Decision Framework Implementation Workgroup

April 20, 2012 Meeting DRAFT Summary/Action Items

Attendance
Greg Allen (in person)

Brent McCloskey (in person)

Doreen Vetter (in person)

Nita Sylvester (in person)

Tim Wilke (in person)

Scott Phillips (in person)

Carin Bisland (call)

Rich McEntee (call)

Greg Barranco (in person)

Carl Hershner (in person) 

Michael Mason (call)

Action Items
1. Carl will draft a presentation for the 5/9/12 MB mtg (based on feedback from today’s discussion) by 4/25/12.
2. Nita will send out draft presentation to DFIW and GIT Coordinators/Staffers asking for comments by Noon on 5/1/12.  She will compile comments and send to Carl.

3. Carl will provide a final presentation to Tim/Greg by COB 5/2/12 (for posting on MB mtg webpage)
Summary
· Meeting Materials available at mtg webpage: http://www.chesapeakebay.net/calendar/event/18135/ 
· 3-23-12 DFIW meeting summary was approved with no revisions.
· GIT mentors provided brief updates related to status of each GIT’s documentation of their use of the DF for at least one of their goals.  Also described feedback received during 4/12/12 Coordinators/Staffers mtg. related to lessons learned, issues, and next steps for the GITs.
· Carl facilitated discussions related to preparations for the 5/9/12 MB mtg presentation:
· Carl explained the general structure of a proposed presentation

· Remind MB why we are implementing the DF

· Remind MB what are the seven categories of the DF

· Provide MB w/ a status of each GIT’s implementation of DF

· Provide MB w/ outcomes/benefits of the process for GITs/Workgroups, CBP Management, and Future CBP Design.
· Group provided feedback related to the proposed presentation, including a discussion of the outcomes (benefits and issues) relative to GITs/Workgroups, CBP Management, and Future CBP Design
· Group determined status of each GIT’s first pass at implementing the DF for at least one of their goals.  Status determinations were made relative to each of the seven categories of the DF.
Detailed Meeting Minutes
· The meeting was called to order at 10:10am.

· Carl: quick updates from everyone on what has recently occurred

· Brent: fisheries GIT update….

· Oysters goal has been plugged through DF.

· Cairn: I asked each coordinator and staffer for impressions and issues with what issues they encountered…these are the only very new updates

· They found it very useful being able to pull together everything that is going on…EO outcome….etc…and justifying it through decision framework 

· Scott Phillips: next steps…..not all are positive….

· Cairn: the EC of GIT1 is made up of MDDNR, VAMRC, NOAA, and USFWS. They said they weren’t really sure how the DF would change how they really do business. They were willing to concede it was something that might be useful in interacting with other GITs such as water quality. When looking at the land-water-fish connection goal they thought it would be useful from that perspective. Bruce and Adam feel most positive about this because they have worked on it most.

· The general GIT and GIT1 leadership EC doesn’t quite see it yet.

· Brent: well we also need to emphasize that we are using it to communicate externally to not just internally….with public…ChesapeakeStat…etc…

· At the very least it shows of how it makes them more accountable to public. That’s where I really see the value in this. So we understand how a grp got from point a to point b. Justifies decisions.

· Cairn: people are not necessary seeing the utility…because they don’t see the value of the innate review structure…the water quality piece that Scott and Greg were working on…they were able to build on the accountability framework logic….point out a purpose for it

· Carl: let’s go thru rest of GITs.

· Scott: Greg and I shared a draft from the leadership of the water quality GIT. Katherine Antos had really good comments. We will give it back to them on Monday. Their GIT leadership will go thru it. A lot of feedback was “can we better use the TMDL documentation and framework (accountability framework) as a focus to build the rest of the DF off of.

· Carl: program level suite of issues, approaches, strategies….can use this as something to plug into al of them. The real advantage and insight at the high level assessment was…the TMDL is only a portion of the bay program…a healthy program will focus on more than just TMDL focus and water quality. Will help assess and consider what the CBP is currently NOT working on.

· Cairn: ***SEE RECORDING**** water quality goals usually stop at just load reductions…doesn’t question if we are doing the right things or strategies….to accomplish goal.

· Narrow focus…particularly for wastewater workgroup...

· Are the workgroups in fact the highest priority…or should the other issues be focused on…are other issues properly assigned….EURKEA MOEMENT…

· GREG A: The diagram document shows the 3 independent processes…each of the 3 levels have value and importance….

· Carl: emerging insights as to what should be the WQGIT’s focuses…but first we need to understand where it is right now….

· Scott: we have only worked with GIT leadership…not the GIT at large so far….but the leadership sees the value.

· Positive feedback from leadership.

· They were defensive at first and it has come full circle now.

· Carl: GIT1 has opposite issue. Staff sees the use. Leadership does not see value.

· Megan Hession: fish passage….we identified factors influencing the goals and achievement

· Carl: which elements of the GIT still need to be convenience…who has been converted…

· Staffer is converted…..GIT has going thru numerous drafts…they are fine with another work plan and putting it online….

· They really are looking forward to seeing where they can link into with other GITs…that is where the leadership sees the most value…

· ALL PARTS of the program need to be bought in. GIT LEADERSHIP, GIT MEMBERS, etc

· Carin: I remember a conversation where they said American shad would no longer be measured…knowing this….would this process or indicator still be useful to u?

· Nita: they are developing options on to what degree the shad should be measured…if at all…it’s not a focus to them right now…because of EO. If it is important to your GIT that needs to be conveyed to the leadership…PA was concerned that we will no longer be tracking shad publically…they were very concerned that it could change.

· Carl: these conversations are what I want from his meeting…more substantive details behind GIT decisions and concerns…(see recording)

· I want to put together a list of what strategic decisions may be needed to facilitate coordination.

· Carl: my plan is to indentify for them is one of the emergent benefits of this exercise is…..as it has evolved it seems we will have 3 different levels of decision framework……Greg Allen outlined that each GIT will have an appropriate amount of levels of decision framework….it informs the essential near term discussion of the design and purpose of the bay program…

· Cairn: 3 levels in habitat too…interactivity of habitats…..3rd level migratory species.

· Scott: toxic contaminates and human health isn’t even on the radar for the water quality group right now…

· Doreen: that gets into the focus that there is a whole other body of work away from the TMDL that needs to get done…

· Cairn: the CBP doesn’t need to do absolutely everything……these are the factors that are influencing meeting this goal….things such as bacteria and health impacts need to be recognized…and see who is working on it and what is being done about it.

· Cairn: I think the DF helps us better articulate….things that need to get done…but perhaps the CBP is not the right organization to get some of the goals done

· Carl: some are done best with federalist approach while others rare done bone best by socialist approach….

· Greg Allen: brings up influences of issues and control//////Cairn described one of the reasons we are doing this…and include that mid strategy level….is because we think our bay program goal is to know what the overall broad strategic approach is…regardless of where it is more of an influencing role or controlling role….helps identify gaps too…….and then the CBP can determine if that is something that can be influenced…lets at least think of how we influence the outcome…

· Carl: DF is most developed tracking  tool or protocol for some groups…which helps…mark and the staff in that group are fully on board….Mary Bryer on board but not everyone has been involved fully yet.

· Cairn: they have never asked for approval…yet….

· Purposes: communication within the group…documentation of where they are….external communication…..historical documentation role….can provide good reference points in the future…

· Useful to document over their decisions have evolved over time…

· Cairn: we can use the framework to get the streams workgroup going…..this might un-stall the group and re-focus them…

· Cairn: GIT5 is using public access as their framework…not willing to share beyond this group because the public access document is not completed or public yet. GIT5 also has a gap analysis word document table…but they are keeping it private….won’t even share with us

· By going thru the framework the GIT5 staff indentified gaps that they will implement in strategy….helped them catch things they should be indentifying

· THEY MADE A GAPS TABLE>…..IDNETIFED GAPS IN THINKING

· Nita: treasured landscapes goal. Cairn brought out streams workgroup in habitat GIT…if I was a MB level and the stewardship GIT went thru DF and streams workgroup went thru DF then all 3 things could have crossed…..MB member would ask “why didn’t those 3 similar groups work together to develop their DF or work together on strategy…

· MB MIGHT TASKS US TO DEVELOP DOCUMENT THAT CROSSES GITS AND WORKGROUPS….ONE LARGER PLAN…or several larger issue specific plans

· Greg A: GIT6. We are believers but are still developing. I have a list of 13 benefits on substantive organizational benefits….some of the groups are already seeing value. Our investment to this point has been marshalling the troops to help the other goal teams.

· Carl: this is what I’m imagining we need to assemble to take to MB. Quick reminder what DF is and why it’s getting done. Reduction in uncertainly…increase effectiveness….response to NAS report. Enables bay program to meet needs for accountability. DF brings adaptive management and accountability.

· Carl: Then I would like to have a quick summary table. Here’s the GIT…here are the goals that exist within the group…if u look thru decision framework they have gone thru the factors analysis…first past at monitoring…etc…

· COLORED TABLE OR CHART? THAT GIVES THEM AN IDEA OF THE LIST OF GOALS AND WHICH GOALS HAVE BEEN THRU PROCESS.

· Then answer question of “what are we going to do once we learn all of this?”

· What is the end goal?

· Carl: now the question is if we can share the goals spreadsheet….will GITs be comfortable of sharing this info

· GIT5 was dismayed when they heard we would use it at STAC. They thought internal was only at this office…rather than within the boarder bay program groups. They will likely be concerned with using at MB too.

· Doreen: there is also further cleaning up to do on lists…particularly with phrases….such as :goal statements…need to ensure it is what they want.

· Evidence of potential benefits emerging at 3 levels (1) at Goal Teams themselves (2) Workgroups (3) Program Wide

· In each one of the first few steps there are a few examples of where the DF has helped clarify within the GIT of their roles…healthy watersheds group forced them to clarify their definition of healthy watersheds.

· Carin: we should explore with Sustainable Fishers GIT…Bruce made a comment about how oyster metrics would be able to provide a benefit to them with oysters.

· OUTCOMES AS WELL AS OUTPUTS.

· List “here are the advantages emerging in the GITs” “here are the benefits inherent in all the different steps

· We are discovering is that the GITS cannot be left to work independently at a partnership level….things need to be reevaluated or monitored…

· What were not trying to define what the “character of what those decisions may be”

· Focus on “ decision making at level higher than GITs” rather than “management board”

· Mike Mason: I wanted to add on role of MB. It seems to me that the /// the DF was going to be a button up approach…but eventually it will evolve into an adaptive management plan for the bay program OVERALL. Stove-piping stage right now out of necessity. Once the MB starts hearing quarterly updates of where the GITs are and process…looking across different GITs and seeing similarities and differences…eventually this will all feed into one big bay wide DF.

· MB needs to see how they are operating themselves….evaluate and adaptive themselves…not just YES or NO each stovepipe GIT plan

· The component where the MB has major decision making power is ****SEE RECORDING****

· To prevent numbing thru many points…..need to boil it down to what decisions need to be made…what the data is…..

· *see recording8

· Carin: needs to include this data hand and hand with our transition to phase 2 in the program overall….

· Brent: HAD GOOD POINT **see recording***

· Not all the GITs feel beholden to the bay program.

· Carl: identify the fact that as GITs are developing plans…the GITs see need for higher level coordination and program management to allow them to become effective to reach their end points

· Other 2 things are: (1) in order for this to work EVERYONE has to go thru with it…we need higher pressure to ensure they participate in the progress…from MB or wherever….GIT5 won’t cooperate unless we have a “cop” to add pressure (2) 

· Carin we need to raise this…to then determine which info about this goes to the PSC if any at all

· What should we bring to PSC?

· Carl: focus on low confrontation…see the value of what happens if all GITs participate….if one holds back all are disadvantaged…

· They agreed to this @ GIT Chairs meeting…sometimes peer pressure is best…..valuable for the GIT chairs to meet with one another periodically

· Brent: if I was a MB member….I look at what one doesn’t look like other ones…they may voice at meeting…it might organically snowball…we might not need to coax it

· Once u become a member of a group there are certain benefits and obligations u need to do…there are certain obligations to be part of GIT…

· Can we dangerous if we vote someone off the island….some of them might want to be off the island

· Include the opportunities and the need the advantages of higher level coordination

· Need for oversight to ensure consistency and full development of this across entire program

· One of the insights that seems to be coming out of this is….we have all these groups running around making plans and goals…there is an amazing disconnect between the financial management and budget management of the by program and all the strategic planning an activity efforts. The financial management is too process focused and too separated from the rest of group….too disconnected from impact of those funds and what it will enable….

· Carin: what I would say is defining that is very important need a good connection of section approach of what we are doing. It is a larger issue than that. Needs to be issue with connection to all financial management systems and not just focus on EPA funding…

· Big thing is when we did the Chesapeake registry…we didn’t have a use or goal for it…only did it was because congress told us to do something…..

· One thing interested about Carl’s financial link…once we create something that has a need and purpose will help to make the system more useful by only grabbing info that it needs,….then the benefit is worth the amount of resources being put in to accomplish this.

· Financial management is the end game.

· As the GITS are doing their planning it is clear there are multiple needs for the resources the CBP has.  Knowing what the resources are. Knowing what allocations are…knowing what the goals are.

· Agencies can make their own decisions to move funds to address shortfalls….we will never overcome hot hand decisions making….

· Just an overall suggestion “ you can redirect funds to assess problems”

· Nita: Many of the GITS that are focused on EO outcomes….the funding planning has been identified….

· Nita: is there a need for more than federal funds? If so then does the GIT ask partners, NGOs, states, for more funding?

· Take it back to factor analysis. Funding will be one of those factors. Identify funding gaps. GIT’s plans should note and reflect any financial gaps

· SEE REOCRDING FOR CARLS OVERALL SUMMARY 11”47am

· Need and opportunities for collaboration between GITs where goals and needs overlap.

· Some group needs to monitor process and implementation of DF process and provide pressure

· The resource planning (programmatic resource planning) to map back to the goals and objectives of program

· What the bay program currently is…w...at does it aspire to be

· Helps set narrative and discussion to talk about future design and purpose of bay program. Helps to address future course of program.

· Carin: Do u plan to address this at May 9th meeting? Would be good because then we can bring this to the PSC the very next week.

· Nita requested 90 minutes to talk to the PSC and MB about this.

· Nita: is STAC going to be ready to articulate what they think about what goals are missing

· Carl: current progress of STAC is….if everyone in STAC tried to redefine bay program it may upset the members….gave them steps…first step is charged to think about the trajectory the system is on…and ask what are appropriate goals in the future.

· We need to think about climate change….then identify factors and trends on that

· We need to know about economy etc….will help identify goals and trends…

· Carin: we need to make sure we articulate this….as looking at the gaps in the current program. The most recent EO strategy has goals to restore the Chesapeake. One of the key things we need to be very careful about is an opportunity to head in the right direction.

· Aspirations for afternoon session is to identify which benefits derived are most useful…..and then identify the most pertinent ones to display to MB.

· Nita: the sooner we can share some comments to the MB that support the presentation

· Greg B: we are commitment to get to the MB members by a week in advance….

· Carl send something by 25th then coordinators meet on XXXX

· Then send materials to MB by May 2nd.

· Do we want the MB to make a decision or just discussion?

· Greg B thought it made sense to get some type of approval…need to define their decision process….such as every 2 months we will bring this for approval.

· Scott: Need to revisit the role of MB. Was last updated in Jan.

· “Here is what we plan to bring to you next”

· Shows advantages of early adopters and what the late bloomers are missing out on..GITs

· Highlight opportunities …highlight options

· Talk about long term goal of making this an organized structure for the MB to make decisions and stay informed of GITs and help MB fulfill function. 

· Chairs need to see items we are queuing up…could help with GIT chair participation

· We need to start moving thru stage 2. We need to be implementing both stage 2 parts…can try to tie this into stage 2 adoption. And how it will help us continue into stage 2

· DFIW will present this information in a PowerPoint. Carl Hershner will present. 

· Greg thought it should be separate discussion or agenda item from the rest of the Decision Framework.

· ***see recordings for this whole area***

· Carl: need to add term limits on chairs.

· Carl thinks independent evaluator is very important….**see recording**

· Mike Mason: I still feel we should have internal evaluator too….thru the DF process we determine where we are meeting goals or not. We are falling short, or exceeding these…but never addresses WHY is this happening. GIT6 could play function of being OPERATIONAL EVALUATOR. I think this can be done internally with a team.

· Craft accomplishment graph.

· Afternoon session **********

· SEE RECORD

BENEFITS

Goals:

Opportunity to review and evolve goals

Alignment of mission with goal team

Articulate and define what their goals meant and link tighter to workplan and evaluation

Factor analysis:

Recognition that all factors aren’t being considered 

Identification o f areas of potential overlap between GITs

Gaps in Current Efforts:

Emergence of the idea that management strategies not addressing all the factors necessary to achieving goals 

Management Strategies:

Document the logic of why you are doing what you are doing.

· How do we say it in a balanced way that “this will change how we are going to do things, once we get past the first hard steps”

· Cost of keeping this process up to date, keeping it alive, governance of the program

· Don’t get rid of mentors…have periodic check-ins every month or so. (this helps eliminate the 1’s under program assessment and management adaptively)

· Checks to see if outcomes have been accomplished

· The way to frame Phase 2 @ the Program…if we already have this decision framework implemented then we can instantly apply it to all new goals and processes that pop up in phase 2 and other parts in the future

· Carl: Bottom line is to respond to the charge that the program does not adaptively manage itself and is not accountable of why it is spending public funds the way it is

· ****ADD “NEXT STEPS” SECTION

· Acknowledge right in the beginning that progress is being made and it is ongoing

Presentation at May 9th Management Board:
· Allow GIT chairs to speak for a few minutes after Carl’s presentation.

· Opportunity for chairs to react to what is going on in other GITs.

· Tell them they are on the spot to give some comments.
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