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The Data Collection Committee of the Gulf of Mexico Fishery Management Council convened in the Camellia Ballroom of the Beau Rivage, Biloxi, Mississippi, Tuesday afternoon, October 30, 2007, and was called to order at 4:20 o’clock p.m. by Chairman Karen Foote.
CHAIRMAN KAREN FOOTE:  We’ll call the Data Collection Committee to order, please.  The members are myself, Bill Daughdrill, Joe Hendrix, Harlon, and Larry.  It’s Tab C.  

ADOPTION OF AGENDA

The first item on the agenda is adoption of the agenda.  Any changes?  Seeing no changes, the agenda stands adopted.  

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

Next is Approval of the Minutes, Tab C, Number 2.  Are there any changes to those?  Seeing none, the minutes stand adopted.  Wayne, could I ask you to just step through for us, in a few seconds, what we’re going to do here today and then we’ll have our presentation?
MARINE RECREATIONAL INFORMATION PROGRAM (MRIP)
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR WAYNE SWINGLE:  As you’re all aware, I guess under the auspices of the National Research Council that NOAA Fisheries has undertaken the redevelopment of a data collection system for the recreational sector and what we did is we had a group of select members for the SSC group to monitor this procedure.

I guess Dr. Whorton and Luiz Barbieri and Al Jones and George Guillen are the four persons that the council appointed to track this system and report back to the council.  I guess since the Data Collection Committee is our group that would handle this type of thing, we wanted particularly to keep them advised of what was going on in that program and Dr. Whorton and the others did attend those workshop meetings that were held in St. Petersburg about three or four weeks ago and they’re here to report to the Data Collection Committee the progress in implementing or completing that system.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Thank you.  Dr. Whorton, will you be presenting?  We’re ready for you.  Thank you and thank you for attending that meeting and coming here as well.

MR. ROBIN RIECHERS:  While we’re getting ready for Dr. Whorton to start, I just want to make a quick announcement.  National Marine Fisheries Service, I believe, still is planning on -- I know Andy has left and Phil is not over there, but, Roy, do you still want to hold an informal Q&A session this evening?

DR. ROY CRABTREE:  Sure, right after we finish for the day.

MR. RIECHERS:  Right after we finish the meeting and so I just wanted to kind of let folks know prior to the end of the meeting that that was going on.  Also, just note real quickly on the agenda tomorrow we do have, and it would have came on the last disk to you or on the agenda you may have been passed out here, but there will be a presentation by Billy Causey from 5:30 to 6:00 tomorrow.  We’re going to run a little long tomorrow and I’m just kind of forewarning people and having them look at their agendas so that they’re prepared for that.  Thank you, Karen, just for that moment.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Thank you.  Go ahead, Dr. Whorton.
DR. ELBERT WHORTON:  This is probably going to be a lot longer than it will be and I’ll try to clarify it near the end.  As Wayne said, probably maybe in Galveston, maybe last June, you adopted a motion to appoint a select committee.  It’s not a committee of the SSC, but it’s a committee of the council.

The proviso was the committee membership come from the SSC and it in fact did.  I chaired the committee.  George Guillen from Texas is on the committee and Luiz Barbieri is on the committee from Florida, as well as Al Jones.  All have a fairly rich background in different things that relate to the mission.

We got involved in trying to catch up with the process and what we were charged with was monitoring the process itself and not being necessarily members of the process and not giving advice and not criticizing, but kind of listening and reporting back.  We did that.

We did our homework, did some review on what had transpired since then.  To get things in perspective, I would like to just give a little chronological history to get you kind of phased in, because it’s very difficult for me to figure where we were going to fit in in that process.

As everyone knows by now, in around 2005, NOAA charged the National Academy of Science, the National Research Council, to review the national survey.  They did that and their report was issued in April of 2006 and it was very, very critical of the current surveys that have been conducted.

As a member of the SSC currently, we always have faced issues that were data deficiencies, incomplete, and they cause a lot of  difficulty and so it came as no surprise that those surveys were judged to be flawed.

As an aside, there were a number of academic people on that National Research Council and I was trying to find the statisticians involved and I called one of them and it turns out that she was a cousin and so I have the inside track to the NRC.  Anyway, those are professional statisticians and they know a lot about survey research and they did a very, very thorough job.

There was some two to 400 probable areas picked up and enumerated in the report and around page 62 to 67 was the biggie and that dealt with the national survey’s lack of a frame.  A frame, very simply, is a list of people you draw the sample from.  If you don’t have a list of people, you can’t draw the sample.

Most sample surveys, and I’m a survey statistician and so I deal with it all the time, but there are usually ways to get a frame by drawing clusters in some way.  This one is a perplexing issue, because there is no registry of anglers and it was criticized primarily on two fronts.

There were a lot of inefficiencies because they were using a random digit dialing telephone system to draw the sample and you can imagine the small fraction of people that actually were eligible to be interviewed from the total number of people at large.  Not many people were in fact fisher people and so they had to call a lot of people to get the primary group to query.

They judged that as really an over amount of inefficiency and a lot of wasted time and effort and the other one was a lot of people that should have been sampled weren’t.  There were a lot of subpopulations that the random digit dialing telephones never were going to ever get and so they never were.

Given those, the recommendation was to rebuild the national sampling frame and to rebuild the national survey itself.  If you’re not careful, all those words run together, but the frame, remember, is a list of the people or the elements of the population that you’re going to draw the sample from and they needed that done.

Out of that report, in about maybe a short period of time later, there was the meeting in Colorado, which was called by NOAA, to look into that report and the criticisms that came out and they spent time, and I know Steve Atran was there, as well as others, spent a lot of time going through that document and fleshing out a lot of problems and issues that need to be raised and need to be written down and need to be highlighted.  That list exists and the report does exist.

In fact, your handouts all came from -- I would encourage all of you to look at the tabs.  They’re not lengthy.  They’re picked to be summaries of the plan, the charge, the memberships, the committees, and the structure.  They’re on those tabs and they also relate to the National Marine Fisheries website and there are a lot of links there that relate to the national survey.  Again, it’s easy to get to them and they’re not really extensive.

One you’ll find was a very, very thorough list of all these problem issues that the people in Colorado and then subsequently found.  That meeting was held in Denver and it was criticized a little bit because it was not done on the coast.  That was rectified sometime later, like a year later, when we met in St. Pete.

During that time period, an executive committee was created to address the issue of the criticisms from the National Research Council and that group exists and the membership is listed.  They’re all either state or federal fishery-related people and they, in turn, appointed two things and here is where it gets tricky and you need to understand.

One of the things that was appointed by the executive committee was a registry team.  That registry team was to build the national sampling frame.  They had no other charge, but to see how you can do that and work with the states, but there will be a national sampling frame.  

That charge came out of 2001, January, by the Magnuson Act itself.  It said thou will have a national sampling frame for recreational anglers and it went ahead and defined some other things to allow states that are already doing a good job, that can conform to what the federal requirements are, not to have to be a part of the federal frame itself.

To the extent there is no licensers in the state or the licensers exempt too many people, then they would not meet the exemption criterion and then the federal plan would in fact be invoked.  

Then it said be sure to work with the states to try to get your best and get everybody onboard and get all the little loopholes worked out and to get the database refined, because that plan has to be submitted to Congress in January of 2009.  We’ve got a year and two or three months to get a lot of work done.

The Act was modified and adopted in 2007.  The executive committee now exists and the operations committee exists and the operations committee had representation by the various states and the federals. 
Then, after going through all that minutia from the reports and all the criticisms that were contained in there that need to be repaired, they evolved what was referred to as the Data Analysis Group, which was part of the executive plan to remedy the problem.  Part of that was a design group, an analysis group, a data collection and standards group, and then a couple more, highly migratory species and the for-hire.

The big ones were design, analysis, and the data standards workgroup.  All these people were finally put together in terms of various workgroups and a meeting was scheduled and held in August of 2007, only a couple of months ago.  It was a very good meeting.

All the workgroups had their charge.  John Boreman came down and highlighted the mission and then we broke into sessions and then what we had to work with was all these listings of the criticisms and suggestions made by various people from the various critiques and reports.

That meeting was literally going through each of these items and assigning a yes or no, that it needed to be attended to, and then assigned a priority score.  All the issues that were raised, not only were there -- They had a remedy that was described and then a priority assigned to it and those remedies and priorities gave rise to projects that were defined by the workgroups and those are in fact being filtered and put together now in terms of a final document.

It was originally scheduled to be available sometime in mid-October and that would have been what I had intended to talk about if it had been available.  It is not available.  It will be probably available in mid-November, in time for the executive committee to meet.  The operations committee meets, I think, in California in late November.

In late November, there will be at least -- Actually, it will be available earlier and you certainly can get a copy of that.  It will be open probably for comment to some extent.  Those are going to be the projects, and I know not what they are yet, that will be addressed by some future research and they’ll have some funding requirements that go along with that, to address issues like the biases in the surveys, the analysis that’s being done, good or bad.

They’re going to begin to attack certain very, very important problems in terms of the sampling frame, the analysis, standardization of what questions are going to be asked and what questions are going to be answered and how you’re actually going to get the data.

It’s a very well thought out list of issues and they seem to be on track as far as a reasonable plan.  A little bit of an issue, which gets confusing, is the sampling frame has a research team, a registry team, that’s working on the frame and that’s going to go on full speed ahead from now until it’s done.

On the other side is a design group which is supposed to work on the frame, as well as how you draw samples from that.  The design team kind of tuckered out.  Because of the registry, I think it really didn’t have a lot to do and in my opinion, it didn’t need to be separated to begin with.  I think it’s probably going to be merged back with the analysis and so it will be a design and an analysis workgroup and no design separate and that’s a good idea.

Two people now are chairmen of each of those workgroups.  One is Linda Walker from Maryland, the Department of Natural Resources.  She’s a very, very capable chairman and then I think Cathy Milton from Georgia DNR is another very capable chairman.  I look forward to reviewing those things, but subsequent to that -- Subsequent to the meetings, there have been no other face-to-face meetings.
There have been conference calls and working through things and then all of a sudden you see a little bit of verbiage about what may have transpired and all of those are on their website and you can kind of look through those, including the latest progress report of the operations committee itself, which is a little bit out of date, but there’s also a report by the workgroups on the various things that they have been working on.

One issue is we were charged with monitoring.  Once we went to that first meeting face to face, we have really not heard anything back from the workgroup chair people or the committee itself and I think for an important reason.

It was made clear during the St. Petersburg meeting that members were allowed to discuss legally and participate and vote.  Observers were there just to observe and not to participate and not to vote and in a way, not to kind of get in the way.  
Different workgroups approached that slightly differently, but at least it kind of turned off the observers to really participate in good spirit with the workgroups.  In that context, we never heard back and I suspect we were just like all the other observers, with very little to no feedback.

There may not have been much feedback.  The work may have been done on emails among different members or maybe on some telephone calls.  It is moving forward and the issue that I have now is what are we supposed to do and how should we monitor it?

It’s clear there’s going to be a lot of emails and a lot of telephone conversations and things like that, but there is the meeting in November, where the project reports will be discussed by the operations committee, and we plan to try to get to that and maybe we can now go through the operations committee to query the progress of each of the workgroups and see how that’s kind of fleshing out.

The biggies are the registry team is working full speed ahead to build a frame, the operations team is working to flesh out all the other parts and they have the various workgroups that are charged with getting it done and they’re all kind of coming to a head.  

In one year, there has to be the report to Congress on the specifics of the plan.  Now, that’s kind of the good news, in a sense.  The bad news is even though the plan is submitted to Congress in January of 2009, it does not have to be implemented.  It’s going to take a while to phase it in and phase out the current process.  They’re going to be running parallel, as I understand it, for a while.
There will be no charge for any of the registration, for the new people getting licenses for this purpose, until 2011.  There are a lot of the small things that have to be worked out, but it seems to us, at least right now, that the plan is working pretty well on paper and this month and next month is when we’re going to be seeing what really happens as far as getting some meat on the bones.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Thank you, Dr. Whorton, and thank the other members of the monitoring team.  Any questions for Dr. Whorton?  One thing he asked for was direction.

MR. STU KENNEDY:  I didn’t have anything in the way of direction, but for Dr. Whorton, my question was what kinds of written materials is the council or staff, in my case, see as we go through this?  Are you guys going to produce a report as you move through this thing?

DR. WHORTON:  Yes, I was going to have one.  In fact, it was underway and I anticipated Rob Andrews sending at least the progress reports and the work statements and had that been there, then we would have gotten together with our committee and critiqued it a bit to see if it’s, in our opinion, on the right track.

Then that would have been included in your packet.  That didn’t happen and I didn’t find out about that it was not going to happen until a personal communication with Rob in mid-October, about the 15th.  I didn’t know it was not going to be available much before this meeting, but yes, once the committee -- As we get probably into November, we’ll send periodic reports to Wayne and he can distribute them to the committee.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Thank you.  Stu, do you have anything further?

MR. KENNEDY:  No, I think in the end he answered my question.  I’m assuming there will also be reports from these committees as they go through and make some decisions on exactly how they’re going to deal with the issues.  That’s just a statement.

DR. WHORTON:  The registry team is probably the one that’s most relevant right now.  The analysis team, there’s a stratification and there’s the regional reports and exactly what they’re going to get from the survey.  Remember, this survey was originally begun in 1979 and it was intended for a very small purpose compared to what its expectations are in today’s world.  It’s really kind of a mystery of no matter how good it was back in those days, things have just changed.

The timeframes are all different, because it took like two months before you could actually get one wave done and people can’t recall a year.  A lot of things are going to be corrected and it’s going to be a much, much better survey.  The issues, I think, are how the states are going to work together on this exemption issue and how they’ll work through that.

If I had a real good state with a very good process, then I would want to see the proof of the pudding before I decide to jump into something that may be less good.  There’s a lot of work that has to be done and that’s part of the charge of the registry committee itself, is to work with the states, and it is part of the charge in the Magnuson Act, work with the states to get this thing done.  It seems pretty clear that they have to get one done, one way or the other.

MR. RIECHERS:  We have particular concern over how this is being done here in the Gulf, to some degree, regarding the registry and certainly some of the first emails that came out regarding the registry and that all states would have to comply and that there was going to be a charge, in fact.

Now, I’ve seen a subsequent email that didn’t include that in all the summaries of the team.  In any communication you might have an opportunity to have with that team, I think one of the things they need to do is try to find a way to reach out to the particular states here.

I know that our Florida colleague has said he will represent the Gulf States, but it’s awful hard for any one of our colleagues to represent the Gulf States when it comes to licensing issues, because each state is different.  

Many of our licenses still go through our legislative bodies and I think they’re going to have to work and come to a solution as to how they may get some of this news back down into each state in a little better fashion.  

Whether that’s regional meetings or what it is, I don’t know, but I can tell you we still have great concern over some of the -- Like I said, we’re kind of waiting to see what happens, because we don’t really know.  

It’s still in flux and we don’t want to overreact, but we certainly were concerned over some of the initial -- Call them summaries, if you will.  I don’t know what I would call them really at this point, but if you have a chance to share that, you may want to share that.

DR. WHORTON:  Okay.  There is another committee that I didn’t mention.  There’s the operations and the registry, but there is a communications committee that’s supposed to be working on exactly that issue.  I have never seen a report of that committee, nor I have not seen a membership of that committee.

As far as the charges, it was addressed that there does not have to be a charge and if there is one, it won’t take place until 2011.  I don’t know what charge that relates to.  I assumed it was the licensing fees or something.

MR. RIECHERS:  You’ve seen the same summary document I have and part of the reason why we went ahead and created an if you fish in federal waters, you’re now required to have a state license, is to not have an additional charge, because that was one of the things that was initially talked about in this sense.

If they’re going to go ahead with a federal charge, we may have to rethink how we’re doing our business there and we also had some other concerns about some particular exemption clauses that we’re talking about.

We, quite frankly, don’t believe people under the age of sixteen go to federal waters a whole lot off of Texas.  Certainly Florida probably has some issues with their off-the-beach licensing, though they may be trying to change that for other reasons.  

Like I said, I think we just need to find a way to open that flow of communication a little bit better.  I know they’re doing a good job and I know they’ve got a lot to do in a short period of time, but if you have a chance to pass that on, you may want to do that.

DR. WHORTON:  These are kind of in the plans and they’re on paper.  They really haven’t implemented any -- One issue that you mentioned has to do with -- I don’t want to use the word “irrelevant”, but if a subpopulation of fishers, like under four years old or under six or retired, if the state can demonstrate statistically that those don’t contribute to bias in the results, then that does not act against them in being a part of the exemption and that’s a one little liner.

I think that if anything, that I would like for the council to consider is maybe communicating officially through Wayne or through Robin is that we really need to be in a position to monitor and we would love to get the emails from the operations committee so we can kind of keep up.
CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Do I hear a motion from any committee member in support of what Dr. Whorton has suggested and what Robin is, I think, begging for?

MR. JOE HENDRIX:  I would make that motion.  I think it’s very important that we know exactly how this progress is being made and that timeline concerns me, too.  It sounds like they’re making good progress, but they may wait until the deadline in order to incorporate anything.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Joe, could you put a motion on the board, please?

MR. HENDRIX:  To recommend to the committee -- Who would we recommend to?  I’m not real sure of exactly how to phrase it.

DR. WHORTON:  John Boreman is the chairman of the executive committee.

MR. HENDRIX:  That the council direct a letter to John Boreman to include our observer committee in communications about the progress of this ongoing project.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  There’s a motion on the board.  Is there a second?  Harlon seconds the motion.  Is there discussion on the motion?

MS. BOBBI WALKER:  I’m not your committee and I appreciate you recognizing me.  Larry Simpson is our representative on the executive committee, which is the top of the chain, I think, isn’t it, Larry?

DR. WHORTON:  Correct.  Larry is on that committee.

MS. WALKER:  I also think that they’ve put up a website now, where -- Maybe Larry can help me with this, because I’m not sure that I know everything, but I think there’s a website where everything is being put on it as it comes out.

DR. WHORTON:  I didn’t see Larry and also, Mark Fisher is on both the select committee and on the operations committee.

MR. RIECHERS:  Maybe my remarks were mistaken or taken wrongly.  It’s not really the fact that they’re not communicating.  They have a lot on the website.  I think I’m looking for that part where they’ve decided what they want to try to do and they clearly articulate that and then start working with the states, so that we really know -- The summary sheets I’ve looked at where they -- As you said, the one-liner where they say that, what really does that mean?

When they say insignificant, six years and under, are we going to have to do a study to prove that or are we going to be able to take the National Fish and Wildlife Survey or some other surveys we’ve done and say, look, it’s only 3 percent of the population and we’re already interviewing the household, because we have the adult who is obviously going to take out the six-year-old.  How do we start dealing with those issues?  Maybe we’re premature.

DR. WHORTON:  I don’t think we know yet.  The data standards, they’re supposed to go through those issues and to my knowledge, they have not gotten that far yet at all.

MR. LARRY SIMPSON:  I was going to jump in a little bit and indicate that there is a website that has all of this information listed.  Some of the initial things Robin did talk about were at first talked about.  There is no way they’re going to require a telephone survey of a minor.  It just ain’t going to happen.

They realize that an adult will go fishing with the individual and they can sample from that.  I think Robin is getting into the mechanics of how the actual relationship between the registry and the state is going to functionally work out.

I think that is important to him, because that’s his action point, but there will be a decision point and there will be a decision recommendation, from a federal perspective, about which states will be exempt and why and we’re not quite there yet.

There’s no question in anybody’s mind that this should be state driven.  They would much rather have this licensing situation taken care of by the states, but there are some exemptions that they just feel like cannot be maintained and get the same level of statistical liability that we want.

Some of those are maybe some shore-side exemptions, things like combination license and not being able to tease out which one of these are saltwater, you know you require a license to fish both fresh and saltwater, things like lifetime licenses that are never refreshed and things like over-age exemptions which are never refreshed.  You can’t go out and touch that person to survey them and those are the kinds of things.

They’re not quite there at the decision points, Robin.  Trust me, they understand that this is a state-driven system and all of those things are being discussed.

Going back to Dr. Whorton, I think you serve in your committee -- The monitoring committee serves a tremendous function at the point when those decision documents, let’s call them, are published or completed, to distill and evaluate for this council so that they can understand things in a clearer fashion.

I think that’s a good role for the committee and I encourage you to do it.  I don’t have a problem with the motion.  I think it’s a good thing.  I’m sure you already are -- All of the constituents are on mailing lists, whenever large chunks of information are decided on, to get informed.

There is this website and those membership people are there and you can go and see and look.  The registry is not quite to the decision points and the mechanics will be after those decision points with individual states.  I don’t know if that helped or hurt.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  Thank you.  Is there any further discussion?

MR. RIECHERS:  I think that does help, Larry.  I agree with you that maybe we’re not -- You know better than I that we’re not at that point, but you’re right.  I’m more in the mechanics and not -- I can go get to the website and look at the materials, but it’s how they’re going to look at those specific exemptions and how they’re going to interface with us to do that.

Unfortunately, Bill Teehan’s boss can’t really represent Texas in that kind of setting.  He did as a committee member relating to the Gulf, but he can’t really do that when it comes to license issues.

DR. WHORTON:  I think what we’re missing is we get the results at the same time you do.  What we would like to find out is find out a little more about the interim results before they’re so final that it’s almost like a negative critique, because sometimes we pick up on things that are useful for the committee to consider.

MR. HENDRIX:  Instead of a motion, it might be more appropriate to have Dr. Whorton and staff work with Mr. Simpson and some of the other people involved to try to get them a little more involved in the communication ring.

DR. WHORTON:  I agree that I don’t really think it’s necessary to have a motion that’s passed.  Larry heard it and John Boreman knows it.  

They’ve been so busy and we’re still legally classified as observers and they just can’t include all observers in everything that they do.  I will talk with him and Wayne can help us work through that with John and with Rob Andrews and we’ll find a way to facilitate our participation.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  You would like to withdraw your motion, Joe?

MR. HENDRIX:  I’ll withdraw the motion, please.  Thank you.

CHAIRMAN FOOTE:  I’m sure your seconder agrees and so there’s no motion on the board.  Is there any further discussion or any committee recommendations?  Seeing none, we’ll move on to Other Business.  Is there any other business with the Data Collection?  Seeing none, the Data Collection Committee is adjourned and we move to Red Drum.


(Whereupon, the meeting adjourned at 4:55 o’clock p.m., October 30, 2007.)

- - -
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