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Warkshop
Objectives

Are the proposed
methods an improvement
over the original FES?

Should the new
calibration model be

applied to the historical
data?
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How we got here...

2003 to 2015—CHTS response
rate drops 26(17% and pilot
studies motivate alternative

method

l
.,

2017—Calibration model
developed and reviewed
{CHTSOFES(orig)}

l

2024—Large scale

comparative survey

confirms order effect
{FES(rev)}

Peer Review
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Terms of

Reference
(1 of 2)

Is the model sufficient to convert
historical estimates into a new currency?
{CHTSOFES(orig) IFES(revised)}

How does this model compare to the
{CHTSIFES(orig)} peer reviewed
model? Robust? Sound?

Does the new model {CHTSIFES(orig)
1FES(revised)} correctly predict the
side-by-side estimates of FES(orig) vs
FES(revised) in 20247



Why is this approach better than other
potential models?

Terms of
Reference (2 of
2)

Is the uncertainty of the estimates
appropriately assessed?

Describe the basis for the Panel’s
recommendations.




Background on proposed redesign
Previous calibration approach and implementation

Description of new model and results

What Wi ” be Partner Comments
covered... Public Comments

Homework assignments

Panel deliberations (closed)

Public summary of Panel recommendations




What will
NOT be
covered

Overall design of MRIP { states,
modes, waves}

Use of FES vs other effort

estimation approaches (e.g.,
satellite images, VMS etc)

Incorporation of non-random
sampling (e.g., cell phone apps)




Essential

Ingredients Focused Agenda

“Make progress... Put
yourself to the test. Do not

Address Needs of Users

be content with what you ommitMmentto-CoNtmuoOUt Iy

are, if you want to become
what you are not yet.”
Augustine of

Improve:

HinnA



Terms of Reference

1.  Evaluate the suitability of the proposed model for converting historical estimates of private boat and shore fishing
effort produced by the current FES design to estimates that best represent what would have been produced had the
revised FES design been used prior to 2024.

2.  This updated calibration model builds upon a previously peer-reviewed model implemented in 2018 to calibrate the
historical time series (1981-2017) from the Coastal Household Telephone Survey (CHTS) to the current Fishing
Effort Survey (FES) design. In light of the proposed changes, is the updated model robust and methodologically
sound when compared to the earlier peer-reviewed model?

3. Does the proposed model adequately account for differences observed in the estimates produced by the revised
FES and FES designs when conducted side-by-side in 20247

4. How does the approach used in developing the redesigned FES/current FES design calibration model compare in
terms of strengths or weaknesses with other potential approaches?

5. Does the proposed calibration model help to explain how different factors would have contributed to changes in
differences between the proposed revision to the FES and the current FES results?

6. Is model uncertainty assessed or directly accounted for in the methodology?

7. Briefly describe the panel review proceedings highlighting pertinent discussions, issues, effectiveness, and
recommendations.



