Decision Framework Implementation Workgroup
May 4, 2012 Meeting DRAFT Summary/Action Items
ATTENDANCE:
· Carl Hershner 
· Doreen Vetter 
· Greg Allen
· Greg Barranco 
· Nita Sylvester 
· Rich McEntee
· Tim Wilke
ACTIONS:
· Send Carl comments regarding his presentation no later than Tuesday May 8th.
· Decision needs to be made about how much if any of ChesapeakeStat will be presented
· Each DFIW member needs to think about at least 1 issue that is well developed to bring to MB to next meeting following May 9th.
· Nita to send to Doreen/Rich the Public Access presentation Amy provided at the Coordinators/Staffers mtg on 4/12/12.
SUMMARY
· Meeting Materials available at mtg webpage: http://www.chesapeakebay.net/calendar/event/18273/ 
· Carl asked for updates related to DF content uploads to ChesapeakeStat development site
· Discussed comments received on draft 5/9/12 MB mtg presentation and how they were addressed
· Discussed plans for how to facilitate the 5/9/12 MB mtg agenda item and ideas future MB mtgs
DETAILED MEETING MINUTES
The meeting was called to order at 1:05pm 5-4-12
Updates related to DF content uploads to ChesapeakeStat development site
· No new updates on mentor roles.
· Rich: We have transitions away from spending tons of time with the GITS to work thru the DF….now focusing on populating the website.
· Have oysters (text) habitats (fish passage and wetlands) water quality (overall GIT – overview page will be used as template site for others) wastewater. Storm water is still pending. Still waiting on them to give us data.
· Greg A: for wastewater next workgroup meeting is planning to have a first draft walk-thru talk-thru.  Past discussions were more high level stuff because the group had not yet seen the draft and we didn’t discuss technical details…spoke more of the benefits that group would derive. 
· Rich: still missing watersheds (overall plan) nod tracking projects. Now in the process of going back to the stakeholders and going back to have discussions about the graphics, layouts, text, etc. fine details.
· Doreen: not sure how hard to press
· Carl: not sure yet….I am now focused on preparing for next MB meeting…would like to come back to MB with some decision issues framed up…and help explain to them how it will help the MB and their decision making activities as well as benefits to the bay program as a whole.
· Carl: I‘m assuming Brent among others would have ideas about BaySTAT and how good of a model it would be for us. But that’s a discussion for another time.
· Nita: git5 and git6 data? Where do they stand on the website.
· Rich: Stewardship GIT has not provide us with a completed decision framework to do anything with
· Doreen: Amy told me the wouldn’t be ready to share the public access DF until it goes out for public review….likely July-august timeframe. We don’t even have a hard copy to put data on the development site with. GIT5 is very nervous about sharing data.
· Carl: GIT5 is reasonably far along with public access DF….but we just can’t share it publically yet until it is completely finished. 
· Carl: hopefully the decisions at the MB will help alleviate some of those GIT5 concerns
· Rich: I received a copy of GIT6 plan that is still being developed. Everyone in this group is part of GIt6…easy to look past. Doreen and I are still trying to determine where on the website it will “live” and where under the general framework GIT6 will fit in the organization.
· Next GIT6 meeting is June 5yh. Carl will trying to get overdue GIT6 materials to Greg Allen well before that June 5th meeting so it can be discussed in depth at that meeting.
· Greg A; water quality goal team as written first draft. We received lots of comments from Katherine Antos which had us undergo a major re-write. We are now waiting on GIT char approval before we distribute this new draft to the whole GIT. We currently don’t have a timeline for completion….still waiting to hear back from Katherine and she is busy with WIP review.
Discussed comments received on draft 5/9/12 MB mtg presentation and how they were addressed
· Carl: I received lots of comments from GIT chairs...staffers...coordinators regarding the presentation I will give to the MB.
· We are now down to 12 slides including title slide.
· The major information delivery points are to 1) MB understands progress is being made on this --- some level of activity going on program wide 2) advise MB the number of benefits that are emerging from this activity…some unexpected benefits 3) hopefully leave them with an understanding that benefits are accruing at 3 different levels.
· GIT operations…workgroup operations
· Program level – identification of emerging needs and collaborative opportunities…implications for MB itself
· Not trying to ultimately decide what the MB or PSC does with the structure of the program
· #3 insights developing about that might be most practical considerations for designing or redesigning program as it goes forward…and high level goals. Want to highlight there are pieces growing that might inform that discussion in the future….we want to be clear that we will not attempt to predetermine what the program should do…or what we expect will happen
· We don’t want to give explicit definitions of what the GITs are doing and what the outcomes will be.
· Carl: my intention is to go through slides in around 20 mins…with final message of progress is being made and there are 3 areas where benefits are already emerging form this process. Set up expectation to frequently update and report to MB….where we bring them decision issues.
Discussed plans for how to facilitate the 5/9/12 MB mtg agenda item and ideas future MB mtgs
· Carl: want to discuss planning for next presentations to MB. Already spoke briefly to rich and Doreen about this. Want to clarify what we want to be accomplish during this process. I’m soliciting any ideas you have…on what that main issue may be.
· We need to determine how this will be framed.
· Nita: sometimes the GIT chairs surprise us and really think deeply about this stuff.
· Greg: Did Cairn talk to you all about displaying visually how this process will work, and how the MB will look across the GITs and see where collaboration is occurring or where it could occur. Cairn and I and Bruce Vogt have talked about possibly using a quick demonstration using ChesapeakeStat to help convey this.
· Example of Harris Creek on ChesapeakeStat. Zoom out to big level to see where oyster beds are located…then possibly show other layers about land development…etc.
· Carl: Cairn briefly mentioned that. My concern is that the impression we want to deliver to MB is not so much that there is a ton of info available….we wanted them to come into this with an example of a well framed issue where there is a well defined example of benefit. 
· Rich: one thing that has occurred since I have been here at CBPO….is the separation of what is occurring on the website….but to create that separation in the minds of the people in the GITs
· Carl is focused on a discussion that shows the point of the process itself….rather than set of details and examples...my experience is executives get hung up on small details like the look of the website rather than focusing on the major fundamental aspects of the process itself.
· Greg B: I think we are so far along in this process….that they currently don’t fully appreciate the value of this process. I think we are at a critical juncture where we need a presentation that shows examples of this value.
· Rich: my concern is if you show the MB the oyster example we need to make it clear that what we are showing is not complete.
· Doreen: I can see both approaches having value and merit. Whatever decision is made we will do the best to support that dialogue. I just feel that with fisheries we have a tenuous relationship with them already.
· Nita: if we are getting pushback….there is a spot on the agenda where we could talk about it during the GIT chairs discussion…and we can have ChesapeakeStat available while they are talking. Would something like that be possible?
· Doreen: sure whatever we have we can show with the caveat that it is unfinished and in progress…the pages can we preloaded. 
· Nita: Biggest thing is to get the MB members and GIT chairs to agree to continue with this process.
· We could only include the goals they that are included in their decision frameworks.
· Greg B: concern that if we don’t show some example to the MB soon the decision framework will go the way of the Chesapeake registry and be under-utilized and die out due to lack of buy-in at the management level.
· Carl: just concerned framing something as a discussion that isn’t completely formulated being advertised that is completed. 
· Greg B: with packed agenda and just 10 minute example….we don’t have time for a long discussion but we can set it up as a type of teaser for a future meeting.
· Greg A: during discussion of benefits during presentation…we can talk about the outcomes and benefits there. “A long term timeline for continued implementation” but I don’t see any slides about this topic right now. Carl how do you have a plan to show this? And talk about how it being a long term tool ingrained in our decision making processes.
· Greg A: fear they think the DF process is a fad and that there are no drivers in place. I need see any slides behind this key outcome. Perhaps this can be addressed in a few slides?
· Carl: the long term commitment to this is…as soon as we had sufficient content to identify issues to bring to the MB then we would start doing that. I was hoping in the June or July MB meetings that we brought forth at least one specific issue raised from the DF process of real life examples to the MB.
· Greg B: as long as we have timeline to show to them on May 9th.
· Nita: I think the confusion is the way the requested action is written on the agenda. It makes it should like we want them to agree to develop and agree to the GIT process. We don’t want them to develop a process and long term timeline…we want MB approval for us to do that work.
· Doreen: the color coded process…..perhaps we should give GIT 6 some red or yellow…we currently are only the only all green bar.
· Green = made a pass
· Perhaps we show some yellows at the end so we don’t overreach with our own self characterization.
· Nita: Carl if you can clearly articulate how they can become green then we could leave GIT6 bar all green.
· Carl: Alert people working with GITs…we need to turn some more attention to the monitoring and assessment protocols. We need to help lead the GITs through this. We will likely need to accomplish this by doing some strategic questioning.
· We need to guide people through appropriate strategies or monitoring things. This will help prepare GITs to interface with STAR.
· STAR is waiting, and chomping at the bit for this to happen.
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