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Apologies
Shona Marshall

Pamella Esson

Jamie Urquhart
2. Minutes of previous meeting, review of action points and matters arising
Update: Citizen science: JH has contacted Stirling University about a potential degree project to review the role of citizen science in fisheries management.

ACTION: AW to circulate a review document produced in England to the group
The previous minutes were agreed as being accurate and were approved.
3. Chairman's report
JH provided an overview of the last three months and noted the importance of items 4 and 5 in the agenda.
· January was dominated by the preparations for the biologists meeting

· Continuous thought towards the merger with FMS and consultation with SFCC members
· JH also reminded committee of the annual questionnaire. Common themes emerging from member feedback were; the need for a scale reading database and standards, the need to develop a co-ordinated approach to predator monitoring processes, the need for snorkelling and redd counting protocols, SFCC members are generally happy to contribute electrofishing data to a review of terrestrial wind farm EIA’s.
· SFCC performance over the past year was rated 5/5 by 9/12 respondents and 4/5 by 3 respondents.
· The SFCC member service of phone calls, trust visits, mapping and database support was rated 5/5 by 10 respondents and 4/5 by 2 respondents
· Feedback from River Naver Fisheries was rated 3. 
ACTION: SFCC to engage more with River Naver Fisheries and to consider a visit to assist with database and mapping.
ACTION: SD to circulate questionnaire results to committee
The group then discussed taking forward the call for co-ordination of predator monitoring processes. Members noted that a predator count protocol does exist and has been previously agreed and accepted by SFCC.
ACTION: AW to consider predators as a working group within FMS. 


ACTION: AW to report back to SFCC after predators workshop at FMS members meeting
JA noted that predator issues are to be picked up through the conservation plan and fisheries management planning processes. 
4. SFCC merger with Fisheries Management Scotland
JH summarised the background to the proposed change before a general discussion of the concerns raised by members and committee, how they could be managed and the transition process.
Past developments for SFCC and historical context were provided as follows:
Pre-2012 the previous SFCC post was within the Lab but had to be ended due to funding/employment constraints. SD started in April 2013 with employment for the first 2 years shared jointly between SFCC and SNH (for the BSWG) as two half posts. A 24k grant for SFCC working activities came directly from Scottish Government. Employment of SD was provided by RAFTS
JH thanked AW for his help in developing the FMS offer of a merger.

3 options were put forward at the SFCC AGM on February 8th 2017:

1. SFCC Manager Employment within Marine Scotland

2. Employment by FMS maintaining current arrangement as a separate organisation
3. FMS employ SD and SFCC becomes a sub-committee within FMS

The FMS board met recently and were prepared to explore option 3 but not option 2. JH summarised all of the feedback provided by SFCC members (further to feedback already provided by committee members) as being generally supportive of the merger with FMS as long as SFCC retains its own identity and support from members. The following considerations were raised by correspondence:

· Under either option the operational independence of the SFCC must be protected. This would have to be done via some form of written agreement (eg terms of reference). The SFCC depends on its scientific integrity and that must be maintained. Proprietorial interests need to be kept at arm’s length in this proposed partnership.

· The financial reserves of the SFCC must be ring fenced and only accessible to the SFCC.
· Potential loss of identity, which could affect the likelihood of members maintaining their subscription.
· Proprietors are generally unaware of SFCC and its aims.
JH opened up the floor to debate the FMS merger option.
· AS raised the general need to step back and consider wider options aimed at maintaining SFCC’s focus on evidence based management. One option that he proposed and had discussed with Melanie Smith from Inverness College, was for SFCC to be embedded in a university, such as UHI. AS also noted that SFCC should consider the views of industry and that there had been a general expectation that SFCC would become part of the proposed national wild fisheries unit. 

· It was noted that after the Wild Fisheries Reform press release in early February some of the fisheries sector wrongly assumed that the national wild fisheries unit and perhaps the reform as a whole was now off the table.

· SDr took the opportunity to apologise for any confusion that had been caused then outlined the various channels through which information is being provided to the sector. These included the updates at the SFCC annual meeting, the minutes of the stakeholder reference group and other working groups available on the Marine Scotland website.
· SDr clarified that the public press release from the Minister did not mention the national unit. The national unit and other wild fisheries reform business is still very much on the table. 

· AW mentioned that liability as an employer is an important consideration of the FMS board (who are directly responsible for employees), which influenced their offer of SFCC becoming a sub-committee of FMS. This liability would be reduced under the merger with FMS.
· Committee discussed the need to retain SFCC’s current membership levels. Trusts will be asked to pay a subscription fee to FMS and to SFCC separately (although both would go to a FMS account). The group agreed on the general need to address finance considerations in whatever way forward is chosen for SFCC. 

· Committee discussed how the FMS board may wish to interact with the SFCC as a sub-committee. The group discussed the distinction between policy and science and the increasing need for the SFCC management committee to be engaged in driving SFCC’s work programmes.
· The fisheries management plan is the key vehicle for achieving this and the new Bill is inherently evidence based.  If the SFCC restarts itself in FMS this will have the added value of building evidence basis through links to the DFSB’s who have the statutory responsibility to provide the management plans.  When DSFB’s fill in the management plans they may then better understand the role of SFCC and the need for national data collection standards.
· Committee agreed with JA’s comment that if the management committee took an active role in managing the business of the SFCC, then members should not be concerned if the SFCC sits within Fisheries Management Scotland. JA also made the point that the SFCC should sit at the heart of fisheries management rather than a peripheral location.
· BS thanked attendees for a ‘first class debate’ , while suggesting that SFCC should consider; retaining the focus on evidence basis, have its funding ring-fenced, consider a get-out clause for both parties and that communication is key to ensuring that all parties understand the role of SFCC.
Further points made include: 

· The opportunity to add SFCC communication items to current FMS newsletter.
· The need to co-opt members of the academia and industry sector to SFCC committee rather than following the suggestion of SFCC joining an academic institution.
· Consideration around whether the FMS constitution could be updated in future to more explicitly detail the importance of SFCC and evidence based management. 

· The core aim for the sector over the next 3 years is to bring in legislation that supports the fisheries management planning process.
The chair then asked each committee member for their overall view and their choice on the future of SFCC. While caution was expressed by some committee members, everyone agreed to the proposal of becoming a committee of FMS
ACTION: Scottish Fisheries Co-ordination Centre to merge with Fisheries Management Scotland. 

ACTION: JH to send a letter of acceptance to FMS and to discuss with FMS how the working relationship with the FMS Board will be defined 
ACTION: JH to further consider the constitutional amendments and the quorum of 15 member Trusts required. 
ACTION: JH to convene an EGM of SFCC either during the FMS members meeting on 28th March or thereafter. 

JH thanked all for their patience and assistance in moving forward.

5. SFCC objectives
· JH outlined the three main objectives that required most discussion (Appendix A).
· JH displayed a gant chart of objectives with approximate timeline. Committee were then invited to set SFCC priorities, further to a discussion on the potential for contracting out small pieces of work externally.
· The group agreed upon the general principal of allocating a maximum of 85% of SD’s time to allow some flexibility.

· Good communication with the membership is the essential in managing expectations and providing reasoning for decision making. 

ACTION: Salmon distribution map update is the priority for SFCC until the June 1st deadline. 

ACTION: The cover letter attached with the launch of the tool should communicate the scale of the task (based on last year’s appraisal) and set the expectations for this year’s prospective contributors.  

ACTION: The appraisal of last year’s process is to be shared more widely to ensure that Trusts and Boards understand the resource requirements. 

ACTION: Salmon distribution tool to be closed by Easter after a short window for contributions (April 14th).
ACTION: SD to complete Fisheries Management Plan Template mapping tools scoping document by devoting a further 2 days of time before progressing salmon distribution updates.

ACTION: SFCC agreed at least a month of time to be set aside for development of fisheries management plan template mapping tools in June, or dependant on the volume of salmon distributions amendments, perhaps before June. 

ACTION: Review and reduce aspirations for the smolt database project. Complete database setup and invite the 7 participating trusts to try the DPU software for a small number of day-site-visits. Smolt data will not be entered into FishObs on mass as originally planned. Consideration is required as to whether the data can be entered at a later date from paper records.
ACTION: JA to consider whether MSS resource may be available to enter smolt data into FishObs at a later date.

ACTION: Salmon Liaison Group/SFCC to commission the Snorkelling protocol to be written up then considered as part of a workshop 

ACTION: SFCC to consider further the unanimous call for a scale reading database and associated standards.
ACTION: SFCC to commission Ronald Campbell to write up further teaching material on scale reading. 
ACTION: JH to contact Colin Bull further about citizen science scoping.
ACTION: For Wild Fisheries Forum to go ahead and be successful it requires contributions from Marine Scotland staff as well as SFCC members. 
ACTION: SFCC to canvas demand for a habitat training course in 2018.

ACTION: Provide for committee a colour coded spreadsheet delineating SD work and SFCC work. 

6. Finance
Committee discussed the updated accounts and the budget projections for 2017. JH noted that the projected deficit of ~£3000 was achieved.
ACTION: remove the £1200 book keeping cost and the £100 independent audit cost from the budget as FMS will cover this. 

ACTION: Remove RAFTS employment costs which will be covered by FMS.

ACTION: JH/AW to take up the angling diary discussion with FMS and the promotion and development working group. This item should either be promoted further through app development or ceased.

Committee considered their policy on reserves, agreeing on a reserve of £60,000 as a minimum. 

ACTION: SFCC member annual subscription of £1200 should be maintained. 

7. Biologists meeting
Attendees held a brief review of the February meeting with much positive feedback.
ACTION: Hold annual meeting at Faskally House again next year.
The West Coast themed session received particular praise, further to thanks extended to SCIMABIO for their fish counter presentations.

8. AOB
SQA accreditation of SFCC electrofishing training courses
A change has come from Scottish Qualifications Authority in where their accreditation of the Team Leader electrofishing course (not the Introductory electrofishing course) has been withdrawn.  We have not been told by SQA why it has been withdrawn.  In previous discussions with Stephen Wells (UHI Business development officer) SFCC has indicated that the SQA qualification remained a highly desirable aspect of the course and may have attracted several people to go through this course rather than others.

Committee discussed whether it is desirable to have the Team Leader course reaccredited.
ACTION: JG to contact the Training Group to get all views.

ACTION: JG to contact UHI/Rivers and Lochs Institute to get the latest update.
DATE OF NEXT SFCC COMMITTEE MEETING DATE: 21st June

ACTION: JH to consider the suggestion of holding an SFCC EGM at the end of the FMS members meeting. 
Appendix A: Further details of 3 joint SFCC-Marine Scotland Projects
1.
Salmon Distribution Map Update

In June 2016 an online web based mapping tool was created to allow local biologist’s to annotate amendments to the salmon distribution map which can then be used for wetted area calculations. Changes to lochs and rivers were also added where required. The tool was either accessed through logins by the majority of trusts who have GIS licenses or through a public link.  14 out of 26 trusts contributed data.

Annotations are made by contributing additions on to a “scribble layer” which is separate to the raw dataset.  Contributions then have to be transferred on to the master dataset before new wetted area calculations can be made.  This process was chosen on the basis of simplicity, processing power considerations, GIS skills of the user, OS mapping licensing consideration and the need for a clear audit process for every contribution.

A request was made at the liaison group in January to open up the distribution map to allow further additions to be made.  Stuart, Gordon, Hilary and Sean met last week to appraise the 2016 exercise and to scope out the 2017 project further.  If the 2017 project was to go ahead, all updated wetted areas would have to be provided by June 1st at the very latest.

There are 4 outstanding tasks for consideration :-

1. Transfer outstanding edits from last year’s process across from the ‘scribble layer’ to the master copy with full audit trail for each feature.

2. Relaunch tool to local biologists with the tool closing no later than April 14th.

3. Transfer new contributions to master data layer with full audit trail for each feature. 

4. Calculate new wetted area figures for all assessable rivers. 

To understand task 1 :-

· Just over 900 records were submitted to the ‘scribble’ layers by the July deadline in 2016.  MSS edited just under 650 records relating to 2016 ‘assessable rivers’ (where catch returns are provided).  This took 15 person days (approx. 210 per week, averaging 40-50 per day).

· By November 2016, a further 2151 contributions were made from five Trusts after the deadline to give a total of 3051.  This means that 2400 contributions have not been transferred across to the master dataset, just under 1500 of which are assessable rivers and need to be transferred to the master dataset for the wetted area calculation.  The remaining 900 relate to non-assessable rivers and are a lower priority for data transfer.

· The 1500 outstanding features will mean a maximum of 35 person days are required to complete task 1.

Task 2: The tool can be re launched very quickly (maximum of 1 day’s time).

Task 3: For tasks 1, 3 and 4 working closely with Hilary is essential to ensure that the process is in line with that followed last year.  Sean recently purchased a new computer optimised for GIS which may save some processing time.

Task 4: The number of new features likely to be provided in 2017 is currently unknown as the 11 outstanding Trusts may wish to make significant contributions. There will probably be a reduced number of additions from the 14 trusts who have already contributed. The intention is to also open the map to DSFB areas that don’t have a Trust.

There are three options for consideration :-

I. The project is delayed until time can be jointly allocated between MSS and SFCC.

II. The tool is opened up for further contributions but the transfer process is carried out at a later date, probably to be ready for next year.

III. The tool is opened up and the transfer process is carried out jointly between SFCC and MSS within the proposed timeline.

2.      Develop mapping basis for Fisheries Management Plan Template

Sean is currently writing up a scoping document and making some basic tools to illustrate how the mapping aspects of the plan would function in practice. We have agreed with Iain Malcolm that he devotes around 4 days per week for the next few weeks to do this. The FMPT working group met on 16th March and agreed the FMPT document structure. It is now an absolute priority to get the mapping tools scoping document completed, then to create examples of tools for consideration of the working group.

It is currently unclear how much time would be required to develop the final tool and when this would need to happen – this makes it difficult to plan other objectives and to commit to an open ended project that could affect the productivity of other SFCC activities. External expertise may be brought in at a later date to assist with tool development. 

3.      Shared data collection between local biologists and Government.

Focussing on smolt data, this trial involves SFCC members using new data capture software to collect data before it is uploaded to the central FishObs database. The value of this project being to promote data standards and to develop a means to collect and store data jointly between local and national organisations.  

We have so far identified seven Trusts that would like take part in the project.  1-2 weeks of time (between Sean Dugan and Ross Glover) has already been devoted to setting up FishObs to enable this project. Marine Scotland have estimated that it would take 22 day’s time to manage the transfer of smolt data from biologists to fishObs across the whole smolt season. Assistance is particularly important at the beginning of the process to identify and correct any errors in the data entry process. The majority of sites are installing their smolt traps this week or next w/c 27th March.

There are three options for consideration :-

I. Halt the project - It has taken several years to reach this point, so this would be very disappointing and would not reflect well on SFCC or the joint local-national data sharing process.  

II. Help members enter data into the data capture software, which they can use for their own purposes, but SD / RG do not add the data to FishObs.

III. Members enter data into data capture software and data is transferred to FishObs. The transfer of data could either be carried out as it comes in and could be carried out for the first few days for each member for quality control, with the remaining data transferred at a later date in the year. It would be helpful if MSS could clarify whether they will be able to assist with the transfer process.

Looking forward, SFCC strongly support the recommendation that a public facing data entry and retrieval portal is added to Fish Obs, removing the requirement for assistance in transferring the data.

