf region here.  I think we got criticized for our Denver workshop.  As somebody told us, we deliberately put it out in Denver so that nobody could attend from the Gulf States and there may be some truth to that, but I don’t think we did it deliberately.  That may be a perception there that we need to deal with.

I think if we have this July workshop somewhere here in the Gulf and maybe if we provide the funding if the council here would agree to co-host it or the Gulf States Commission would agree to co-host it, then we could really put together a good meeting.  It’s going to be quick and we need a venue and we need to get underway on that.  Keep that in mind.
The analysis workgroup, this workgroup is charged with addressing the assumptions and potential sources of bias in the current programs.  
We got a lot of recommendations from the NRC Panel to look at biases.  My frustration with their report is many times they said we know there’s a bias in this particular area, but we don’t know the direction and we don’t know the amount of bias, but we just know there’s a bias there and so go check it out.

That’s not very helpful to us and so what we would like to do is look at this list of potential biases, for example the non-coastal resident fishing bias, because right now, our effort survey was limited to coastal residents.  What bias did that introduce?

The private access fishing, that wasn’t subject to the intercepts, people fishing from their private docks and on private property.  Night fishing, that’s a big deal on the Atlantic coast and tournament fishing, how our tournament coverage was -- If we cover some tournaments and not others, what kind of bias does that introduce, especially when tournaments -- You’re monitoring catch and you’re intercepting people that you know caught fish, because they’re bringing in fish and they’re throwing away the little ones and bringing in the big ones and what type of bias does that introduce?

The idea is to understand as much as we can about our current surveys, the biases and the levels of precision, so when we do come up with a new system of surveys that we can more easily fold numbers from the old system into the new system.

The design working group, this is what I call the geek group.  Their charge would be to develop and test new data collection methodologies. 

The priorities are looking for more efficient and representative collection of fishing effort data from the registry-based surveys, dual frame surveys, panel surveys, logbooks, diaries, whatever, just look at them and select those methodologies that seem most promising.

Also, we need better estimates of discarded catch than we have now, especially on the recreational side.  Well, on the commercial side, too.  We can always use better estimates and methodologies to provide more detailed effort and biological data.  

That was, I think, one of my frustrations in dealing with MRFSS back in the 1980s.  We weren’t getting enough good biological data and there’s the potential to collect a lot of it out there when you’re actually having people examine the catch when it comes into the dock.

Then to develop techniques for small to medium area estimation and this grew out of recommendations from the managers in the Denver workshop, where rather than have a region-based estimate or a state-based estimate, is it possible to have estimates of catch that are water body-based estimates, offshore and inshore, estuary versus coastal.  How fine tuned can we make this survey and what spatial resolution can we get down to?  We’ll ask them to be looking at that.

Data management and standards workshop, it’s basically to ensure comparability and compatibility of data among regional programs.  If we’re going to have regional surveys, we’re going to need a way to link these data coming out of these surveys and feed them into a national network.

To do that, we’ll probably have to come up with some standards and so we say go out and design your program for your region, but make sure the information that’s coming out follows some agreed upon standards for precision and accuracy and so on.

Our for-hire workgroup will focus on the charter, guide, and headboat issues and look at the benefits and limitations of individual for-hire data collection programs, look at gaps in coverage of the for-hire catch and effort sampling frames, design studies to integrate existing for-hire logbooks and sampling programs and develop a for-hire methodology for the Caribbean.

Finally, the highly migratory species working group is to focus on expanding data collection programs for highly migratory species.  I mentioned the July workshop.

Building public confidence, whatever we do needs the support of anglers, managers, and scientists.  The idea is to involve the anglers early and often.  I list here a few of the ways that we’re trying to do this.  We’re looking for other ideas as well, as well as your feedback on how we can do this legally or how we can work around legally.

My concern is we have eighteen million voices to hear out there and what’s the best way to get feedback and buy-in to what we’re doing and buy-in means we get the understanding out there, that people understand what we’re doing and they agree with why we’re doing it and how.

Just a few words on the registry.  Why register anglers?  Basically, instead of surveying everyone, we only like to call people who fish and that’s the purpose of the national registry, just to get contact information so when we call a person we know that they’ve at least intended to fish or will intend to fish or have fished in the recent times and we can interview them, rather than go through this random attack that we have now.

The next slide is what’s in this section of the Magnuson-Stevens Act currently.  This registry will also have to be in place by January of 2009.  Unfortunately, it doesn’t cover all marine recreational anglers, but only those in the EEZ or fishing for anadromous fish. 

I think Congress did that because they didn’t want to impinge on state rights or state jurisdiction, but we would sure like to bring the states onboard so that we have good coverage from inshore all the way out through the EEZ.

In terms of a state exemption program, it mentions that we can exempt states that are already collecting the information that we need.  That’s one of the first jobs of the registry team when it gets put together, is to look at working with the councils and the commissions and the states and the anglers to develop what we all consider minimum contact information, get that established so that this basically becomes a checklist that the states can use to apply for exemptions to the national registry if they have a license program that covers basically the same data collection.

The next slide is Fishing Counts.  That’s basically our slogan for this new MRI, is Fishing Counts, but what would be collected?  

This is our current thinking about minimum information needs.  We might even have date of birth on here, but this is how we’re seeing it now and this could change in our discussions.  In other words, we need just enough information to contact an angler and nothing more than that and we want to make this as easy as possible on the anglers, so they don’t have to jump through a bunch of hoops for us.

Finally, the last slide is we need your help, especially on the registry.  We need to start thinking about how this whole program is going to work.

Is it going to be one national registration for everybody or is it going to be tuned to regions or states?  Will we have electronic applications or paper applications?  The idea, again, is to make this as easy on the fishing public as we possibly can.

How will the exemptions to the state licenses be handled?  Will we need to go in and change license requirements?  My feeling now is I would rather do the extra effort to look at the current exemptions in state license and figure out, from a statistical point of view, how we can work around those exemptions to get the type of contact information we need without having to go in and change state license programs that exist now.

That would be a good goal for us, so we have the minimal interaction between the state directors and their legislatures at this point, because, again, we need to have something in place pretty soon.

In terms of data management, this is going to be very important not only for the registry, but for all our programs.  How are we going to manage this massive data coming in?  We are in the process now, in my office, of hiring a data manager specifically for this purpose.

They’ll be working full time on data management for the recreational survey and then we need your help too in getting angler support for this.  If there are basic -- If there is heartburn out there, we would like to know about it.  What are the bumps in the road, so we can try to smooth those out.

On top of all this, please stay involved and working with us.  Go to our website here.  We keep updates.  We’ll be putting an update up pretty soon.  We try to send word out to people, too.  I distribute an email to a large group of people, keeping them up to speed on where we are in the process.

This is going to become a little more formalized now that we’re forming a communications group and by the way, Bobbi Walker just agreed to be on our communications group and so that’s great.  We have good representation there.

Forbes Darby is -- He’s now working for me full time in Washington and he is in charge of our communications program and I’ve put him full time on this too and so he can concentrate on getting the word out and working to set up these feedback sessions and so on.  I would still like your involvement and at that point, I told you to poke me when I rambled and so I’ll answer any questions.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Once again, we really appreciate you taking the time and the interest to attend our committee and explain what’s going on.  I’m going to open it up to anybody that does have a question, but first off, I’ve got a couple of questions.

There may be some fine tuning going on with various states in the Gulf, but in general, are there any states on the Gulf coast whose license system currently wouldn’t meet your federal requirements?
DR. BOREMAN:  This is for the registry, you mean?

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Yes.

DR. BOREMAN:  As I said, we’re just formulating ideas now and I hate to commit any state one way or the other, but the current thinking is, if you just go by the book, if you look at the information that we need now, which is trying to have contact information for everybody who goes fishing out there, there’s no state in the union that meets our requirements.

This is something that we’ve got to work around or work through.  For example, states that exempt kids that are sixteen and under from a license, how are we going to get contact information so we know how many of those kids go fishing and what they’re catching?  Maybe we can work on a household survey to address that.

Anglers sixty-five and older, there are some states that exempt them.  That’s going to be an issue, too.  I think North Carolina has a system where those folks don’t have to pay a license fee, but they are required to register anyway and maybe that’s a way to deal with that.

Some states exempt veterans and we’ve just got to do some analyses to see what types of biases these may introduce and then perhaps work through some extrapolation procedures or whatever, but our goal now is to have the state licenses -- Our goal is not to have any national registry, if we can avoid it, because we don’t want to be running that program.  We would rather have it handled through the states, if possible.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  The second question I had right quick was the working groups that you talk about, the analysis, data, for-hire, HMS, et cetera, those are going to be filled out by additional people other than those that you have on your executive committee, et cetera, and so we would hope to have plenty of Gulf representation on those working groups, since we’re the largest concentration of recreational anglers in the United States.

We’re happy to give you names of people that can fill out those positions for you if you want to tell us which slots you’re looking for on different groups.  I think we can fill them out for you if you just ask for it.

DR. BOREMAN:  We did ask for it, I think last week.  Forbes Darby sent a letter out to all the state directors last week and all the council chairs asking for names of people to be on each of these working groups.

Again, there’s two sides.  One side is to actually do the work, but as important is to have people there from the angling public, just to observe the process and to get a feel that we’re doing the right thing and that we’re going in the right order.  

That’s important too so they can go back and talk to their buddies and pals and say these guys have got their act together and they’re trying to do the right thing and be there also for groundtruthing and that’s what we need, because you get a bunch of scientists in a room and sometimes we lose perspective on what it’s like to catch a fish out there.

We did send word out.  We’ve requested all the state directors and all the council chairs to provide us names and we gave them forms to fill out to make it easy for them, names and contacts, and then we’ll put all that together.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I’ll open it up to other questions.

MR. CORKY PERRET:  John, thanks for being here.  I guess thank Dr. Hogarth for the three-and-a-half million for recreational data.  We probably need more, but anyway.  One, I agree with the approach that seems to be going forward at this time and that’s the regionalization, because we’ve got a lot of difference between regions.

Like Mr. Adams said, we can talk and we can talk, but you’ve got to have money to do things and I don’t know who decides on how the pie gets split and I’m sure wherever you go around the country, everybody says they need the money, but we have a multispecies recreational fishery in the Gulf.

We’ve got everything from HMS down to bottom fish and we’ve got a large for-hire sector and, again, we’ve got more recreational trips in the Gulf, I think, than any other part of the country.  Hopefully when the money is spent, the realization will be that hey, let’s make sure that we have as appropriate funding as we can to get the work we need done in the Gulf.

Early on, I had some concerns on your steering committee.  I didn’t think the Gulf was fairly represented, because of what I just described.  We’ve got Larry on Gulf States and that’s it.  I am happy to see that on the operations team we now have two state people, one from Florida and one from Texas, and that’s good.

Keep the states and keep the constituents that we’re trying to work with involved and the only other thing I would say is the regional workgroups -- That’s good and are you going to have regional workgroups for the for-hire sector, for the HMS group, or are they going to be part of the overall regional workgroup?

DR. BOREMAN:  Right now, I think that will be -- At this July workshop, that’s something that we need to talk about.  For me, even for the for-hire sector, it’s good to have that at a regional level, because the for-hire sector in Hawaii is a little different than the for-hire sector downtown here and in Alaska too, for that matter.

As much as we can regionalize, but then again, if we get the feedback that people are willing to roll up their sleeves and make the commitment of time -- That’s what we need right now.

This is going to be a concentrated effort.  We’ve got twelve months, folks, to pull something off here and so we’re going to need people’s time and commitment and if we can get that, then great.  We have the funding support and we have that money budgeted.

The reason for the three-and-a-half million, most of that money is going to run meetings, to pay for travel, to bring people in for these meetings, but we don’t want to set up a working group and then wind up with only one or two people in that group doing all the work and everybody else not even coming to the meeting and so we need that commitment.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I think, like we were saying, if you ask for the names of people to come to the meetings, we will give them to you.

MR. BILL DAUGHDRILL:  Thank you, Dr. Boreman.  My question has to do with what Degraaf and Corky also were discussing, just trying to get the Gulf Council more involved.  We have discussed having a Data Collection Advisory Panel.  Is that something that other councils are doing?  

The second part, and then I’ll get off here, is that I just encourage you to let the -- There’s not a meeting that goes by that we don’t get hammered on data collection from the public and we’ve just got to get that word out to them, that at least there’s going to be an effort to try to correct that.

DR. BOREMAN:  To answer your second question first or your second comment, having Dick Brame and capitalizing on the public relations aspects of organizations like CCA and RFA and the others too and we hope that they’ll help us get the word out to people about the importance of this.

As I said, our slogan is going to “Fishing Counts” and people need to know that.  If you’re out there, Fishing Counts and you can take that in a number of different ways and we hope people realize that they should be counted, because better management comes through standing up and being counted.  Your first question, I just totally --
MR. DAUGHDRILL:  The advisory panel.

DR. BOREMAN:  The advisory panels.  Right now, there are I think two councils, the Western Pacific and the Mid-Atlantic Council, that both have recreational fisheries advisory panels.  

I think it’s a tremendous idea and I encourage this council to set up that group, because we need to get that angler feedback and through the advisory panel -- The current structure allows us to get that opinion directly back to us from this panel in terms of a consensus or whatever, another voice that’s coming into us and giving us the feedback and also helping us get word out.

That’s going to be my message to all the councils, is to encourage them if they haven’t got one already to set up these advisory panels.  It would be great.

MR. STEVEN ATRAN:  I have a question for Dr. Boreman, but just a little clarification, Bill.  On the AP, were you suggesting just a Data Collection AP in general or a specific recreational data AP?

MR. DAUGHDRILL:  Probably more a specific recreational.

MR. ATRAN:  My question to Dr. Boreman is there are a few states around the country that have their own state recreational data collection and in this area, Texas in particular, and I think there’s a couple on the west coast.

I did notice you have a Texas representative on the operations team, but is anything being done or going to be done to try to bring the state programs in and try to make sure that we can have a seamless integration of the state and the federal programs in the future?

DR. BOREMAN:  That’s one of our goals.  As I said, we would like to develop a system of systems and if a state program is in place and the state is satisfied and they’re getting the types of data they need for management and stock assessment, we don’t want to come in and say you’ve got to retool your whole system.  

If it’s working, then we don’t try to fix it, but instead, and this is on the output end, we can get some good data management system set up, where can capitalize on that data and fully integrate with the national data and that would be great.

MR. JOE HENDRIX:  Thank you for being here today, Dr. Boreman.  We appreciate the effort.  The target date is January of 2009 to have this in place and how long after that will the data be useable?  In other words, the new program, the new analysis program?

DR. BOREMAN:  I’ve never been asked that question and so let me think about that before I spit out an answer here.  I guess our current feeling is we’ll need to run both surveys side-by-side for a while, because the new survey will have some start-up issues, I’m sure.


Plus, we won’t be able to switch over to the federal registry on January 1, 2009.  It will be implemented, but then we’ve got to get people signed up.  There will be a transition time there and so we’ll probably be relying on some aspects of the old survey, like the effort part of the old survey, until we get the new one, we’re confident the new one is up and to a level where we can start using it fully.

In terms of how quickly we can use the information, one of our goals is quick turnaround of information coming out of the survey.  To answer that, to be honest, it depends on how that information is intended to be used.  

If it’s going to be used in fishery management plans, you want to make sure that it’s good and solid to begin with and so there may be some startup issues there, developing a level of confidence on the side of management and stock assessment scientists about it.

To be useful in stock assessments, I would say it would probably have to be in place for at least a year to get a full year’s coverage, before you can start estimating annual mortality rates and so on and so probably at least a year before that data can start to fit into the system.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Do you have a thought on that, Steve?

MR. ATRAN:  I just wanted to mention when MRFSS adopted what we’re currently using for the charterboat survey that there was either a two or a three-year overlap between the old system and the new system before we determined definitely that we wanted to use the new system and we had enough data to compare the old to the new.

At that point, we switched over, but even today if somebody looks at the charterboat data and wants to use it, they are given a caveat that about the year 2000 or whenever it was that we did switch over to a new system and they should be aware of that.

MR. BILL TEEHAN:  I’ll be brief, but I just wanted to echo some of the other comments that members have had about the importance of including as many stakeholders as we can in these working groups.

I know I myself have been approached by several people that are very interested and so we would just like to encourage as much of that participation as possible.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  To that point and following up on what Dr. Boreman specifically referred to, we did receive, it was last Thursday, this note from Forbes Darby regarding appointments to these various committees.

I don’t exactly know how they’re going about this, but they have a list of five that they ask us to recommend, if we have five.  You said this was also sent to each state director and so there will be at least twenty-five names and I don’t know if the commissions also received it.  Did they receive it as well?  You don’t know?

That’s twenty-five to thirty that may be coming from this region of potential -- I’m assuming you’re not taking them all, because that would be an awful large committee, but basically it’s name, organization, email, and phone number that they want us to provide and then to tell which ones that this group could be applicable for, the analysis, design, data management and standard, for-hire, or HMS categories.

If this committee would like to recommend some of those names and have it go to the full council, that’s one of the things you could do under committee recommendations.  If not, we will just do our best at making some of those decisions.

The other question I have is since three weeks ago you were still floating around this July idea of a meeting, do we have any dates solidified at this point in time, since we are getting closer and closer to July?

DR. BOREMAN:  We had dates and off the top of my head -- I think the third week in July is what we’re looking at.  It’s either that or we’re into August and we can’t delay much longer.  We actually would like to have this workshop tomorrow, but we have to prepare for it and get people to come and so we figured sometime between mid-July and the end of July and so we’re looking at the third week.

MS. KAREN FOOTE:  I appreciate your design to keep the state bureaucrats separated from their legislatures regarding re-licensing issues.  That’s important to us here, but I wondered, have you all explored at all the parallel program going on in migratory bird harvest, the HIP?  Would that concept work at all?  People need to register for that whether they’re licensed or not.

DR. BOREMAN:  We’ve been told about that program and we’re going to be looking into that.  By the way, the head of our registry team is going to be Gordon Colvin.  I don’t know if many of you know Gordon, but he’s currently the Director of Marine Fisheries in New York State and he’s retiring at the end of next week, after the Mid-Atlantic Council meeting, and he’ll be starting work with us the following week.

He’s being brought on specifically to run this registry program and to work with the state directors and whomever to get this underway.

MS. BOBBI WALKER:  Thank you, Dr. Boreman.  I know when NRC gave their presentation to Dr. Hogarth and others that Gulf States Marine Fisheries Commission, Larry, suggested and volunteered that they would do a dual permit frame study.  Do you know -- That’s been over a year ago.  Do you know if any of that is taking place and is it included in your project and can you tell us about it?

DR. BOREMAN:  It’s going on now.  Larry has the money and we’re doing it.  We just started.  The idea there is to see if we can use the current state license programs in the Gulf as a means of getting contact information and run that side-by-side with our MRFSS random digit dialing to see how much gain and precision we get by using the license contact information.

Yes, that has been in the plans.  We had planned to do that starting last year.  The money got tied up at the end of the year and we lost it in carryover, but we recommitted it this past fall and to the best of my knowledge, Larry has it and that study should be underway now.

DR. BOB SHIPP:  John, my recollection may be wrong, but in your working groups, do you not have any private recreational working groups?  I don’t remember the slide, but it seems like they were missing from that.

DR. BOREMAN:  Private recreational?

DR. SHIPP:  Yes, private angler.

DR. BOREMAN:  No, we don’t, but that’s a good point.  As I said, we will add working groups as we feel is necessary and I’ll carry that word back.  We’re having an executive committee meeting this Thursday and I’ll raise it.

DR. SHIPP:  That’s the largest group.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Any further questions from the committee?  

MR. PERRET:  Just something for your group to consider is I didn’t see anything about spear fishermen and we’ve got a fishery in the northern Gulf, whether it’s worth your group pursuing or not, and that’s the anglers that fish from the petroleum platforms.  That might be something you want to ask about.

You’re looking at anglers that fish from private residences and at times, we’ve got quite a fishery off the platforms in the Gulf.

MR. HENDRIX:  To follow up on an earlier comment, Dr. Boreman, do you understand or does this group understand that the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council is looking to this as a source of reliable data for fisheries stock assessment in the Gulf of Mexico?  I wasn’t real clear on that.  Is there some doubt about that or that’s the purpose of this program and isn’t that right?

DR. BOREMAN:  Yes.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Mr. Riechers, if you could come back, I think the committee -- My suggestion is what we need to do is how to fill out the information that Dr. Boreman is asking not only of the committee, but of the council, for these working groups.

If the committee has any thoughts on that, on how we should get together to volunteer names and contact those -- We’re going to have to get them back to Dr. Boreman certainly way before our next meeting in July.

MR. RIECHERS:  The deadline they put on this -- This thing obviously is moving evolving fairly quickly.  This came out on the 31st and it just so happened that we were lucky and had a meeting scheduled this week.  They want these names and addresses by June 15th.

This is our one shot as a council as a whole to try to make some decisions.  I don’t think we have the luxury of going out now and asking people -- First of all, we don’t know what meetings and meeting dates are really scheduled and so we can’t really ask them whether or not they can make those.  All we can ask them is whether they’re willing to give up some commitment of their time over the course of the next year to this effort.

If the committee can come up with a list, that’s great.  We will try to do it that way or if we want to caucus on the side and try to do it at full council.  I prefer the committee start trying to work on a list if we could, so that we don’t have a lot of discussion -- I would like the names to be a little crisper at full council, if we could get there.

MR. ATRAN:  Not everybody has a copy of the letter in front of them.  I was just going to say if you have a copy or if somebody has it, we can quickly make some copies in the back and hand them out.

MR. RIECHERS:  Yes, I can do that.  I’m not certainly who all received this letter.  We’ll do what we can.

MR. HENDRIX:  Our SSC is meeting here now also or was it only yesterday?  It was today?  Should this be a topic for discussion from the SSC to be included?
CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I think the only topic is there someone from our SSC that wants to do it.  We don’t need them to hash out the procedure.

MR. RIECHERS:  Help me here, Dr. Boreman, if I read or didn’t read the letter correctly.  What you’re really after here is representatives from the recreational angling community and not necessarily from the science community, unless someone -- I can think of at least a couple in my state who might do a good job of representing both, based on their previous research and knowledge of the system, et cetera, but what you’re really after here is the actual participants from those various recreational user groups and am I correct in that?

DR. BOREMAN:  That’s correct and the reason is -- One of it is process.  For stock assessments scientists and that level, we have -- As we’ve done in the past, we sent you a letter of invitation to put Mark Fisher on our operations team.  That’s the process we’ll be using there, once we develop a list of names.

That’s a smaller world to draw from, too.  Stock assessment scientists, there’s basically a couple of handfuls around the country and so everybody knows everybody who is in the field, academics as well as government, but it’s hard to send a letter of invitation out to the general public.

We figured the best way is to get some good recommendations coming in from the councils and the states on who and then we would invite those people individually.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  You said that you would like this committee to have a rough draft of suggested names to present to the council tomorrow and is that right?

MR. RIECHERS:  I think that would be good.  If you want to do it here in your committee session, that’s fine.  If you want to caucus and just create a list of names to have ready to discuss when you present your report to the full council, that’s also a way you could go.  I don’t know how much time you all want to spend in trying to think about who might be good representatives from the various organizations.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  We’re still waiting for copies of that letter.  

MR. RIECHERS:  I apologize.  I didn’t get it obviously until I was walking out the door myself and so I understand.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Yes, but the committee doesn’t know what questions we’re being asked.

MR. RIECHERS:  I don’t think we need to get -- Remember what we just talked about.  The charge is members of the recreational fishing community.  I would think, if we could, someone, as Mr. Shipp said, from the private recreational interest, someone from the charterboat interest, if we could, someone from the party boat interest, if we could.  

Those are at least three sectors that certainly come to mind immediately that have three distinctive participation patterns in this fishery or in recreational fisheries and then whether you fill out the other two slots you have available to nominate with more private recreational, because they weigh more heavily in the industry, or whether you use one of those for a slot for an academician who might have done a lot of research in this area --

Again, we’re going to end up, from the Gulf region, submitting somewhere around twenty-five different names, if each state director submits five.  I suspect that’s all going to end up getting whittled down to a more reasonable number of ten to twelve to fifteen would be my guess.  

I don’t know how this is exactly working, but I can’t see each region getting thirty people and them all trying to get in a room and actually get anything accomplished.  This is their process, but I’m trying to help with what I can kind of see, big picture, here of what’s going to happen.
DR. BOREMAN:  I wouldn’t be held to the five, either.  If you have more than five, that’s fine, but we just picked five as a number to start with.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Is somebody back there bringing us a copy of something?
MR. DAUGHDRILL:  What Robin was just saying, if I understood that, each state will have five names and is that what I’m --

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I don’t know.  I’m trying to figure it out.

MR. RIECHERS:  Let me try to help.  As I understand it, because Corky also received it -- I couldn’t tell by the letter whether it was sent to a council member or whether it was sent as a state director.

Apparently it was sent to each state director and they’re being asked to nominate, as well as the council chair was sent a letter to nominate also.  There’s going to be a host of nominations coming from the Gulf Coast region.

Some of them may be more localized in nature, because of going to state directors, who may choose to really send all the nominees from their state or that director may spread out and grab nominees from other states who he or she thinks would be useful as well.  I think that will be up to the state directors, but from the council perspective, if we could look at it maybe from a more global perspective, I think we would probably be better off.  

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  For the committee, it appears that what they’re asking us, the council, to do is to provide a name, a single name, for each one of the five workgroups that they have and simultaneously, each one of the five Gulf states will provide a name for each one of the five workgroups that they have.

As council representatives, they’re asking for one name for a person to act on their analysis workgroup, design workgroup, data management and standards workgroup, the for-hire workgroup, and the HMS workgroup.

It says additional workgroups and we can add another name and create our own workgroup for Joe Pier Fisherman or Joe Cane Pole Fisherman or whatever we want to do, I suppose.  My first thought is that if there’s anyone -- 

Since they’re asking for the Gulf Council to submit representatives for each one of these workgroups, that we first figure out if there are actual council members that want to serve on any one of these five workgroups and then go to the general public to represent us, after we figure out whether or not there are true council members that want to participate in these workgroups.  How does that sound?

MS. FOOTE:  That sounds fine with me.  By process, I’m not used to appointing people in open session.  If that’s okay, it’s fine with me, but --

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I agree and I think what I’m trying to do right now is figure out what they want of us and that, in a nutshell, is what they want.  We can get together separately and try to put together a --

MR. RIECHERS:  That’s an excellent point, Karen.  Mike, since we didn’t notice this and we didn’t notice a closed session and we’re stuck with a timeline that has been brought before us that is in no making of our own, can we go to closed session and do this or can we have it at the end of the day?  What are our options here?

MR. MICHAEL MCLEMORE:  Closed session for?

MR. RIECHERS:  For trying to come up with these appointments to this recreational committee in this short timeframe.  Is our other choice not to do it in this fashion and just to caucus and leave it at the discretion of the chairman, to send in a list of five or ten or whatever names we come up with?

MR. MCLEMORE:  The appointment wasn’t announced and it wasn’t noticed in your agenda.  No one has had a chance to apply for it, right?

MR. RIECHERS:  Exactly.

MR. MCLEMORE:  Which is pretty much what your SOPPs say about how you’ll appoint panel members, isn’t it?

MR. RIECHERS:  We’re at conflict between the speed of what National Marine Fisheries Service would like us to do and our SOPPs at the moment.

MR. MCLEMORE:  SOPPs win.  Sorry.

MR. RIECHERS:  Then I would suggest that other than the discussion regarding what it is they’re wanting us to do that we would forestall any discussion about actual people and names until either -- Either I’m going to have to meet their timeframe and we can discuss that individually or we’re going to have to notice this and do it in another fashion.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Can we notice it at this council meeting for people to apply from a certain date to a certain date, say June 15th, and then have a Data Collection closed telephone conference on an arbitrary date, June 15th, to appoint these people?

MR. RIECHERS:  That leaves a total of -- By the time it would actually -- Well, first of all, I don’t know that notice --

MR. MCLEMORE:  You’ve got to have two weeks notice.

MR. RIECHERS:  A notice of a conference call we could not do in time for June 15th and true notification to the public wouldn’t be constituted by just announcing it here.  I think we fall short in a couple of aspects there.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  I’m glad that Dr. Boreman is sitting right here so he knows exactly why we’re probably not going to meet his deadline and I don’t know whether or not meeting his deadline is going to prevent people being put on these committees, but I don’t think it’s our fault if that happens.

MS. WALKER:  Is Dr. Boreman asking us to make the appointments?  It seems to me that he’s asking for recommendations of individuals.  We’re not going to make the appointment and I assume that the steering committee or whoever are going to be the ones making the appointments.  We’re just going to make recommendations of people.

MR. MCLEMORE:  I’m sorry.  I thought you were establishing your own panel.

MS. WALKER:  No.

MR. MCLEMORE:  If that’s all you’re doing, I don’t have a problem going forward with that.  I’m sorry, but I misunderstood.

MS. WALKER:  That’s the point that I was trying to make, Mr. Chairman.  If we’re just going to be making recommendations of recreational and for-hire participants, then I don’t think we have a problem with that.

MR. RIECHERS:  I would agree with that.  The only thing is I still would let Karen’s comments hold about us discussing those in open session.  If we’re going to have a discussion about those nominations or any discussion really about those nominations, then we probably should close session.

MR. MCLEMORE:  That I think you can do, if you’re just making recommendations.  I think you can go into closed session as a routine administrative matter to develop the recommendations for NOAA.

MR. RIECHERS:  Thank you, Mike.  I appreciate that clarification and thank you, Bobbi.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  That really gets us out of a jam, Bobbi, and thanks.  Do you want to call another committee meeting between now and council or do it after this council meeting in a telephone conference?

MR. RIECHERS:  What I would recommend that we try to do is find an appropriate time to have that closed session, either before our lunchtime break this afternoon or maybe before we recess this evening.  We’ll have that conversation and then be able to present those recommendations for those committees to the full council during your committee report.  That would be the best way to proceed, if we could.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Whatever schedule will suit the rest of the agenda for other committees, we’re happy to do that, if you just let us know when the Data Collection meeting will meet again in closed session, sometime today, I suppose.

MR. RIECHERS:  You can stand recessed and then we’ll try to have you come back together in closed session.

CHAIRMAN ADAMS:  Any other questions or comments for Dr. Boreman while he’s here?  Any other committee suggestions or recommendations?  Is there any other business for the Data Collection Committee?  Hearing none, the Data Collection Committee stands recessed.

(Whereupon, the meeting recessed at 9:45 o’clock a.m., June 5, 2007.)

- - -
PAGE  
1

