Stakeholder advice

on developing the

Puget Sound Coordinated Monitoring Program

July 7, 2009 – 10:00 to 11:30 am – UW-Tacoma

Twenty-six (26) attendees – listed on the attached table.  Partnership staff (Scott Redman) invited members of the Puget Sound Monitoring Consortium’s Governance Committee, the Stormwater Work Group, and the Puget Sound Assessment and Monitoring Program (PSAMP) Steering and Management Committees.

Summary of discussion
Role of this meeting.  Scott Redman (Partnership staff) and Joel Baker (Partnership Science Panel) clarified that advice from this meeting would be used by Partnership staff and Science Panel members in developing a coordinated monitoring and assessment program as authorized by the Partnership’s Leadership Council. 

Scope & nature of the coordinated monitoring program.  Scott clarified that the scope of monitoring in this program would include a blend of ambient conditions & effectiveness monitoring.  In response to Scott’s suggestion that this program would not include monitoring of implementation of activities or compliance with requirements, attendees suggested that the program will need a link to implementation and compliance information so that 

Attendees suggest that the coordinated program initially function as a communications center:  individual monitoring activities are driven, managed, and implemented independently but the coordinated program provides a central venue for two-way communications to ensure optimal collaboration among individual activities.  Attendees agreed that the program would eventually oversee funding so that it can transition from this communications mode to a more central role in decisions about the allocation of funds for monitoring and assessment. 

Steering committee provides strategic direction.  Attendees agreed that the steering committee provides strategic direction for the program and defined this as:  high-level advice about how to develop, support, and maintain the program.  The steering committee would work at the science-policy interface and direct a program that is responsive to the region’s needs.

Attendees suggest that the steering committee help define and ensure compliance with monitoring program requirements and designs that satisfy PS Partnership requirements (e.g., standards for credible monitoring and results; subjects that need to be monitored) as suggested by the Science Panel and Leadership Council and the needs and requirements of others.  Attendees understand that the steering committee will represent broader regional interests than the monitoring program manager (Partnership staff) and who is likely to be more focused on Partnership interests as expressed by the Science Panel and Leadership Council.  

Attendees suggest that the steering committee develop advice to the Partnership and entities investing in ecosystem monitoring about directing funds and monitoring efforts.  Attendees suggest that the steering committee should be one place to discuss the allocation of monitoring program resources by various entities.  This discussion focused on building from existing state budgeting coordination (and PS Partnership role) and expanding to coordinate federal, local, and private allocations for ecosystem monitoring.

One attendee noted that program success might hinge on decisions that are neutral or better for all players.  Without direct authority or funding, the program will need to seek out win-win-win solutions to ensure continued engagement and coordination.  

Steering committee oversees technical committee and work groups. Attendees understand that the program’s technical committee & work groups will propose specific studies and implementation arrangements following strategic direction from the steering committee.  Attendees understand that the technical committee will include representatives from work groups and that work group members will be people with “hands on” responsibilities and experience in ecosystem monitoring.

Attendees suggest that the steering committee commission work groups and facilitate the flow of information both ways to/from work groups to ensure appropriate policy direction for study designs and implementation approaches. (Attendees understand that this is one part of policy input to work groups).  The discussion suggested that the steering committee commissioning and oversight of work groups will help the groups to understand what value they add and to set priorities for their work.

Stakeholder engagement & agency/caucus representation.  Attendees discussed, but arrived at no apparent consensus about, the committee’s role in stakeholder engagement.  Some uncertainties highlighted in this discussion included:

· Should the steering committee be the entity that people interact with to get/share information about monitoring or the coordination of monitoring?

· What is the role of state agency liaisons to the PS Partnership in the monitoring program?  

· Should the steering committee function by caucus representation (following the example of the Stormwater Work Group)?

Steering committee composition.  Attendees view the steering committee as a board of directors and suggest it could include up to 18 people.  Attendees recommend that membership should be focused on entities whose resource management and environmental protection missions and interests depend on information from ecosystem monitoring and assessment.  Attendees suggested that members be selected to develop support and agreement across interests and that ideal steering committee members would provide a blend of scientist and manager perspectives.

Suggestions (without clear consensus) included:  

· Steering committee membership should represent the bulk of the region’s investments in ecosystem monitoring

· Concern about how to avoid conflicts of interest.

· The steering committee can be seen as a blend of the oversight committees for SCCWRP and SFEI.  

Steering committee recruitment.  Attendees felt strongly that the PS Partnership should conduct an open recruitment for members of the Steering Committee.  In addition, they suggested that written materials about the program need to be more direct and clear about the action and/or change that the steering committee and staff would be directing and overseeing. These materials should emphasize that: 

· The steering committee and monitoring program manager will develop a plan (study designs & implementation approaches) for coordinated ecosystem monitoring.

· Monitoring program findings will feed back into decisions about ecosystem recovery.

Trust and transparency.  Attendees agreed that the PS Partnership and Coordinated Monitoring Program operations are the key to transparency and trust for the program.  This is a key stakeholder concern for the program since it is important that decisions about how to get things done, oversight activities, and monitoring program results are above reproach.  Attendees’ suggestions for operations included:

· clear and immediate communications (e.g., summaries of meetings)

· well-documented and justified decisions

· meetings should be open for all to attend

· regular rotation of steering committee membership

Monitoring program staff.  Discussion briefly addressed some thoughts about monitoring program staff.  Ideas (without consensus) included:

· Monitoring program coordinator chairs technical committee and has seat on steering committee or chairs both committees.

· As the point person for the program, the monitoring program coordinator works with the steering committee and brings their advice to the Science Panel.

Staff roles are to coordinate the entities of the monitoring program to (1) describe the monitoring program needed to meet Partnership and others’ requirements and (2) prepare a yearly synthesis and evaluation of the monitoring program and its results. 
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