July 2009 – Stakeholder advice on PS Coordinated Monitoring Program
e-mails following 7Jul09 meeting

General feedback:

Alison Butcher, MBA of King & Snohomish: My understanding is that when the Leadership Council decided to set up a coordinated ecosystem monitoring program at the Puget Sound Partnership, this was a preliminary step to getting a program up and running.  But they also agreed to revisit the issue in a year, leaving open the possibility of setting up a non-profit institute to take on these functions in the future.
 
Are we giving sufficient attention to the possibility that we may ultimately transition to an independent institute?  In setting up a Steering Committee at the Partnership, I want to make sure this is not overlooked.
 
Also, does the Partnership necessarily have to go ahead and hire a monitoring program coordinator before we have a Steering Committee in place?  Shouldn’t the Steering Committee have the opportunity to provide input on hiring a coordinator?

Ecology (via Rob Duff):
· Flow of information:  A vital component to the success of the program will be the flow of information from the Workgroups through the Technical Committee (TC) to the Steering Committee (SC).  Ecology is concerned that the scientists on the workgroups will not have good access to, or communication with, the two committees or other workgroups.  While the TC is set up to be the point of integration for the various disciplines represented on the workgroups, the Partnership should not rely solely on workgroup chairs and the TC for this integration.  Workgroup members other than the chair should have access to the TC when necessary and also to other workgroups to ensure good collaboration. 

· Data collection, assessment and synthesis:  The Consortium report calls for the TC to “analyze data”.  Ecology envisions that data collection and assessment will continue to be housed at existing agencies and that the role of the workgroups and Technical Committee will be to assist Partnership staff in “synthesizing” this information into reports and updates that will provide conclusions and recommendations to the SC and Science Panel (SP).  Clarity on the roles of the Technical Committee and workgroup will address this issue.

· Scope of Workgroups:  The scope of the workgroups will be broad and will likely not encompass all of the expertise needed.  Rather than populate the governance structure with too many underutilized groups, ad-hoc workgroups could be formed, as needed.  These ad-hoc workgroups could draw on both existing members and non-members with specialized expertise. 

· Workload:  As noted in the Consortium’s report, the coordinated monitoring program will need a significant amount of staff.  The current role of PSAMP members represents a manageable workload provided that the Partnership provides the staff for organizing the SC, TC and workgroups, synthesizing information, managing a data portal, preparing reports, updates and recommendations and other organizational tasks.  Agencies and other organizations currently collecting and assessing data should play a role as members of the SC, TC and workgroups and be expected to respond to recommended changes in monitoring but will not have the time for the organizational activities listed above.  

· Integrity of mandated monitoring activities:  Mandated monitoring activities as defined in rule or statute should remain under the purview of the responsible agency.   Proposed changes to such monitoring needs to be made within the context of any statutory requirements that may restrict ability to implement changes.  In addition, any proposed changes to statewide monitoring efforts should consider the benefits of maintaining consistency across the state.  In this respect, the Partnership should maintain good communication with the Washington Forum on Monitoring.

Feedback on specific questions:
 
1. Should the Partnership solicit candidates for Steering Committee membership? 

Shayne Cothern, DNR:  An invitation should be sent out through common channels of communication to solicit interest with a description of roles and responsibilities or at least traits they are looking for to fill these roles accepting additional ideas along with letter of interest. Want a balance of technical as well as policy (political) experience. 

Ken Stone, WSDOT: Yes, the process should be seen as inclusive for all significant  stakeholders, but given the necessity of needing a manageable SC size,  multiple stakeholders will need to be represented by one SC  member.

Mel Oleson, Boeing: It seems premature to be soliciting candidates until some of the more basic questions are resolved such as roles, responsibilities and authorities.  Questions 3, 4, and 5 below are among those that need to be determined first.  Additional concerns would be budgeting duties, prioritizing responsibilities, and responsibility for coordination among agencies.  Probably other have not thought of at this moment.

Jonathan Frodge,SPU: I think we should be constantly be soliciting members as part of our outreach

Bruce Crawford, NOAA Fisheries: Yes, but it should be to the caucus groups not wide open.  For example the federal caucus should be asked to designate one or two representatives for their caucus, the state agencies, the tribes, etc.

Gary Turney, USGS: I think an open solicitation is probably the only one that will be acceptable to stakeholders, but I think the PSP should make specific invitations to particular individuals or agencies to toss their name in the hat, with no promise of their selection being a done deal.  You want to have an open call, if you will, but you need to "seed" the pool to make sure you get some good representation.  A key point that isn't clear is whether the PSP will be soliciting agencies or specific individuals.  Strictly as an example, do you want Gary Turney or do you want USGS?  If the former and you can't get Gary, is there someone else from USGS that will work or will anyone from USGS do?  Or would you rather take Jay Davis from FWS as a Fed.  Again, this is just an example to illustrate a point.

Ecology:  The Partnership should solicit appropriate organizations and allow them to choose a representative.  Regardless of how the SC member s are chosen, it is important that it have broad representation.  We envision that the members will be managers or high-level scientists directly involved in monitoring at all levels of government (local, state, federal, tribal), environmental organizations and industry.  In order to be effective, the size of the SC should be around 15 members.
We recommend that Ecology and PSAMP have representation throughout the structure.  

1. Who in the Partnership makes invitations to join the Steering Committee? 

Shayne Cothern, DNR:  Letters of interest should be reviewed by the Executive Director and staff. The Science Panel Members should then complete the final selection/screening process. Additional background information may be required. 

Ken Stone, WSDOT: the ED David Dicks

Mel Oleson, Boeing: Would suggest the Ecosystem board, or a subcommittee thereof, would evaluate the candidates and make the recommendations.  This board would be best aware of the interests, caucus and capabilities needed.  The leadership team is to high level for this type of decision.  The partnership director and staff do not represent the range of organizations that need to be involved.

Jonathan Frodge, SPU: I think an 'official' PSP invite would be the best 'bait'

Bruce Crawford, NOAA Fisheries: I think it should be from either the Leadership Council or from David Dicks on behalf of the Partnership and Council to the Ecosystem Coordination Board.

Gary Turney, USGS: Anyone can make the invitation, though the higher up the invitor is, the more impressive the invitation is to some and thus more likely to be accepted.  You (Scott Redman) would be fine, David Dicks better, and coming from Ruckelshaus would probably guarantee participation.  More important is who in the PSP makes the decisions as to who is on the SC.  I'd say you, maybe with input from the Science Panel, other PSP staff.

Ecology: The Science Panel is the obvious choice here as this task fits both their role and expertise.  If protocol is better served by having the Leadership Council send invitations, then the LC should consult with the SP on which organizations should be invited.  The SP should also inform the expectations of each representative to be outlined in such an invitation.  Partnership staff should assist the SP as needed.

1. Should Steering Committee members have responsibility to reach back and fully “represent” a caucus or do they represent interests and caucuses less formally? 

Shayne Cothern, DNR:  They should represent less formally citing when they are speaking on behalf of entire caucus.  

Ken Stone, WSDOT:  Yes. Formal is good.

Mel Oleson, Boeing:  The caucus system is reflected in the ecosystem board and to lesser extent in the leadership council.  Thus, would suggest stay with the trend as that will allow easier alignment for making decisions.  Have the steering committee members represent caucus.

Jonathan Frodge, SPU: It should be a requirement of any new member to get up to speed, it should also be a requirement of the caucus to get any new member up to speed

Bruce Crawford, NOAA Fisheries: They should be on the hook to represent their caucus and to interact with their caucus prior to important decisions.

Gary Turney, USGS: I believe a less formal representation is better, and probably more realistic.  Full representation of the caucus is very difficult.  But select members who have a broad view and can present a diversity of opinions, rather than those who focus on only one agenda or viewpoint.

Ecology: It is important that the SC members be free to make decisions based upon scientific results not organizational priorities.  Individual representatives will bring their agency/orgs perspective but should exercise their individual expertise and ability to interpret data.  Input that goes beyond agency/org bias will be necessary if the SC is to make valid conclusions and effective recommendations to the Science Panel and provide direction back to the TC.

1. What is relationship of the Steering Committee and Steering Committee members to PSP’s Science Panel and to science-policy advisory groups? 

Shayne Cothern, DNR:  Committee needs to maintain a balance between implementing guidance set forth by Science Panel and providing recommendations from Technical Committee and Work Groups back to Science Panel. 

Ken Stone, WSDOT: I think the hierarchy should be Science Panel > Steering  Committee > advisory groups.  The Science Panel should have  high-level oversight over the monitoring program plan the the Steering  Committee develops to make sure it is consistent with the Action Agenda.   The advisory/work groups inform the SC as necessary to develop and implement  the monitoring program. The Science Panel should also function as the  "decider" for disputes in the Steering Committee over application of science  to monitoring program development, and/or what is the "best available science"  to use in a particular situation.

Mel Oleson, Boeing: The Science Panel (SP) identifies its priority research needs and conveys the types of sampling and monitoring that are required.  The Steering Committee works to satisfy these needs either through the coordination with other agencies / groups or by establishing a budget line for approval by the leadership committee.  It is a bi-directional relationship as the steering committee attempts to balance available resources with scientific need.

Jonathan Frodge, SPU: I personally know some of them, but I think a much more formal and direct communication would be beneficial.  any monitoring proposal will have to pass peer review of the science panel, but if it an official stamp of approval- that would indicate that the decision to have the monitoring in-house has already been made.  And whether that will or will not be the case, it should not be assumed to have been made already

Bruce Crawford, NOAA Fisheries: Science Panel provides the “what” in terms of what kind of monitoring is needed.  The Steering Committee provides the “who” and “where” and cost estimates, cost sharing scenarios.  The Work groups answer to the Steering Committee and provide the specific detail needed for building the regional monitoring program.  The Monitoring Program Manager builds the basic framework strategy for monitoring and presents it to the Science Panel for approval and to the Steering Committee for comment and to build upon through the use of the various work groups as needed.

Gary Turney, USGS: The SC should take only very broad direction from the Science Panel, something like "we need to look at rising carbon dioxide in Puget Sound" or "we need to consider the effects of sediment load on contaminant transport".

Ecology: The SC should be responsible for reporting on indicators and other monitoring to the SP on a regular basis.  These reports should be accompanied by any recommendations for changes to monitoring strategy.   In addition, the SC is responsible for implementing changes to the monitoring strategy as recommended by the SP.  The SC should implement changes through the TC with an avenue for feedback from the workgroups.

1. What is relationship between the Steering Committee and the monitoring program coordinator? 

Shayne Cothern, DNR:  Coordinator’s role is to work as a collaborator that brings internal and external stakeholders together to address issues being addressed by Steering Committee, Technical Committee, and Work Groups. Coordinator works to ensure existing committees are functioning properly and helps to form and coordinate efforts for sub-groups. Ensures smooth communication between all parties and has strong conflict resolution skills. Needs to be able to provide out of the box ideas while promoting and keeping the program moving forward; action-oriented but politically-sensitive. 

Ken Stone, WSDOT: "Dotted line" in the context of matrix  management.  The program coordinator needs a formal  reporting relationship to the ED or ED's designee on PSP staff, and an  informal reporting relationship to the steering committee.  The program  coordinator needs to facilitate the work of the Steering Committee to ensure  their work moves forward in a timely fashion, and to be the conduit between  the SC and SP.

Mel Oleson, Boeing: The monitoring program coordinator- as a member of the PSP staff- would be that of a board of directors to an chief operating officer.  The board would expect the coordinator to deal with coordinating budgets and resources per the board’s direction.  The coordinator would ensure that SC members were kept informed of recent events.  The coordinator would work with the equivalent counter-part in the Science Panel to bring requests/ issues to the Committee.  The Steering Committee probably will design the job description for the coordinator in cooperation with the PSP Executive director.

Jonathan Frodge, SPU: I think the committee and the coordinator need to define the appropriate decision processes - some may be unilateral, others need consensus

Bruce Crawford, NOAA Fisheries: The Monitoring Program Coordinator acts as the liaison between the Science Panel and the Steering Committee and although that person does not work directly for the Steering Committee, they should have input to that person’s performance evaluations and be able to work well with the participants and have their trust.

Gary Turney, USGS: The coordinator needs to be on the Steering Committee, maybe even chair it, but possibly as a non-voting member.  Something like the Vice President and the U.S. Senate.  Haven't given this a lot of thought, and there are many other possible ways for interaction, but the coordinator needs to be closely involved with the SC.

Ecology: The monitoring program coordinator should be the chair of the SC.

1. What is the role of stakeholders in selecting the monitoring program coordinator?

Shayne Cothern, DNR:  Coordinator should be someone with a proven record of being able to productively work with all stakeholders. This person needs to be someone committed to making this work and trusted by all to be impartial and balanced in their approach.

Ken Stone, WSDOT: To provide input on the skill set, and the most  important component of the skill set, to be sought in a  coordinator.   The Steering Committee should have input on the  interview questionnaire (if there is one) and a seat on the selection  interview panel.

Mel Oleson, Boeing: The stakeholders would have little role in selecting a coordinator.  That task would be done either by the Ecosystem board that is tasked with selecting the Steering Committee members or by the Steering Committee itself.  This is a critical choice as the coordinator needs to work well with the steering committee members- so they need to have a say in who it is.

Jonathan Frodge, SPU: wouldn't this need to be done with the Science Panel?  I'm not sure of all who should be involved.

Bruce Crawford, NOAA Fisheries: They should be able to comment upon the top three candidates or even be able to interview the top three candidates and provide their insights to the PSP for consideration.

Gary Turney, USGS: I believe stakeholders should have minimum input into the hiring.  You could select a couple of representatives of the Monitoring Consortium or Stormwater Work Group to be on a selection panel if you wish, but do not try to have full stakeholder representation, and the final hiring decision should be made by one person at the PSP.  This individual is a PSP employee, and you have to live with the selection.  It would be shortsighted of the PSP to give ultimate control of the hiring to a group of stakeholders.  Besides, then the hire becomes a political issue, and you don't want that.  
