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Our Directive from the Legislature

• Facilitate the development of 
an ongoing monitoring 
consortium in Puget Sound, 
similar to Chesapeake Bay or 
San Francisco Bay
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Why the Consortium is Needed

• The current, collective 
approach to monitoring and 
assessment:
–is not efficient
–is not cost-effective
–does not meet the needs
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Our Members

• Local governments
• State agencies
• Federal agencies
• Tribal representatives
• Private businesses
• Environmental groups
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Our Accomplishments

• Reviewed national programs
• Developed two organizational 

models
• Sponsored pilot projects
• Established Stormwater Work 

Group
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Our Recommendations
• Partnership is decision maker 
• Governance decision: 

June 30, 2009
• Transition period: 2009-2011
• Maintain current funding
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Our Proposed Structure
• Two options to oversee and 

manage the program
– A program at the Puget Sound 

Partnership, or
– An independent private institute

• “Work Groups” coordinated 
under the umbrella structure
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Puget Sound Partnership

Government agencies

State, Pacific Northwest, national 
monitoring coordination entities

Regional monitoring and 
assessment program

Steering Committee

Technical 
Committee

etc.

Work Groups

Staff

State agency based program 
housed at the Partnership 

Relationships to define:

Directs/reports
Requests other work
Coordinates

Leadership 
Council

Ecosystem 
Coordination Board

Science 
Panel

Executive 
Director & 

Staff
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Government agencies

Private 
Institute

etc.

Work Groups

Independent Private Institute

Board & 
Executive Director

Technical 
CommitteeStaff

Relationships to define:

Directs/reports
Coordinates and requests other work
Coordinates

Partnership

Science 
Panel

Regional monitoring and 
assessment program

State, Pacific Northwest, national 
monitoring coordination entities

Leadership 
Council

Ecosystem 
Coordination Board

Executive 
Director & 

Staff
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Our Recommendations
• Implement the decision on a 

governance structure:
– Provide essential staff
– Fund “work groups”
– Initiate cost-sharing arrangements
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– Karen Dinicola, Project Manager
kdin461@ecy.wa.gov or 360.407.6550

– Jim Reid, Facilitator
jfalconerreid@comcast.net or 206.324.2061

– Joanna Richey, King County
joanna.richey@kingcounty.gov or 206.296.8056

– Heather Trim, People for Puget Sound
htrim@pugetsound.org or 206.382.7007

– Bruce Crawford, NOAA Fisheries
bruce.crawford@noaa.gov or 360.534.9348

– Kris Holm, Association of Washington Business
krisholm@comcast.net or 206.829.8792

– Rob Duff, Department of Ecology
rduf461@ecy.wa.gov or 360.407.6699

– Scott Redman, Puget Sound Partnership
scott.redman@psp.wa.gov or 360.725.5448
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Questions?
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