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Alaska Ocean Observing System
Board Meeting
May 11, 2010
Anchorage, Alaska
Prepared by Darcy Dugan
Board members present in Anchorage: Commissioner Larry Hartig (ADEC), Clarence Pautzke (NPRB), Mark Shasby (for Leslie Holland-Bartels), Shayne Montoya (USGC), John Goll (MMS), Ed Page (AK Marine Exchange), Cheryl Rosa (US Arctic Research Commission), Amy Holman (NOAA), David Christie (Alaska Sea Grant)
Board members calling in by phone: Commissioner Denby Lloyd (Chairman, ADFG), Glenn Sheehan (BASC), Scott Pegau for Nancy Bird (PWSSC), Ian Dutton (ASLC), Mike Castellini for Denis Weisenberg (UAF SFOS).
Others present: Molly McCammon, Darcy Dugan
Chairman Lloyd opened the meeting and asked AOOS Executive Director, Molly McCammon, to lead the group through the agenda.

AOOS Conflict of Interest Policy
McCammon explained why AOOS needs to adopt a Conflict of Interest policy.  The organization does not regularly put out RFPs, but in light of the RFP for the data management system set to be released, a Conflict of Interest policy would be useful to have in place.  

Board members seemed overall to be happy with the draft policy, with a few issues noted. Commissioner Hartig felt the policy was clear when things were black and white, but he expressed concerns about conflicts that might be in the “gray area.” The Board discussed the possibility of creating some formal “body” to address these. It was noted that for conflicts within the Alaska Legislature, it is left to the whole body to decide if a conflict exists.  For the North Pacific Fisheries Management Council, members are responsible for recusing themselves and if they do not do so properly, a formal complaint can be launched.  Other conflicts are arbitrated on a case-by-case basis.  Chairman Lloyd suggested leaving it to the Board or the Executive Committee to decide since it is  unlikely that unclear situations would come up often.  

Sheehan clarified that recusal should be for voting and not discussing the issue.  This needs to be made clear in the policy document.  

Christie brought up the question of at what level a conflict would be considered.  For example, he wears many hats and could be considered a representative of Sea Grant, SFOS, UAF or the University of Alaska.  If the University of Alaska was bidding but from an unrelated sector than Sea Grant, would this count as a conflic?  The group consensus was that the individual needed to make this call.  McCammon will reflect this in the final policy language.

Another question concerned the definition of “collaborator”.  McCammon said it was someone who receives money from a contract, or commits to participating in a project. Pautzke said that according to NPRB guidelines, if a PI has a CV included in the proposal, it makes them a prominent collaborator.  This system depends on people to tell the truth.  We must ask for disclosure at the outset.

Pautzke moved, and Christie seconded, to approve the draft Conflict of Interest policy with the noted changes. It passed unanimously.

Data Management System RFP
McCammon noted that she had solicited and received written comments and edits from the  Data Management Advisory Committee, the Board, and others, and identified two substantive issues:

1) The call for a full-time data manager.  The intent of this provision was to be able to grow and build partnerships, which can be hard to do with a part time person.  In response to this concern, McCammon removed the requirement for a full-time person and instead emphasized the skill set needed to perform the tasks.  Whether the person would be full time or not would be left up to the proposers.
2) Dividing the RFP into two sets of services: data system and product development.  The concern revolves around  to the potential of having two different data teams working for AOOS.  Molly had consulted the other IOOS regions and they had said most data teams would want to do both.  The division allows AOOS and the Board to pick from the best teams if need be.  So far, McCammon had heard mostly that potential proposers intended to big on both, although several had expressed interest in only one component.
Other topics discussed included whether the RFP had adequately described the need to develop capabilities to “push” data to users instead of only allowing users to “pull” data.  McCammon said the language of the RFP provides latitude to do that, and it can be discussed in the award negotiations.    

Holman noted the language was still vague about the data team team reporting to the Board.  McCammon said we can’t be too specific in the RFP, but can address it in final award negotiations.  

Castellini mentioned that the phrase “will work directly for” is unclear.  The person would be working for their organization, not for AOOS, and it was important to avoid “personal services” problems.  It was decided that “report to and work with” would be better language.  

Pautzke asked if we needed a caveats or a contingency plan in case the team was not operating as planned.  He suggested an end of the year review for the first year, or a 5 year agreement that is renewed each year.  It was agreed that after #6, a line would read “funding for proposals under section 1 is contingent on annual review”. 

Pautzke suggested strengthening page 9, section G so there will be milestones to be reviewed. McCammon mentioned that AOOS funding requirements for NOAA had become very specific.  

Pautzke recommended AOOS post the “standard contract provisions” so it was clear that bidders would need to comply with them.

Christie moved to adopt the May 11th draft of the DMACD RFP with changes made during discussion.  Goll seconded. The draft passed unanimously, and the meeting adjourned.  
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