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The Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program Coordinating Council of the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission convened in the Jefferson Ballroom of the Westin Crystal City Hotel, Arlington, Virginia, via hybrid meeting, in-person and webinar; Tuesday, May 2, 2023 and was called to order at 2:32 p.m. by Chair Jason McNamee.

Call to Order
CHAIR JASON McNAMEE:  I think we’ll get started here, folks, a little after 2:30.  Welcome everybody to the ACCSP Coordinating Council meeting.  It is our job to catch us back up after the marathon Striped Bass meeting.  I’ll do my best to do that.  

Approval of Agenda
CHAIR JASON McNAMEE:  Let’s get right to it, and the first order of business the agenda.  Are there any changes to the agenda that anyone wishes to see?   Okay, actually, do we have anyone participating online from the Council?  

MR. GEOFF WHITE:  We do, we have four.  I’ve taken the liberty of running roll call for those of you in person, so thank you for doing that, and online we have John Carmichael, Richard Cody, Dave Gloeckner, and Greg Wojcik.  We also have Julie Defilippi Simpson, our Deputy Director, who is out with an illness but is participating remotely.

CHAIR McNAMEE:  Thanks, Jeff.  If it’s okay with you, I’ll kind of look down this way to see if there are any hands up online.  I’m assuming there are none for the agenda, okay great.  Are there any objections to approving the agenda as submitted, please raise your hand?  Okay, seeing none; we will consider the agenda approved by consent, thank you all for that.

Approval of Proceedings
CHAIR McNAMEE:  Next up, I think, are the Proceedings from the November, 2022 meeting.  Any edits, additions, deletions to those proceedings from anyone on the Council?  Not seeing any around the table, anyone online?  No one online.  Are there any objections to approving those proceedings as submitted?  If you do object, please raise your hand.  Not seeing any around the table, no hands online, we will consider those proceedings approved by consent.

Public Comment
CHAIR McNAMEE:  Good, thank you all very much for that.  Next up we have a spot for some Public Comment for things that ae not already on the agenda.  Is there anyone wishing to speak from the public on anything not on the agenda today?  I’m looking up in the room here in the back, not seeing any hands raised.  Anyone on line with ta raised hand?  No one online.  Okay, we will move on from that as well.

Consider Funding Decision Document and FY2024 Request for Proposals

CHAIR McNAMEE:  Okay, so next up on the agenda is our action item here, it is to Consider Funding Decision Document and FY2024 Request for Proposals.  As Geoff mentioned, Julie is not able to be with us in person, so Geoff is going to run through a quick presentation for us, so Geoff, whenever you’re ready.

MR. WHITE:  Great.  We have the presentation up.  Again, welcome to everybody and thank you for participating in the time, and considering the time, we will kind of take the RFP Action Item as it comes, and then I’ll probably summarize the program updates a little bit more quickly as we go, to leave time for questions if there are any at the end.  We’ve already made it through a bit of our agenda, so we’ll run down right to the Request for Proposals.  

The proposal was included in the materials, and this becomes a more consistent version of the annual request for proposals.  A couple of the highlights are listed on screen.  Really, under Appendix A there is only one project that is reaching Year 6, its final year, which is kind of a step down to reduction.  Total funding allowed for $43,000 if they choose to extend that proposal in this year.  

Also, the Biological and Bycatch Committees met in February, and they were able to update those matrices.  While the RFP doesn’t change, there is a considerable amount of work that went into updating those matrices for the guidelines of that  goes with it and is the appendices.  Also at the Coordinating Council’s November meeting, the recreational Atlantic Implementation Plan was approved, and so that stands in for the updated recreational priorities, all the relevant dates, and of course the most important one to those that are looking forward to submitting proposals.  

Assuming approval, initial proposals will be due June 16, 2023.  Those are the highlighted actions, otherwise it’s a pretty standard year.  We suggest looking for a motion to approve it for discussion, and a motion, and then I’ll go over kind of where we stand for this year’s funding before we get into the program today

CHAIR McNAMEE:  First, any questions from anyone that you need clarified before we move forward with a potential motion?  Not seeing any hands around the table; anyone online with a hand raised?  Okay, no hands online.  As Geoff mentioned, I think what we’ll be looking for here is a motion to move this.  Is anybody willing to make that motion?

Okay, we’ve provided you with a motion, so all you have to do is raise your hand.  It looks like Mel in the back there is willing to make that motion, is there a second?  Renee with a second.  Mel, anything you want to add before we call the vote here?  That would be perfect, Mel.  Hang on one second, Mel.  There is an issue with the microphone, if we both hit it at the same time it won’t run, so it didn’t sound like it was working.

MR. MEL BELL:  Move to approve the FY2024 Funding Decision Document and RFP as presented to the ACCSP Coordinating Council.

CHAIR McNAMEE:  Thank you, Mel, so motion made by Mr. Bell, seconded by Ms. Zobel.  Any discussion on the motion?  No hands around the table.  I’m guessing no hands online, it’s just a guess.  No hands online.  Great, so I think we are ready to call the vote.  Does anybody need, most of you are sitting by yourself, so I don’t even know who you would talk to.   All right, let’s go ahead and call the vote.  All those in favor of the motion, please raise your hand.  Okay, we’ve got 17 to approve.  Any opposition, please raise your hand.  No hands raised, any abstentions?  Any null votes?  Okay, motion passes.  Very good, thank you everyone for that.  Okay, next is the funding question.  Okay, Geoff, whenever you’re ready.

Update on Program and Committee Activities

MR. WHITE:  Thanks to the Operations Committee and Julie Simpson, for kind of preparing the RFP parts in preparation for this meeting.  I want to make sure that all are recognized.  This slide really talks about the FY24 funding prospectus.  What proposals might we expect under maintenance, where do we expect the ACCSP Admin Grant to be?

What is the kind of incoming funds?  That information is kind of summarized on screen, but last year there were some unallocated funds of about $250,000 that was held within the ACCSP Grant, and so when we’re looking forward to new projects, and let me just pause for a moment.  Maintenance includes Maine coming back in for Lobster Reporting, and kind of a few other projects cycling out, and the Rhode Island staying in at the $43,000 cap through Year 6.  

ACCSP Admin Grant projected at level fundings from last year, and for incoming funds level funding is about 3.535 million.  With that, the unallocated funds, we’re really projecting almost a million dollars available to new projects in this year’s funding cycle.  With this, I want to just take a moment and encourage partners within the RFP Focus Modules to consider resources for projects that extend or improve processes.

We’ll update it a little bit later, but ACCSP staff have already been working with some of the committees, both through Operations Committee, Bio, Bycatch, Rec Tech to move forward or begin with some ideas on some proposals that may come in.  But we also recognize, and Operations Committee had a long discussion that many partner staff are facing bandwidth issues for truly new activities.

Brand new idea, a pilot study, new reporting programs can feel a little bit daunting even if the money arrives.  I do want to just recognize that there is likely to be funds available, and encourage folks to think about smaller projects that might be partner system data modernization, a process improvement, a workload efficiency, even promoting an existing program or greater migration to electronic reporting

Ease of transferring data to the ACCSP system, aligning of processes so that there is kind of maybe a little less churn of what’s going on.  Of course, the big one, if there is a pilot test were to implement the new data collection design, those are always welcome.  But I do encourage you to think about those smaller projects as well that might improve your efficiency as you do your work throughout the year.  Did you want to pause for a question there?

CHAIR McNAMEE:  Maybe take a quick moment.  Any questions on that before we move into the Program Activities Update.  Not seeing any around the table; none online.  It looks like we’re good, Geoff, you can continue on.

MR. WHITE:  This is just kind of a quick agenda list of what we’re going to cover under the program update.  Jumping right in to where we’re at on current funding.  Again, last year’s total ACCSP funding was 3.53 million.  The kind of phrase FIN-crease, so the Fisheries Information Network had a bump up across the nation, and so there was a portion of that that came through to ACCSP.  For last year there were 9 projects that were approved back in November, and then once the funding came through and was able to be passed on to those projects, those 9 projects are listed on the screen with the partner, their title and the cost identified.

I do want to note that funds that also flow through the ACCSP to keep us successful and maintain a lot of the work.  The entire MRIP State Conduct Grant supports three staff at the ACCSP, as well as partner staff out in all of the states, Maine through Georgia.  The FIS had 4 funded open proposals through ACCSP to our workshops and through MCI, and two are related to data validation, presentation, and implementation on some of the software pieces.

We also have some non-ACCSP Admin Grant Funds that support FISMA, the Federal Information Security Management Act efforts and the SAFIS Help Desk.  A bunch of activity does occur that comes in and is supported from outside of the ACCSP Grant.  On staffing I’m happy to announce, at the moment all of our staff positions are filled.

There is a link in there to look at the website, and take a peek at who all of us are.  Our most recent addition was Kranthi Palla, he has over 14 years’ experience in kind of Web and database developer with the EPA.  He has been helping out and learning the ropes within ACCSP, helping out on some of our internal items, as well as SAFIS development, and really gaining his feet and ground to be able to move forward and support the software projects I’ll be talking about soon.

A couple of major workshops.  Of course, Coordinating Council has been talking about the Accountability Workgroup for several years now.  They had 9 recommendations when they met a while back.  Those area really focused on creating opportunities to share knowledge, enhance communication, increase the visibility of metadata, and really standardize the automation of data validation.

That last point leads to a workshop that Julie Simpson and Heather Power are running next week down in Charleston.  This is an FIS funded activity, to really scope across the ACCSP partners what are the data auditing and data validation needs of the partners.  Determine what data validations are common, what can be done at entry, what maybe needs to be done as a follow up audit after the records have been submitted.

The main intent of this workshop is to develop a requirements document, to then hand off to a programmer.  We have both the funds already in hand from FIS to do that software work, as well as a contractor and staff identified to follow through on that.  That is really where this is going after the workshop is to begin working on SAFIS eTRIPS for additional validations.

Again, there is a bunch of flexible fields, how to do both the field and data range type validations within the software and the APIs, so how to automate that and give the fishermen or the Ap users immediate feedback of what fields are right or what fields might need adjustment in their logbook reports, while they are right there and remember it in that moment.  

Following the actual Validation Workshop, Julie is planning the Accountability Workshop for ACCSP Partners.  This was an ACCSP funded activity, and it was part of one of the proposals that came through the Coordinating Council last year.  This one is really about comparing data collection programs, the audits, the combination of the trip and the dealer reports, and a really implementation of technological advances.  The intent there is to identify gaps in metadata and scope approaches for closing those gaps, and really move forward on documenting those processes, and combining data from various sources.

One item is the ACCSP Data Warehouse for commercial data, and also working with GARFO on the CAMS or Catch Accounting Monitoring System and those types of activities.  That will be at a workshop coming up in the fall.  Moving from program    to some software project status.  The top two are items that have just been completed and released, so we’re excite about that.

One item is customizing the partner species list as presented in SAFIS.  Now, this one might be a little bit harder to explain, but by splitting out which species list are presented to users by trip type and by partner, this means if it’s a commercial trip, if it’s a recreational trip, if it’s a for-hire trip.  What are the valid species combinations in dealer reporting.  

The end run is, by customizing those lists, you shorten the list that are available to each user.  They make better choices about what those options are, and it improves kind of what questions we’re presenting to the folks on the water as they are entering their trip information, and it included changes to the catch reporting systems and the backend processing in both eTRIPS online and eTRIPS Mobile.  What sounds like ooh, what are your changing species, really had a pretty deep impact in different places.

The Lobster Vessel Trip Viewer has another slide on that, but really that is identifying for the Lobster Board meeting yesterday the lobster vessel tracker and trip viewer, and being able to put hat into production, which it’s now released as of last Friday.  Some of the upcoming things on this slide, before I jump back to lobster vessel tracker.

We’re spending a lot of this year developing the participant and permit registration tracking.  That is a necessary component to identify the fishermen, the vessels, businesses, the partnerships, and it’s really the ability to connect an individual to an entity.  An entity would be the individual business or a partnership.

That entity to a permit, that entity to a vessel, and of course that permit to a vessel.  All these combinations and the mixing and matching of them, really identify what records can be shared to what individual at what time.  Identifying the participants in the fisheries is kind of an important step, and this will change the underlying structure of how eTRIPS and electronic dealer reporting function.

It will be more transparent to the end users, but very helpful for us in data management and long-term data storage.  Then moving forward for next years development.  The SAFIS Electronic Dealer Reporting is set for redesign.  We’ll be doing staff work in 2024, hopefully to release that in January, 2025.  

That again is the alignment of file upload, the online Ap, the mobile Ap, and so getting all of those pieces working, and we released it to the public at the same time, so that our data reporting standards are aligned, no matter how the data come in, is an important step, and will take some coordination.  Do you want to pause for a question here or keep going?

MR. DANIEL McKIERNAN:  I guess I’m guilty of some brutal body language.  My question has to do with the lobster tracker and the EVTR requirement that NMFS is in the process of requiring.  I know that the lobster tracker information is eventually supposed to line up with the federal electronic VTR report.  

I’m wondering, Geoff, if you’ve had any opportunity to sort of weigh in to the powers that be to accelerate that rule, because I know we’re already collecting the data, and in the absence of having that linkage it’s a problematic gap.  I don’t know if you could speak to that.

MR. WHITE:  I haven’t been able to change any of those timelines.  That’s still slated, as far as I’ve heard, for December.  But it’s a good question to lead us to our next slide, so thanks for that.   With the combinations, the piece that ACCSP was asked to participate in was the trap viewer application.  This is a confidential application available only to state administrators, ACCSP staff, and it connects the idea of where the location things are happening and what the electronic vessel trip reports are doing.

One of the benefits of this system, which has now been put into production, is the pings that occur on the vessels go to those tracker venders, they push that information to an ACCSP database, and then the electronic trip reports, whether they are submitted through GARFOs Fish Online, or whether they are submitted through the SAFIS e-TRIPS application.  

We, the ACCSP and GARFO share those EVTRs with each other, I want to say it’s more than daily, it’s hourly, or as they happen, really. We have the EVTRs when they happen.  We have the pings when they happen.  The picture that is on screen identifies a survey trip; this is not a confidential trip that I’m showing you at the moment.  But it identifies where was the vessel saying the start and end points were of that trip.  

I chose the pings, and that black line in the graph is identifying where there maybe was a transit point where the State Administrators can look at it.  The technology is in place to have the devices placed on vessels, have those location pings submitted to the database, to have the logbooks linked with those pings, and to show that to the State Administrators.  

AT this point it’s really at an implementation phase of putting those devices on the vessels, and having the electronic VTRs come in, and kind of watching how this goes.  I think Toni said yesterday there were about 200 vessels that have them installed already.  I’m in danger of getting it wrong, but I think it’s about 3,000 total it is going to.  Does that lead you in the right direction?

MR. McKIERNAN:  It does, and I would just ask that if you have an opportunity, as the ACCSP heavyweight, if NMFS is asking, we can’t get that fast enough, because our staff are going to have to find a way to link that tracker information to the actual trip attributable to lobster, because it’s going on vessels that have federal lobster permits authorized to fish traps.  But they may be scalloping or they may be fishing for longlines or something else, and we just want to make the data as clean as possible going forward for whales and for wind and all those other reasons that this information is going to be so valuable.

MR. WHITE:  I’m getting a note from the field, thank you, Barry Clifford.  The current EVTR implementation plan is August 1st, and that might get delayed, depending on what happens in other areas of the approval process.  We’re excited about the application, we are very aware that it’s confidential data, really only available to the state folks, to the administrative level individuals.

Just for your awareness, we have a variety of other ongoing software projects that is keeping our software development team quite busy.  They are listed on screen, and of course if you’re interested about those, we can talk about those outside of the meeting.  I’m going to keep moving here.  I wanted to give you an update on the recreational fisheries project status.

It’s couched in the list of the implementation plan priorities that were approved in November.  Those six priorities exist.  I am going to at least take a moment and appreciate that when MRIP adopted the hybrid approach to this regional implementation plan, they maintained that MRIP is the lead on survey design estimation and providing funding.

The regional and state partners identify priorities, conduct the field surveys, so for us that includes Maine through Georgia, the APAIS dockside sampling, the for-hire telephone survey, and then there are a few states that do large pelagic sampling and catch card in their regions.  The implementation teams then coordinate regional needs or recommendations, and this focus on partnership has been great this year.

MRIP partnered up with us, and we did a joint release and common messaging of the Atlantic Implementation Plan and really was appreciative of that partnership.  I would encourage all of you around the table, and your staff, as members of the Atlantic Regional Team, to work within this structure to kind of address your data needs.  If there is something that is pinging on your agency that is within those six priorities, maybe the RFP is an opportunity to address one of those.  

If there is something in those priorities or outside of those priorities that is important to your agency, again, please bring it up through the process and see what we can do to get that addressed long term.  The first priority update is really improving precision.  The status there is that when the Modern Fish Act was approved, about $900,000 a year came through the ACCSP to support over 2,200 more six-hour assignments of the APAIS every single year.  

We’ve been doing that since 2020, and really looking forward to seeing how that goes in tracking some indicator species.  We have six species that we report back to MRIP on every year, and see if the additional sampling has improved PSEs overall.  Another approach that was also just released by MRIP is the Surveys and Statistical Standards.  

They moved recently to show cumulative estimates for the current year and fully annual estimates for prior years, and the implementation of masking PSEs above 50 will be coming later on this year.  Those are items that really do move forward the visibility of higher quality data for use to support decision makings, and when the data don’t match those guidelines, there is potential and support to roll those things up.  Question.  

MR. JOHN CLARK:  Yes, thanks, Geoff.  Just curious about that $900,000.  That’s just for the Atlantic Coast, and that is a constant, so over time, based on how costs are going up, we’re probably going to be able to do less intercepts per year with that same amount of money.

MR. WHITE:  It’s identified as sampling assignments, so a six-hour sampling assignment.  That might go down a little bit as the costs increase.  But as pointed out on screen, those numbers of assignments were allocated up and down the coast cooperatively between MRIP, ACCSP staff and the state staff of, how many assignments the state could take on.

There were more attributed to states with longer seasons, or greater species diversity, and then the states really allocated them within the waves and modes that were most important.  Staff are getting pretty efficient to be able to get out there and get the most intercepts as possible.  One of the goals that APAIS is trying to track and improve is minimizing the eligible anglers that are not interviewed.  

Saying it a more positive way, maximizing the eligible anglers that go through a site that can be interviewed.  If you get that percentage real high, that means your staff know what they are doing.  They are getting in touch with a few people, and they are getting as much data as possible.

MR. CLARK:  Just a quick follow up, just one.  Have you seen improvements already in the PSEs?  Do you have enough data at this point to see any changes?

MR. WHITE:  It’s a little early to tell, and of course the funds came in late 2020, and then we had ’21 and ’22 to evaluate that.  The first year the number of intercepts went up by about 20 percent, and then last year with the incorporation of the SETA Survey, the number of intercepts went down again, and so PSEs haven’t vastly shifted yet.  

But the intent within the staff working on the project and MRIP, is to watch this for about a five-year period, and see if there is a shift.  We’re tracking the 2016 to 2020, as compared to kind of 2020 through 2024.  I had another question from Renee.

MS. RENEE ST AMAND:  My question is kind of along those lines.  You know we have all this extra funding to improve precision with additional assignments.  I know I can speak from our state sampling.  We really struggled to hire staff this year, and we are really struggling to try and fit a square peg in a round hole at times.  I’m just curious, I don’t want to slow this conversation down, but partners around the table, is that a common theme this year?  Okay, that makes me feel better in a really bad way, so thank you.

MS. WHITE:  It’s a fair point and it has been a concern for two plus years.  One of the things that we did this year was, when we reworked the state-by-state budgets for the MRIP sampling, there were where possible, within state structures and other things.  There were raises for staff, an hourly staff, to try and obtain and hold those good interviewers.  There has been a difficulty in obtaining staff for a while now.  That is one of the measures, at least what we can do from the middle supporting the salary increases and the hiring processes that they are able to do.  Another thing is, we’re doing some work on training videos, to be able to use it and distribute some of those staff training tools, to make folks a little bit more efficient.

MS. ST AMAND:  Yes, and a big thank you to the Commission staff for helping give the states a little bit more flexibility when we often have very little within our own system, so thanks for the help with staffing that way.
MR. WHITE:  We’re all glad to help out.  One more hand, Brandi.  

MS. BRANDI SALMON:  We have been trying to get a little bit of clarification on the cumulative stuff, and I think we’ve been having a hard time finding that.  For the cumulative estimates, is that only what gets posted on like the MRIP Query Tool for the public to be able to access, or is that also going to affect us as states trying to pull the data by, like wave at a time?

MR. WHITE:  Thank you, good question.  MRIP has had some webinars on this, and they changed their public query page within the last two weeks.  I think Richard Cody has his hand up, so I’m not going to go too far into that, and call on him.  But as a partner in the MRIP data collection, the ACCSP public pages soon will probably match the MRIP public queries in some of the cumulative estimates.  The detailed data are still able to be downloaded through MRIP, and we’re kind of evaluating options for other data presentations as well, through ACCSP.  With that I’m going to pause and call on Richard Cody. 

MR. RICHARD CODY:  Thanks, Geoff.  The main focus of the new presentation of the data is to draw attention, really, to estimates that don’t meet a certain standard for publication.  Right now, we’re in the process of updating the information on our website, so that it reflects more from the concerns related to imprecise data, those data that have percentage standard errors of greater than 50 percent, so that 95 percent confidence intervals would be close to 0, or contain 0.

We think that we’re at a point now where we have to have some metrics in place to look at improvements to the survey, but also have a way of gauging how the survey is performing, against the background of a lot of different factors.  You mentioned one there about staff retention, increasing costs, and lower sample sizes, those kinds of things.

Although it kind of puts a target on the survey, in terms of drawing attention to it, I think it’s a good thing in the long term.  As far as what would be available to the state partners on the website.  As Geoff mentioned, it’s going to be cumulative estimates, so realistically what that means is that we just add as the year goes by.  Wave level estimates would not be available throughout the year.  

For looking at trends and those kinds of things within a year, you would have to use some of the tools that we are making available to partners, to get a custom level of estimates or domain level estimates.  That is basically it.  It does create a little bit of extra work for folks, but I think in the long run it draws attention to the limitations of the data, which I think hasn’t always been a focus of data users in the past.  Hopefully that helps.

MR. WHITE:  With that I think I’m going to keep moving forward a little bit.  On Rec fisheries, I’ve already covered most of the information on MRIP state conduct.  I will note that the tablets for the APAIS that ACCSP developed and shared with the Gulf of Mexico have now been shared through Office of Science and Technology, and are in use out in Hawaii, so kind of a good sharing point on technology development, and efficiency in standardization of that data collection.

Moving down to the Priority 2, comprehensive for-hire data collection.  This slide provides a fair amount of information.  Right now, we’re really just working with MRIP on presenting a draft design, and getting some technical review and feedback from MRIP on that design.  That process towards certification is iterative, and does take a while.  While there is a fair amount of information on the slide, I think the main point for today is, we are working on it.  

It’s not final.  We’re trying to do our homework, and ask me questions outside of the meeting, or we’ll bring back a bit more final information as time passes.  The next item on improving discard data is in a very similar vein.  I’ve already mentioned that the Rec Tech Committee is working on a proposal.  

The purpose is to really address the concerns that we heard that in the dockside survey, sometimes anglers are surprised that they’re into the trip, and they don’t have any species, or it wasn’t worth counting the number of fish that they were releasing, and there are some rounding biases that occur.  It’s really developing a pilot project to try and use catch cards and a probabilistic design to get more information on released catch, and potentially even lengths.  Their goal is to submit that proposal this coming June, again, work in progress.  Yes, Mr. Clark.  

MR. CLARK: (Not heard on recording)

MR. WHITE:  Yes, the intent is, as they develop the design, would be to hand out a card at the beginning of an APAIS assignment, and have anglers fill that out, and you could return it at the end of that day.  A big part of the idea is survey selection of the anglers, so that then the information could be expanded after the fact.  

But we’re working with MRIP on that design.  We’re working with the state members of Recreational Technical Committee, to kind of define the best scope of that and what states it would be piloted in.  Capturing lengths is definitely one of the intents that they’re after, being able to get length of released fish from private trips would be a benefit.

Okay, I’m going to move on to the Data Team.  We have highlighted through the Committee Newsletter before that the spring data load came out, so that was officially released on April 17.  I do want to pause for a moment and say thank you to all of your staff who made that possible, by providing the participant information and the files that then got coordinated in, and merged and able to be presented.

We have PRFC participant data, and this year, it wasn’t just 2022 information, but Maine and New York also updated their 2021 landings.  I just wanted to remind folks that this spring data load, while a product of ACCSP, is shared directly with NOAA Headquarters, GARFO, Southeast Fisheries Science Center, as the base layer as a consistent source of their public landings queries, and so to us this is a really big deal, because it supports things that when people come to ACCSP or they go to one of the other partner websites for what are the Atlantic Coast landings.  We’re excited about that.

Items relevant to a Commission meeting week, the Data Team are supporting this list of species for either a stock assessment or an FMP Review, or a Technical Committee Working Group, and so this has been discussed as a pretty high workload, to get the species worked on, validate and work with the states, and get the stock assessment process moving forward.

There have been some, of course discussed lags, with still reaching out of the COVID timelines of being able to get assessments done.  A lot of work going on within the Data Team there.  Moving on to the next slide, two data warehouse projects that are going to be released next week.  Within the confidential users there are two projects that have taken about a year to complete, with some outside funding.

One is presentation of SAFIS eTRIPS attributes.  An attribute is a custom partner-specific data field.  Examples of that might be a tag number, or the length of a fish, or the weight of a fish that is only collected for a particular species or group of species, or partner.  Those have been collected in SAFIS, but not as easily queried through the Data Warehouse, and those are going to be applied and visible to all of our partners next week.

The other is a technology called Real Application Security.  It’s really changes within our data systems, how we present the right rows to the right user at the right time.  It should be transparent to users, although next week they will have to change their passwords.  But it’s really about defining policies, and not making copies of things internally, and making it easier for us to maintain it, and also enforce that row level security on a consistent basis.  

Almost done.  I’m going to breezes over the information system security.  The main point here is we continue.  We’re just finishing our FISMA, Federal Information Security Management Act continuous monitoring.  We do quarterly self-assessments, and we’re just finishing an external audit, and we’ve got a really strong security posture when it comes to our systems and our data, and the ability for folks to be confident in what they are submitting for us, and how we are stewards of the data collected under the authority of all of your agencies.

Another program update, the Committee Newsletters were presented and published out with the meeting materials.  We’ve had high success with the monthly distribution.  The Committee activities feedback on content, one went out just yesterday and we hit a pretty high metric of 49 percent of the ones that were set out got opened, and we sent it to 120 people.  People are actually opening and paying attention, and we’re pretty excited about that.  That’s the end of the program update section, and I want to pause.

CHAIR McNAMEE:  Yes, thank you, Geoff.  We were kind of doing questions as we went along there, but just a quick look if anybody wants to go back to anything, any questions that you didn’t get answered yet, please raise your hand.  Yes, Richard, go ahead.  Richard Cody, to be specific.

MR. CODY:  Thanks, I had two questions for Geoff, and one goes back to an area, part of the presentation where you talked about the Validation Workshop.  I was wondering if there was any consideration for that workshop in the scope of validation, because I think sometimes validation is sort of an unfortunate term, when it comes to some types of survey methodology.

For instance, with the Capture/Recapture methods that are used for logbook reporting in particular, the validation part is really the recapture of information, so it’s used for validating reporting information, but it’s also used to account for off frame effort.  For instance, where you would have vessels participating in the fishery that are not accounted for in a sample frame or in the list of vessels currently on the frame.  

I’m just wondering if there is anything in that workshop that pertains to that function.  The reason I bring it up is that at sometimes, you know we think about automating as much of the validation component as we can.  You know as a way to reduce response burden and other things, but in some cases, we may lose sight of any additional function that may be lost because of that.  

CHAIR McNAMEE:  Geoff, you have a response, go ahead.

MR. WHITE:  Thank you, Richard, for bringing that up.  I think the best response here is the need to be clear on our definition of validations.  This was a mandatory reporting data field and data value validation of what is being submitted, and that is this workshop was not intended to address validations in the survey standpoint of two different data streams confirming the responses in the other one.  I think your points about validations of survey designs and different data streams are well taken, and that is probably an area open for a bit more work.

MR. CODY:  The second question goes to the security information that you just provided, particularly the RAS Application Security.  Has there been any discussions with the other FINS?  You know Rec FIN I was thinking of on the West Coast, they’ve had some, I would say some deliberations of late related to MOAs between states and Rec FIN, and then also maybe the Gulf as well.  But it seems ACCSP is sort of in the lead on, you know the security end of things.  Some communication would probably be really helpful.

MR. WHITE:  Thank you, there was just a Fisheries Information System Program Management Team meeting.  Last week Julie Simpson was there, and this was discussed at this point.  Whether it’s FISMA, which is more of a process, or whether it is this actual technology, the Real Application Security that we’ve chosen to implement.

We’ve certainly shared these approaches and tools with the other FIN members.  There is a significant workload and cost to implement there to follow the FISMA recommendations.  We had some help getting started with that, working through GARFO, and we’ve had ongoing support, either through FIS, or through some other sources to get that FISMA support ongoing.

That is a staff time thing, it’s a capability thing of the technology, and when it comes to the Real Application Security, our contractor has been in the lead with Oracle.  Many times, well, we’re I-T Geeky excited about this approach, so it’s new, it’s developing, and it’s actually a very exciting piece to go forward with.  The MOU agreements and things with the other FINS certainly have an aspect about discussion that the FIS team is working on, and I need to catch up with Julie about more about what those discussions were, because that meeting just happened.

MR. CODY:  Thanks, Geoff.

Other Business
CHAIR McNAMEE:  All set, Richard?  I’ll take the silence as yes.  Anyone else on the activities?  Lots of activities going on there.  Anyone online?  Okay, go ahead, Geoff.

Reconstitute Leadership Team Membership

MR. WHITE:  I’m going to go the next slide forward and hand this back to you, Mr. Chair.  We’ve got an opportunity for reconstituting or just confirming membership on the Leadership Team, and as we get to this, I did want to note that, and welcome, Carrie Kennedy to the Coordinating Council, I should have done that at the beginning of the meeting, I apologize.  But Lynn Fegley has appointed Carrie to be the Maryland member, and so at this point I turn it back over.  

CHAIR McNAMEE:  Up on the screen there you have the list for the Leadership Team.  We had the open spot that Geoff just mentioned.  There is one nomination, Carrie Kennedy, who is sitting with us today.  We’ve got one nomination, what we wanted to do was just look around the table.  

See if there are any other nominations for that position for the Mid-Atlantic State position.  If you do have a nominee, please raise your hand.  Not seeing any hands around the table, no hands online either. With that, I think we have the single nomination of Carrie for that position, and do we need to do a motion and a vote on that, Geoff?

MR. WHITE:  I’m not sure, Bob?

EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR ROBERT E. BEAL:  Mr. Chairman, since I’m a member of this Committee, not serving in my other role, I’ll just comment.  I think if there is no objection, Carrie could be appointed to the Leadership Team.

CHAIR McNAMEE:  Great, let’s do that then.  Carrie Kennedy has been nominated to the Mid-Atlantic State position.  Are there any objections to that appointment?  Please, raise your hand if you object.  Not seeing any hands around the table; guessing that there are no hands online, and getting confirmation that there are no hands online, so congratulations, Carrie.  You are officially appointed to the Mid-Atlantic State position on the Leadership Team.  It's great, jump on in, the water is fine.  Geoff, it looks like you maybe have something else.

MR. WHITE:  I just wanted to take a quick moment and recognize Lynn Fegley’s contribution to the Coordinating Council.  She’s been a member of the Council for as long as I can remember, but she served as Chair from 2018 to 2020, so that included a bonus year (we’ll call it that).  She has really helped ACCSP and been integral.  To move forward on many leadership issues, including the ongoing data accountability work.  Lynn, thank you for your contributions, thank you for your mentoring, thank you for your friendship.  We’re glad to have you passing the torch, and your contribution, so again, thank you.  

CHAIR McNAMEE:  A round of applause for Lynn. (Applause) Now, I’m going to look to Kathy, who would like to offer a comment.  Go ahead, Kathy.  

MS. KATHY KNOWLTON:  Hello, I just wanted to take a moment to, seeing Geoff’s presentation about the balance of funding for moving into the new proposal year and the new RFPs, and then seeing all the work that is being done behind the scenes, that we don’t usually see on a weekly, if not monthly basis and remind ourselves.

I just randomly went back and looked at some of my folders to see, you know what portion of that money was going to maintenance.  I just kind of wanted to mention it, because I think we need to take a moment to really appreciate how far this program has come in the last 9 or 10 years.  Back in 2015, we promoted almost 1.5 million dollars just in maintenance proposals.

The idea came up, and people made sacrifices, programs made sacrifices to cut back their budgets, and do this transition plan to rolling them off for years 5 through 7.  Now we’re looking at only potentially 600,000K being requested for the maintenance budget.  The Admin Budget has grown, and that’s because we’re doing a lot of work.  

I just want to take a moment and really comment on that, and it’s a really big deal.  For especially the programs that took those reductions to their budget, and didn’t know how they were going to do it, and still be able to make these steps forward, it’s awesome.  That is just the best word I can have for it, so thank you to the program, you guys are doing a really good job.

Adjournment
CHAIR McNAMEE:  No, well put, thank you, Kathy.  All right, with that it takes us to the end of our agenda, and so I will look for a motion to adjourn, made by John Clark.  Is there a second, Jeff Brust.  Any objections to that motion?  Seeing none; we are adjourned, and we caught you right back up, Bob.

(Whereupon the meeting convened at 2:45 p.m. on Monday May 2, 2023.)
15

