



Draft
Peer Review and Scientific Input Plan for Stormwater Work Group Strategy

BACKGROUND:  This document describes the Peer Review Plan
  for the Draft Regional Stormwater Monitoring and Assessment Strategy Document being developed by the Stormwater Work Group (SWG).  The SWG is charged with developing a scientifically credible regional monitoring and assessment strategy for answering key questions about stormwater impacts and efficacy of management actions in Puget Sound.  The document detailing the strategy must be delivered to the Puget Sound Partnership and the Washington State Department of Ecology before the end of June 2010, with an implementation plan.  The strategy is currently being developed and a draft document should be written and released to the public by November 1, 2009. 
PURPOSE and SCOPE:  Peer review, as a cornerstone of scientific practice, validates and ensures the quality of science documents.  The purpose of a peer review process is to enhance the quality and credibility of the scientific basis and framework of the Draft Strategy document.  This document synthesizes multiple factual inputs, data, models, assumptions, and applies best professional judgment to bridge uncertainties in the available information for to develop a strategy for monitoring and assessment of the ecosystem health of Puget Sound.  This peer review plan establishes the requirements for peer review of SWG information products and applies to the Stormwater Monitoring and Assessment Strategy in particular.

DEFINITION: For the purposes of this plan, peer review (also referred to as refereeing, technical peer review, or scientific peer review) is defined as the scrutiny of work or ideas by one or more others (peers) who are sufficiently well qualified, who are without conflict of interest, and who are not associated with the work being performed.  A peer is defined as one who is of equal standing with another; in science, the implication is that education and/or experience qualify one to comment on the work of others in a particular field of expertise. These persons may be internal or external to the organizational entity in which the review is conducted. 
ASSUMPTIONS (and reason for conducting peer review):
· Uncertainties exist in the current scientific knowledge 

· The stormwater strategy may have gaps or inadvertent omissions, biases, oversights, and inconsistencies that outside experts might recognize
· Uncertainties and limitations in the approach may need to be better described
· Experts with experience outside of Puget Sound can add valuable perspectives that could help strengthen the strategy

· Conflict of interest issues (because many local people have been involved in crafting the draft strategy) will be of concern to the public and peer review can help mitigate that
· Appropriateness of methods and the strength of the strategy’s inferences need to be judged

· Assumptions, findings, and conclusions may need to be clarified

· Early peer review of the document will help reduce errors and misuse of funds down the line
TIMELINE AND PROCESS:
The SWG will:

· Adopt and apply criteria for selecting reviewers

· Identify potential reviewers (experts in the field)
· Finalize review invite list

· Invite reviewers and provide “written charge” and timeline

· Send draft document to reviewers
· Release the document to the public at the appropriate time

· Receive individual review reports and transmit to primary authors and to SWG as well as post on web page
· Ask primary authors to generate written response to all reviewer reports and suggest edits to strategy

· Review all documents and provide final approval of changes to strategy

GUIDELINES: 

Reviewer Selection - Qualified reviewers must be true peers, must not be associated with the work being performed, and should be selected for their relevant scientific and technical expertise. Reviewers should be able to ensure that the strategy is effectively presented with the intended audience in mind and be cognizant of controversial or high-visibility issues that may be relevant to the public. 
Number of Reviewers. A minimum of four peer reviews by qualified scientists are mandatory for the strategy. Additional peer review may be necessary, depending on the stage of the strategy and the scientific complexity of the product and the intended audience. 

Non disclosure prior to publication. In agreeing to be a peer reviewer for the SWG’s strategy, reviewers must agree to be bound by the strictest scientific ethics in ensuring confidentiality of the science that is being reviewed and to not disclose or divulge any results or conclusions, or to make any public statements regarding the strategy before it is released by the SWG to the public.
CRITERIA FOR SELECTING PEER REVIEWERS:
· Broad, diverse, and balanced panel to fairly reflect different points of view

· Recognized expertise in stormwater science
· Experienced and skilled, including specialists from multiple disciplines
· Lack of current or potential conflict of interest

· Objectivity
· Not involved in development of the document or its precursors
· Range of competing views on the science (which may lead to a sharper product)

· National representation (does not preclude and local expertise as appropriate to the document)
· Willingness and availability to complete the task in the necessary timeframe.  
CHARGE TO THE PEER REVIEWERS
Review the strategy and provide feedback on: 
· Scientific basis of the strategy

· Clarity of the hypotheses and their relevance to the stated policy goals
· Validity of the experimental approach and design

· Clarity of scientific uncertainties and assumptions and implications for scientific conclusions that will be drawn
· Value of information to help identify whether more research is likely to decrease key uncertainties

· Completeness of the proposed strategy

· Robustness of the methods proposed

· Appropriateness of the methods for the hypotheses being tested

· Extent to which the conclusions follow from the analysis, and 

· Strengths and limitations of the overall product
Reviewers will be asked to NOT determine:

· Policy issues (such as amount of uncertainty that is acceptable)

· Amount of precaution needed in projections 

Each peer reviewer will be asked to prepare a report that describes the nature and scope of their review and their findings and conclusions. Each report shall disclose the name of each peer reviewer and a brief description of his or her organizational affiliation, credentials and relevant experiences.  For any conflicting recommendations, the authors of the strategy will conduct a brief communication by email to discuss.  If needed, a joint statement of disagreements will be prepared by the document authors to be approved by the peer reviewers.  
TRANSPARENCY OF PROCESS
These documents will be made available to the public:

· Written charge to the peer reviewers

· Peer reviewers’ names and affiliations
· Peer reviewers’ reports, and 
· SWG’s written response to the peer reviewers’ reports.
LOCAL INPUT ON SCIENTIFIC BASIS FOR STRATEGY
The SWG has provided and will continue to provide opportunities for input from local scientists and practitioners as well as the general public.  These opportunities are:

· February 17-19, 2009: series of three workshops.  32 subject experts refined and articulated overarching assessment questions about stormwater impacts to beneficial uses, efficacy of management actions, and characterization of stormwater and pollutant loading.
· May 19, 2009: public workshop.  165 regional interested persons and experts provided input on developing the strategy and identifying opportunities to link the strategy to other planned or existing efforts.
· June 11 & 16, 2009:  Two “sprint” workshops.  44 academic, agency, and private-sector participants identified a first set of testable hypotheses and data needs for each of the assessment questions.
· November 2009:  Regional interested persons and experts will be asked to provide input on draft strategy.  A follow-up workshop is planned for November 10, 2009.
The notes from events as well as comment summaries and other communications are all posted on the SWG web page (http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs/wq/psmonitoring/swworkgroup.html and/or http://sites.google.com/site/pugetsoundstormwaterworkgroup/home).

Finally, all SWG meetings are open to the public, allow public input, and are posted on the web page.
� Heavily borrowing from:�US Office of Management and Budget.  December 15, 2004.  Final Information Quality Bulletin for Peer Review. And �U.S. Geological Survey Manual 502.3 – Fundamental Science Practices: Peer Review. 


(� HYPERLINK "http://www.usgs.gov/usgs-manual/500/502-3.html" ��http://www.usgs.gov/usgs-manual/500/502-3.html�).





� The National Academy of Sciences defines “conflict of interest” as any financial or other interest that conflicts with the service of an individual on the review panel because it could impair the individual’s objectivity or could create an unfair competitive advantage for a person or organization.
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