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Working Group meeting agenda

Sunday, June 20, 2004 (optional)

	9:00 am – 

5 :00 pm
	Wildflower walk to Cape Split (contact Reg Newell at newellrb@gov.ns.ca for further information): Meet at 8:30 am at the Old Orchard Inn
Dr. Peter Wells, navigator and Ruth & Reg Newell, wildflowers interpreters



	Afternoon
	Ken-Wo Golf & County Club (contact Larry Hildebrand at larry.hildebrand@ec.gc.ca or David Keeley at david.keeley@maine.gov for further information)

New Minas / Wolfville

Tee–off times must be booked three days in advance, $50.00 green fee




Monday, June 21, 2004, Old Orchard Inn, Wolfville, NS
	7:30 am
	Breakfast on your own in the Acadian Room



	8:30 am
	Welcome and introductions for meeting that convenes in the Blomidon Room

Patricia Hinch, NS Department of Environment and Labour and GOMC Working Group Chair



	8:40 am
	Approval of consent agenda

1. March 2004 WG meeting decision and action items review - Michele Tremblay, Council Coordinator
2. MA Secretariat Annual Report - Michele Tremblay
3. GOMC Reference Handbook revision update - Michele Tremblay

4. Contractor status report – Pat Hinch and Cindy Krum, US Gulf of Maine Association
5. Gough project status report - Justin Huston, NS Department of Agriculture and Fisheries
6. MA legislation and Ocean Management Initiative update - Susan Snow-Cotter, MA Office of Coastal Zone Management
7. Indicators Workshop update - David Keeley, ME State Planning Office
8. Fall research priorities workshop - David Keeley
9. GOM Summit update - Patricia King, Summit contractor

10. Oceans Commission update and next steps – David Keeley and Susan Snow-Cotter

11. Committee, sub-committee, and task force reports
· Data Information and Management Committee - Seth Barker, ME Department of Marine Resources and [sole] Committee co-chair
· Environmental Quality Monitoring Committee – Dr. Steve Jones, University of NH and Dr. Peter Wells, Environment Canada and Committee Co-chairs
· Public Education and Participation Committee – Theresa Torrent-Ellis, ME State Planning Office and Marilyn Webster, NS Department of Education and Committee Co-chairs
· Habitat Monitoring Sub-committee - Hilary Neckles, USGS and Reg Melanson, Environment Canada, Canadian Wildlife Service and sub-committee Co-chairs
· Habitat Restoration Sub-committee - Jon Kachmar, Habitat Restoration Coordinator Gulf of Maine Program 
· GOMMI - Susan Snow-Cotter
· Nature-based Tourism Task Force - Theresa Torrent-Ellis
· Northeast Aquatic Nuisance Species Panel - Susan Snow-Cotter and John McPhedran, ME Department of Environmental Protection and Panel Co-chairs
· Sewage Management Task Force – Dr. Peter Wells and Pat Hinch, Task Force Co-chairs
· Science Translation Project - Susan Snow-Cotter and David Keeley


	8:45 am
	Reaching consensus: developing ground rules for Council meetings – an introduction to the process

Jane Tims, NB Department of Environment and Local Government


	9:15 am


	Emerging issues update

Climate Change GOM Climate Change Network 

Gary Lines, Environment Canada

	9:35 am
	Expanding the US Marine Managed Area Inventory throughout the Greater Gulf of Maine Ecosystem (update)

Brad Barr, NOAA National Marine Sanctuary Program and Tim Hall, Department of Fisheries and Oceans



	10:05 am
	Acting on the GOMC committee, sub-committee, and task force survey results – accept recommendations
Michele Tremblay



	10:35 am
	Implementing the Transition Team report including contract manager description, contract review process, policy/development position, and role of the USGOMA executive director in relation to the administration of contracts – accept recommendations for next steps

Pat Hinch



	11:15 am
	DFO Oceans Strategy - How can the Council support designation of the GOM as a Large Oceans Management Area? – update and next steps

Pat Hinch



	11:30 am

15 min.

15 min.

15 min.
	GOMC Action Plan implementation

Goal I: Protect and restore coastal and marine habitats

Habitat Restoration Strategy

Ted Diers, NH Coastal Program

Marine Habitat Primer

Habitat Conservation Sub-committee 

Katie Lund, MA Office of Coastal Zone Management and Sub-committee Co-chair
Goal II: Protect human health and ecosystem integrity

Developing an integrating monitoring approach based on December 2002 workshop actions and forming a recommendation

Dr. Peter Wells and Louise White, EQMC contract staff


	12:15 pm
	Lunch on your own in the Acadian Room


	1:15 pm
	BoFEP agreement – presentation and next steps for executing agreement
Dr. Barry Jones, BoFEP [Dr. Peter Wells and Pat Hinch]



	1:40 pm
	Time for unfinished business or consideration of items removed from the consent agenda



	2:30 pm

	Time for committee, sub-committee, task force, and other group meetings or time on your own to explore the area

	5:30 pm
	Supper at Paddy’s Brew Pub and Rosie’s Restaurant, 320 Main St, Wolfville



	Evening
	Informal gathering in the Fireside Lounge, Old Orchard Inn




Tuesday, June 22, 2004, Old Orchard Inn

	7:30 am
	Breakfast on your own in the Acadian Room (meeting then resumes in the Blomidon Room)*


	8:30 am
	Coastal Development Forum - next steps with discussion from meeting participants on their jurisdictions new developments 

Justin Huston


	9:00 am
	State of the Gulf – accept recommendations for next steps

Implementation of the Summit Planning outcomes: a proposal - Susan Snow Cotter 

GOM SOG report: status of peer review and report production schedule - Dr. Jerry Pesch, EPA and Dr. Peter Wells

Governors’ and Premiers’ proclamation: next steps - David Keeley

	10:00 am
	NGO Directory Show ‘n’ Tell – introduction to tool

Karin Hansen, PEPC Education and Marketing Coordinator (contractor)


	10:30 am


	Time for unfinished business or consideration of items removed from the consent agenda

	11:15 am
	RARGOM and GoMOOS partnership agreements – update and next steps

David Keeley



	12:00 pm
	Lunch on your own in the Acadian Room


	1:00 pm
	Action Plan mid-term review and preparing recommendations to the Council

David Keeley


	1:45 pm
	Budget recommendations including NH Secretariat year operations and developing an internal grants process – form recommendations for Council

Eric Williams, NH Department of Environmental Services and Cindy Krum

(An informal break that participants can take individually anytime is built into this session)


	3:00 pm
	Open time to prepare and gather for dyke walk



	3:15 pm


	Dyke walk, Wolfville

Jim Wolford, retired Acadia University Professor and Sherman Williams naturalist and retired public school teacher


	5:30 pm
	Dinner at a local pub (to be determined)



	Evening
	Wine tasting

Dr. Peter Wells, wine expert extraordinaire will be your host at a location to be announced


Wednesday, June 23, 2004

	7:00 am
	US Gulf of Maine Association Meeting – Salon E
Canadian Representatives Meeting – Salon C



	9:00 am
	Council meeting with welcome and introductions begins in Salon E and Fireside Lounge

The Honorable Kerry Morash, NS Department of Environment and Labour and Council Chair


	1:00 - 2:45 pm
	Working Group members and others may wish to use this time for committee, sub-committee, and task force meetings or other gatherings and activities (this time is slated for a Council tour of area projects)



	2:45 pm
	Adjourn and time to enjoy Domaine de Grand Pre Winery tour

$6.00 per person, please meet at the front entrance of the Old Orchard Inn to travel to the 3:00 pm tour



	4:30 pm
	Tour for everyone at the KC Irving Environmental Science Centre & Harriet Irving Botanical Gardens with Council



	6:30 pm
	Reception with cash bar at Old Orchard Inn, Salon E and Fireside Lounge



	7:15 pm

during dinner
	Dinner at Old Orchard Inn

Welcome by Dr. Gail Dinter-Gottlieb, President, Acadia University

Recognition of Service Awards 

Presented by the Honorable Kerry to Verna Delauer, former NH Office of State Planning and Paul Wilson, NB Department of Environmental and Local Government (in absentia)
GOM Expedition slide presentation
Dan Earle and Sue Hutchins


March 2004 Working Group meeting decision and action items

Darling Marine Center, Walpole, ME · March 1-2, 2004

Working Group members in attendance

Joe Arbour, Department of Fisheries and Oceans; Seth Barker, ME Department of Marine Resources; Brad Barr, NOAA Sanctuaries; John Catena, NOAA Restoration Center; Paul Currier, NH Department of Environmental Services; Russell Henry, NB Department of Fisheries & Aquaculture; Larry Hildebrand, Environment Canada; Pat Hinch, NS Department of Environment and Labour; Justin Huston, NS Department of Fisheries and Oceans; Steve Jones, Jackson Estuarine Laboratory-University of NH; David Keeley, ME State Planning Office; Kati Lund, Hilary Neckles, USGS; MA Office of Coastal Zone Management; Susan Snow-Cotter, MA Office of Coastal Zone Management; Jack Schwartz, MA Division of Marine Fisheries; Jane Tims, NB Department of Environment and Local Government; Peter Wells, Environment Canada; Eric Williams, NH Department of Environmental Services; and Paul Wilson, NB Department of Environment and Local Government.

Others in attendance

tc \l1 "Others in attendanceSteve Crawford, Passamaquoddy Tribe at Point Pleasant; Karin Hansen, GOMC PEPC Coordinator; Elizabeth Hertz, ME Coastal Program; Eric Hutchins, NOAA Restoration Center; Cindy Krum, US Gulf of Maine Association; Kathleen Leyden, ME Coastal Program; Lisa McCuaig, Council Administrative Assistant; Ethan Nedeau, GOMC Science Translation; Gerard Pesch, USEPA; Susan Shaw, Marine Environmental Research Institute; Kate Smukler, NOAA MPA Center; Peter Taylor, GOMC Science Translation; Theresa Torrent-Ellis, ME Coastal Program; Michele Tremblay, GOMC Coordinator; Les Watling, University of Maine – Darling Marine Center; and Louise White, GOMC EQMC Coordinator.

Decision items

1. The consent agenda was approved with the exceptions of the contractor status report, data partnership MOU, Sewage Management Task Force, and BoFEP items. Discussion time was requested for the PEPC and nature-based tourism items.

2. The Management Committee will administer the internal grant program.

3. Cindy Krum will work with Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership (BoFEP) on a workplan, scope of services and contract with the Council for $10,000 US per year under a three-year funded partnership agreement between BOFEP and the GOMC. The BoFEP will revise its deliverables to be more in line with the GOMC Action Plan for consideration by the GOMC Management Committee. Peter Wells and Pat Hinch will prepare the BoFEP workplan to accompany the BoFEP/GOMC Partnership agreement and will revise the agreement presented during the March 2004 meeting from being a five- to a three-year agreement. This agreement will go forward for approval and signature by Council in June 2004.

4. The GOMC will enter into a three-year partnership agreement with Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership.

5. The WG will recommend to GOMC that it be a signatory to the Data Partnership Agreement provided that an individual can be identified as the Council's representative.

6. The WG agreed to the GOMC being a co-convener to the University of Southern Maine's Ocean Commission seminar in April (no financial support is being provided).

7. Pat Hinch, Lisa McCuaig, Jane Tims, Michele Tremblay, Eric Williams, and Paul Wilson will comprise the Reference Handbook revision team. Paul Currier will participate as his time allows.

Action items

1. Everyone should submit to Pat Hinch his or her achievements for inclusion in the [Chapter 5] State of the Gulf Summit report no later than March 12, 2004.

2. Working Group members will submit to Pat Hinch by March 15, 2004 their comments on the Council Coordinator performance review document. The finalized document will be distributed to Council, Working Group, Committee members, and others involved within the Council as the first step in conducting the Council Coordinator and all contractors for “360 review" before the June 2004 GOMC meeting.

3. The Management Committee will review the position descriptions for the Council Coordinator and Administrative Assistant. The latter will include more administrative tasks currently implemented by the Council Coordinator. The Management Committee will also explore adding to the Administrative Assistant position description assistance to the USGOMA Executive Director.

4. Cindy Krum will work with the immediate past, present, and future Working Group chairs to prepare scope of work for those supervising contractors (defined as “contractor manager roles”).

5. The MC will prepare a draft position description for the new policy development contractor. Working Group members should provide comments on the new proposed core development and policy position to Pat Hinch.

6. Cindy Krum will determine process to track progress on contractors’ deliverables. Management Committee should review all contractors’ scopes of services. A process should be instituted that tracks the progress of contractors’ deliverables and ties payments to them.

7. Pat Hinch will develop a consistent and appropriate evaluation framework for all contractors.

8. The Management Committee will refine the internal grant request for proposals and administrative process and send out the RFP to Council committees, task forces, and other groups.

9. The Working Group and Council will consider the seal project proposal in the context of all work plans and budgets submitted to the Council.

10. Submit to Jon Kachmar by March 31, 2004 comments on the draft Regional Habitat Restoration Strategy. 

11. Cindy Krum will work with BoFEP on a scope of services and contract with the GOMC in the amount of $10,000 US. The BoFEP will revise its deliverables for consideration by the Management Committee.

12. The Management Committee may want to explore criteria for a generic agreement template that can be customized for use with other organizations.

13. Those interested in reviewing the Reference Handbook and making recommendations for revision should contact Michele Tremblay (Note: Jane Tims, Eric Williams, and Paul Wilson volunteered to join Pat Hinch, Michele Tremblay, and Lisa McCuaig. Paul Currier may be available to participate in this process).

14. The Working Group approved steps 1, 2, and 4 as outlined I the Sewage Management Task Force’s briefing note and requested that PEPC consider implementing status item #3.PEPC is asked to incorporate a revised version of this task into its workplan for 2004-2005. The revised task is to provide a list of publications produced by agencies which have a mandate in sewage management in each of the five Gulf jurisdictions, and to place this list on the existing sewage GOM webpage with a link to the actual documents. Collectively this information would be a valued information tool for decision makers, educators, and the general public. The Working Group asked that individuals be identified in each jurisdiction with an interest in sewage issues, that a group be formed, and that they review the recommendations from the sewage workshop to determine what items they want to work on. WG members are asked to submit suggestions for Task Group members to Pat Hinch.
15. Michele will add “emerging issues” as a June agenda placeholder with Larry Hildebrand as the contact.

16. Everyone should send June meeting leisure activity ideas to Michele Tremblay.

17. The GOM Research Priorities Survey is on the web and Canadians were encouraged to network with their colleagues and ask them to complete it.

18. The Management Committee or its designee will draft a terms of reference for individuals representing the Council on “outside groups.”

19. The Management Committee or its designee will draft a consensus process document to guide the Working and Council in its decisions.

20. Seth Barker will lead the effort to identify the level of effort required and solicit nominees to serve as the GOMC’s representation on the Data Partnership.

21. The MA annual report or a highlights document should be distributed at the June Council meeting.

22. Everyone should send or call in their Action Plan progress reports to Michele by April 9, 2004.

23. The Management Committee will explore the concept of an Action Plan mid-term review and analysis.

24. The Secretariat is asked to determine an appropriate meeting record format that is greater than the decision/action item layout but less than the fifty-plus page documents.

Supporting notes 

Darling Marine Center presentation

Les Watling presented “Benthic Habitats and Fishing in the Gulf of Maine” with a PowerPoint show and video. The slide show and video showed the effects of fishing, including trawling, on benthic habitats. Impacts to sponges, corals, anemones, and other benthic species. 

Seals as Sentinels

Susan Shaw, MERI, presented “Seals as Sentinels for the Gulf of Maine Ecosystem.” Because of their high trophic status and their being high in the food web, Harbor seals are good indicators of the presence of PCBs and other toxins.

Gulf of Maine Habitat Restoration Strategy

Jon Kachmar presented a summary of the Habitat Restoration Sub-committee’s activities as background for adoption by the Council of its proposed plan. He then presented highlights of the plan including the following draft policy statements:

The Riverine Habitat Policy Statement: “The Council’s objective is to restore, enhance, and provide access for fish and wildlife to riverine habitats. In many areas of the Gulf, the functions and values of riverine systems have been reduced or eliminated. Emphasis is placed on diadramous fish since access to much of these species’ historic spawning habitat has been lost.” 

The Intertidal Habitat Policy Statement: “The Council’s objective is to restore a natural tidal regime, and thus the functions and value of tidal wetlands, to intertidal habitats though the removal of dikes, fill, water control structures, and inadequately sized culverts.” 

Subtidal Habitat Policy Statement: “The Council’s objective for subtidal areas of the Gulf is to pursue and increase of eelgrass as it is critically important for juvenile fish, and encourage shellfish restoration to improve subtidal water quality, thus supporting social and economic needs in the region.” 

Island, Beach and Dune Habitat Policy Statement: “The Council’s objective for island, beach and dune habitat is to restore habitat in these areas above the high water line nesting and feeding habitat for birds and other species that rely on these habitats.” 

Some expressed concern about the wording of the policy statements. Jon Kachmar will work on the specific language and invited Working Group members to submit to him their comments.

Recommendations for regionally significant restoration in the GOM: Penobscot River (ME), St Croix River (ME and NB), and Ipswich River (MA), West Branch of the Pleasant River (ME); Herring River (MA); Cheverie Creek (NB), Petitcodiac (NB), and Great Bay and Little Bay (NH). The regionally benefit of the selected priority restoration areas may be considered in isolation or in the aggregate with other projects. Restoration of one area’s conditions may be part of a system-wide or aggregated improvement. 

Other recommendations (with specific implementation steps) in the Habitat Restoration Committee’s draft plan include: 1. Inventory of Restoration Sites, 2. Capacity building, 3. Outreach and education, and 4. research and monitoring.

Jon thanked the Working Group for their comments and invited everyone to submit their comments to him for consideration in the next draft of the Strategy.

Implementing the Council Staffing Transition Team’s recommendations

tc \l2 "Implementing the Council Staffing Transition Team’s recommendationsTwo documents were presented: one is from George Finney; the other is from David Keeley. Secretariat staffing level recommendations included exploring additional activities for the Administrative Assistant in his/her support role to the Council Coordinator and to the US Gulf of Maine Association Executive Director. The recommendations from the Team are:

Secretariat staffing

· prepare a draft position scope for the policy/program development position; 

· prepare a draft description of the duties and responsibilities of the contractor managers; and

· update the Administrative Assistant and Council Coordinator position descriptions as necessary.

Funding

· develop recommendations on the actual funding stream for 2004-2005 for the three secretariat positions

Contractor Management

· draft descriptions of the roles and responsibilities of the contractor manager and their relationship to the Working Group Executive Director and US Association;

· identify persons responsible for integrating work elements of Committees and contractors; and

· update the December Transition Committee document to include a description of contractor manager roles.

Staff Evaluation

· develop a consistent framework for performance evaluation of all staff and contractors, [the process should include] standard forms, 360-review process, roles of Council committees in this review process, and reporting mechanisms and

· evaluate existing staff as soon as possible.  

The Management Committee should revise as necessary the position descriptions for the Council Coordinator and Administrative Assistant. The Council should direct the Management Committee to develop a position description and funding strategy for a third core position. This new core position would be presented to the Council for consideration in the 2004-2005 annual work plan. The new core position would assist the Council in strategic program/policy development and identify new opportunities and funding partnerships that support implementation of the Action Plan. The Management Committee should develop or revise position descriptions for the Coordinator and Administrative Assistant before the NH Secretariat start date. The document included the recommendation that funding to support the Coordinator and Administrative Assistant should be approximate to the amount collected through dues and annual contributions to ensure continuity in the event of budget reductions elsewhere in the Council’s annual work plan. 
The Transition Team recommended that the practice of having selected agency staff management the Council’s contractors should be continued. The roles and responsibilities of contractor managers should be clearly defined, particularly as pertains to how they interact with Working Group and the USGOMA Executive Director.

 
A draft performance review framework was distributed in hard copy. Questions on the performance review included will this 360-review framework and process be consistently applied to all contractors? The Transition Team’s recommendation paper indicated that all contractors’ performances should be reviewed. A recommendation was made that the immediate past, current, and immediate future Working Group chairs will develop and perform the Council Coordinator review. The performance review will be based on input received from Council, Working Group, Committee members, and others in the GOMC. When will the review be conducted? Most contracts end on June 30 so March is likely the best time to perform the review. One of the purposes of the review was to determine if the contractor should continue and have his/her contract be renewed. Some felt that a conducting a performance review now would be pre-mature because the framework for evaluation isn’t yet complete and hasn’t been consistently applied to all staff. A contractor’s performance and future with the Council is dependent on the process. As such, the framework’s non-final nature may create an unfair evaluation of the contractor. (It was noted after this discussion, that asking for an evaluation of a contractor by someone who has not had a working relationship with the contractor, could also result in an unfair evaluation.)

A concern was expressed that the current staffing recommendation does not appear to address an overall leadership or “high-level” coordination for the Council and does not address fundraising (note: the “third core position” focuses on fundraising tasks).

David Keeley distributed to the Working Group a description for a similar position from his agency. The Working Group can provide their comments on that document.

Developing an annual work plan for 2004-2005

tc \l2 "Developing an annual work plan for 2004-2005Cindy Krum presented documents with Preliminary Budget for Core Multi-Year Funded Projects or Other Commitments. The second presented document contains five questions relating to how projects, committees, and other groups are funded. Cindy explained each of the line items currently defined as core projects on the Preliminary Budget for Core Multi-Year Funded Projects or Other Commitments. The Working Group is charged with developing a process by which projects are funded vs. focusing on the dollar amounts shown in the Preliminary Budget for Core Multi-Year Funded Projects or Other Commitments with a specific goal of determining if there should be an “internal grant process.”
NOAA needs a completed, aggregated work plan as soon as possible to assure that funds are received from the agency for the core work elements and administration. The money is not secure until NOAA awards it to the Council. Cindy would like to have the work plan written and submitted no later than the end of March.

Questions: Should the committees and other groups compete for funds or should they receive a flat amount and compete for more?

Proposal from the Finance Committee: The Management Committee shall prepare clear committee and other groups formation and dissolution guidelines. All committees and other groups must prepare annual work plans. Create a “block” amount made available to 15 committees, groups, etc., with a mandatory 1:1 cash or in-kin match requirement within six months or the block cash will not be disbursed. There will be a competitive review process with set criteria. This will be a one-time, one-year pilot with focus on products. Gulf-wide participation and impact is stressed. After the budget is finalized, there may be little or no money ($40,000 or more or less) available for this program. The process would be different if there was significantly more money available. This proposal will be presented to NOAA in the GOMC’s work plan as an internal grants program. 

How will progress be tracked? Committees and other groups shall submit reports as consent agenda briefing documents. The Management Committee will administer the competitive and tracking process. 

Send out internal RFP (drafted by Michele and Cindy) by mid-March. Committees’ and other groups’ proposals will be due May 1, 2004.

The concern was expressed that giving very small amounts to many groups’ projects might dilute the Council’s funds and efforts. Others indicated that a relatively small amount of money could be large to a new committee or other group or one that currently has no funding. The majority of the Working Group agreed to the “Darling Compromise” as specified.

Indicators Workshop and next steps

David Keeley provided an update on the indicators process to date from the December 2002 and January 2004 workshops. Efforts to date include the formation of a Gulf-wide database of environmental monitoring programs. Indicators discussed were aquatic habitat, climate change, coastal development, contaminants, eutrophication, and fisheries. Summit agenda will include small group sessions that will brainstorm on recommendations for next steps. Examples of draft indicators:

1. What are the type, pattern, and rate of land use change? A. Percent change in land cover to more intensive uses, B. Demographic changes, and C. Types of land uses and change. Discussion: What should be the rate of change and frequency of indicators, e.g., should the measures be based on every year, every three years, more or less?

2. How are these changes impacting the integrity of coastal ecosystems? A. Threatened and endangered coastal species, B. Migratory species, and C. Invasive species. Discussion: Are these indicators directly pinpointing cause and effect? Are these examples directly indicator of the specified change? 

3. How is the region responding to changes in coastal ecosystem changes? A. Type, pace, and location of land conservation (how is society responding B. Type, location, and pace of habitat restoration. C. [as yet unformed] land management indicator (e.g. planning, regulatory programs). Discussion: Formation of citizens’ groups and number of registered complaints could be a land management indicator. Would one indicator be a regulatory response, e.g., new zoning ordinances? Would population migration such as people moving in or out of areas based on pollution be a response indicator?

Further discussion: A large part of this effort focuses on sharing information so that data is not entrenched and isolated in individual programs and organizations. Can the combining of efforts increase capacity of everyone’s efforts? There are challenges with combining data from different programs and organizations. In the larger context, how does each issue area deal with topics in relation to other indicators? For instance, habitat indicators may connect with those of coastal development.

Gulf of Maine Summit planning

The discussion will focus on 1. Outcomes of summit and 2. State of the Gulf (SOG) report and its subsequent use. Three specific outcomes: A. Recommendations to the GOMC on the themes of the next GOM report, B. Recommendation to the Council on indicators, and C. Drafting proclamation(s) for the governors and premiers to sign relating to Summit outcomes. 

The Working Group discussed the “supply side” outcome aspect of the Summit. The purpose of C. should be to have governors and premiers understand and support the Summit outcomes and re-commit resources to it. The Working Group acknowledged that the goal should not be solely to get additional federal funds but to have provinces and states commit financial support and other resources. The result of the involvement of NGOs and other groups yields the additional outcomes of education and stewardship. The planned “wall of accomplishments” will facilitate the highlighting of groups’ work and help build stewardship. The Summit will highlight fifteen years of accomplishments and success.

How will periodic state of the environment-style reports be formatted? An outcome of the Summit process will be form this framework. How will the State of the Gulf Report be used after its distribution at the Summit? A brochure or postcard “advertising” the SOG Report could be printed and distributed. Input on the Report should be collected from those attending the Summit. There could be an interactive website that invited and collated input. Models or examples of this kind of website should be identified and analyzed. This collective input could be captured and used for future reports, additional chapters, or future revisions. Examine SOG report and Action Plan and determine if actions implemented to date support the SOG Report and if there are gaps in the Action Plan (that can be used in the next Action Plan 2007-2012.

How will the SOG Report be marketed? Summit participants could provide their suggestions during the event. The collective input could be used to morph the SOG Report into a “living” document.

BoFEP

Peter Wells presented a proposed draft agreement and separate joint statement between the GOMC and BoFEP based on the Council’s direction at their December 2003 meeting. The proposal called for $10,000 US in annual support for 5 years for BoFEP to carrying out the six initiatives detailed in the proposal:

· Expand US membership in BoFEP and its working groups,

· Organize one or more sessions on GOM issues at the 6th Annual BoFEP,

· Contribute to promote the GOM Summit process,

· Contribute to development of the next GOMC Action Plan by bringing forward a consensus on priorities from Bay of Fundy stakeholders,

· Cross-link GOMC and BoFEP information sources, and 

· Act as key information sources for Bay of Fundy and other northern parts of GOM.

The current RARGOM agreement is for three years not five. The BoFEP agreement document submitted in March will be modified from five to three years. There is uncertainty in continued funding so three years for BoFEP might not be fundable. Deliverables should be discrete and measurable. While the current six initiatives are specific, the concern was expressed that the actions are already being conducted. Some Councilors may be looking for new work to fund vs. supporting existing efforts. Support for this partnership between the GOMC and BOFEP was expressed by Canadians and a NOAA agency indicating that BOFEP has performed excellent work and that this partnership is of benefit to both the GOMC and to BOFEP.

A suggestion was made to draft a cooperative agreement to potentially include representatives from GOMC, BoFEP, GoMOOS, and RARGOM. The Census for Marine Life is an example of another potential partnership. A concern was expressed that it may be challenging to have four different organizations work together under one document. It might be better to have the four organizations agree on a preamble or framework that would apply to everyone. However, each agreement would be separate. A consistent approach should be drafted so that there is a framework for all organizations with whom the GOMC wishes to partner or who wish to collaborate with the GOMC. This may include re-examining the GOMC’s relationship with GPAC (possible September WG meeting topic: how the GOMC interacts with other groups—add to placeholder list for June or September WG meeting). It was noted that the Council in December approved an agreement between BOFEP and the GOMC. This agreement will go forward for signage by Council in June 2004. Signing an agreement with Council now does not preclude BOFEP if it so chooses, from later signing an overarching agreement that involves other organizations partnering with Council.

The WG directed Cindy Krum to work with BoFEP on a workplan, scope of services and contract with the Council for $10,000 US /year under a three year funded partnership agreement between BOFEP and the GOMC. The BoFEP will revise its deliverables to be more in line with the GOMC Action Plan for consideration by the GOMC Management Committee. Peter Wells and Pat Hinch will prepare the BOFEP workplan to accompany the BOFEP/GOMC Partnership agreement and will revise the agreement presented during the March 2004 meeting from being a five to a three-year agreement. One BoFEP deliverable could be relating to nature-based tourism research needs.

Regarding the overarching multi-partner agreement, the GOMC should clarify language for the combined agreement or to be used as the basis for individual agreements. 

Contractor update

Cindy Krum indicated that the Management Committee should review all contractors’ scopes of services. A process should be formed to track the progress on contractors’ deliverables. The Working Group agreed to move forward on the above.

PEPC

Theresa Torrent-Ellis introduced Karin Hansen as the new PEPC contract staff. Perrin Cothran and Marilyn Webster are the new PEPC Co-chairs. As the new co-chairs gain more experience, Theresa will step away from her transition leadership role. She will continue to supervise Karin’s work. PEPC’s five core work elements and other updates are in their briefing document. The publication protocol will use the “GOMC” acronym (as decided by the Management Committee.”  

Nature-based tourism

The task force met in St. Andrews February 23, 2004. The task force participants are meeting in May in St. Andrews and will participate in State of the Gulf Summit workshops. Other updates are included in the task force’s briefing paper. The BoFEP may be able to offer research support for nature-based tourism initiatives. This support could comprise one of BoFEP’s deliverables for its $10,000 US contract with the GOMC.

GOMMI

Susan Snow-Cotter provided an update on GOMMI’s accomplishments to date. The over-aching goal is to initiative a strategic plan for mapping in the GOM. A peer review of the plan was conducted with the revisions including in the final version that is currently being printed. A distribution plan is under development. GOMMI received favorable coverage in the NOAA Coastal Services Center publication. NOAA has provided a needs assessment based on the findings at the Sebasco workshop. A contractor will be engaged to collate the qualitative information on mapping priorities. The GOMMI is collaborating with GoMOOS and the Census for Marine Life on a $200,000 US grant proposal to pilot a distributed data standards project. There is a project lead meeting in Halifax the second week of March 2004. GOMMI is drafting a proclamation on regional mapping. Planned work includes geographic prioritization on areas to map, how to document habitat mapping, and standards for cost-effective deep-water mapping. Mapping leads are meeting with New England congressional staff. Department of Oceans and Fisheries benthic project may be another candidate for collaboration with GOMMI. The Gulf of Maine has been generally identified as an excellent funding candidate for piloting seabed and other mapping efforts.

Data partnership

David Keeley introduced the WG to the draft data partnership memorandum of understanding (MOU). To date, all signatory organizations have signed except for Coastal Ocean Observation and Analysis, Woods Hole Field Center, GOMC, and Stellwagen Bank National Marine Sanctuary. The GoMOOS will be the host for the information system.

The governing board is comprised of MOU signatory representative [one each] from the member organizations. If the GOMC signs the agreement, it should designate its representative. Huntsman Marine Center was suggested as a potential signatory to the MOU. They may express their interest and request that they be included in the MOU. Those interested in representing the GOMC on the governing board should contact Seth Barker. Seth will make a recommendation at the June Working Group meeting. The Working Group agreed that it should recommend to the Council to sign the MOU. The representative should have clear guidelines or a terms of reference to keep the GOMC and its WG informed and receive input from it. The GOMC should also decide how its representative will be supported. Seth will explore with the Department of Marine Resource’s (an MOU signatory) designee the level of effort required to participate in the data partnership. The Reference Handbook Team will draft a terms of reference for individuals representing the Council on “outside groups.” Seth will lead the effort on identifying level of effort and requesting potential representatives.

Pew and US Oceans Commissions

Forum will be held April 9-10, 2004 at the University of Southern Maine Law School. The Pew and US Oceans Commissions will provide an overview of their respective report findings. The second day (Saturday) will be a discussion that will address how states respond to the draft US Commission report. The GOMC is asked to be a co-convener of the workshop. The Working Group agreed to the GOMC as a co-convener of the workshop with no financial donation.

Coastal and Marine Conservation

Kathleen Leyden presented the Maine Bay Management Task Force’s recommendations. Susan snow-Cotter presented and overview of the Massachusetts Ocean Task Force.

Gulfwatch work plan and new contractor

Steve Jones introduced Louise White and spoke about her work and how she will address the EQMC’s work plan. Steve highlighted the work plan presented in the meeting briefing document. Gulfwatch uses the Maine Environmental Testing Laboratory to run its samples and participates in the federal NIST Program. David Keeley reported that EPA has a program to facilitate “data flow.” The states of ME, NH, and MA have applied to the program and participate in it. Suzanne Bricker prepared a regional proposal and submitted it to EPA.

Sewage Management Task Force

Pat Hinch highlighted information presented in the Task Force’s briefing note in the meeting document. The Task Force is working on all of the items listed in the “Status” section of the briefing note. Pat requested WG approval of the four next steps listed in the briefing note. Some were concerned that the information-gathering action did not appear to be a task appropriate for PEPC and might be better suited to Science Translation or as a “knowledgebase” initiative. PEPC agreed to perform the task. Is the objective to help municipal officials determine the best technology and apply it to their management or are the tasks focused on homeowners and other waste-generators. The outlined tasks address both audiences. A suggestion was made that the WG submit suggestions for Task Group members to Pat Hinch. The candidates would be sent an invitation an explanatory email with possible roles for the Task Force and a link to the Sewage Management Plan. The Sewage Management Task Force will draft the invitation letter. The WG approved the next steps (items 1, 2, and 4) as outlined in the briefing note and request that PEPC consider status item 3. The Working Group asked that individuals be identified in each jurisdiction with an interest in sewage issues, that a group be formed, and that they review the recommendations from the sewage workshop to determine what items on which they want to work.

Possible topics for June 2004 forum and Council meeting

· Economic sustainability

· Adaptive management

· Risk assessment and management

· Emerging issues

· Marine biology technology update

· Ecosystem health

· Private sector presentations on the environment and economics

· Environmental stewardship

· Invasive species 

· *Habitat restoration (Pat indicated that her agency wants conservation added if this forum topic is chosen)

Some concern was expressed over the cost and effort of conducting semi-annual forums and the implementation of the resulting work plans. A Council-only habitat restoration and conservation field trip will be organized instead of a forum. The field trip could be combined as long as Councilors had time with themselves-only so that they could get to know each other and better work together. Press releases could be drafted to assure that ministers and others receive coverage of their agencies’ and the Council’s involvement and support in restoration and conservation projects.

Website and Web Guild

Seth Barker provided an update on the website and Web Guild. A Gulf of Maine Library is being explored for the website. The library would include GOM-related GOMC and non-GOMC documents. The DIMC initiative is seeking partners who have databases, bibliographies, and other tools that could be integrated into the GOMC’s site. Those who are aware of these tools and websites should contact Peter Taylor. The DIMC is exploring additional mapping capabilities for the GOMC website.

GOM research priorities survey

David Keeley asked that everyone complete their survey and return it as soon as possible. A critical mass is needed to conduct an effective analysis.

Annual reports

Annual report and attendant highlights document should be completed and distributed to Council members before the next meeting. Federal agencies should also receive these documents.

Action Plan mid-term review

The Working Group discussed the implementation status of the current Action Plan. Everyone should send or call in progress reports to Michele by April 9, 2004. The results will be analyzed and a report will be generated to demonstrate to the Council what work has been completed and recommendations for prioritizing work over the next 2½ years.

Reference Handbook Revision Team

Pat Hinch, Lisa McCuaig, Jane Tims, Michele Tremblay, Eric Williams, and Paul Wilson will comprise the Reference Handbook Revision Team. Paul Currier will participate as his time allows. Lisa McCuaig will complete converting the most recent file to word processing documents and send them to Michele Tremblay. Michele will then post them to http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/rh/rh.asp and notify the Reference Handbook Revision Team. The http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/rh/rh.asp page contains recommendations and suggested leads for revising sections. Some Handbook documents are already posted.

Meeting summary prepared by Michele L. Tremblay, Council Coordinator

MA Secretariat Annual Report

The Massachusetts Secretariat Year 2002-2003 Annual Report is complete. You may download it at http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/publications/.

Submitted by Michele L. Tremblay
GOMC Reference Handbook revision update

The GOMC Reference Handbook team includes Paul Currier (as available), Patricia Hinch, Lisa McCuaig, Jane Tims, Michele Tremblay, Eric Williams, and Paul Wilson. Lisa and Michele completed the electronic versions of all of the Handbook documents and posted them at http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/internal/rh/. The team held a call on April 16 and drafted a plan for reviewing and revising each of the sections. The Team’s work is ongoing with a call to be scheduled after the June 2004 Working Group and Council meetings.

Submitted by Michele L. Tremblay

Contractor status report

Anticipated on-going Contractors for the Gulf of Maine Council as of July 1, 2004

Note: All contract end dates are June 30, 2005 unless stated otherwise below

	Contractor
	Contract End Date 
	Position
	Funds

	Cindy Krum
	
	U.S. Association Executive Director
	Indirect rate

	Vacant
	
	U.S. Association Administrative and Bookkeeping Support
	Indirect rate

	Michele Tremblay
	
	Council Coordinator
	Indirect rate, dues

	Vacant
	
	Council Administrative Assistance
	Indirect rate, dues

	Vacant
	
	Policy Development 
	Indirect rate

	Michele Tremblay
	September 30, 2004
	Northeast Aquatic Nuisance Species Panel ANS Program Manager
	ANS Grants

	Maine State Planning Office (Jon Kachmar)
	
	Habitat Restoration Project Coordinator
	NMFS, NOAA Grant

	Karin Hansen
	
	PEPC Services
	NOAA Grants

	Ethan Nedeau
	
	Science Translation 
	Mix

	Peter Taylor
	
	Science Translation/Web Producer/Web Portal
	Mix

	UNH (Steve Jones)
	
	Gulfwatch Program Coordination
	NOAA Grants

	Louise White
	
	Environmental Monitoring Coordinator
	NOAA Grants

	Andi Rierden
	
	Gulf of Maine Times Producer
	NOAA

	Patricia King
	December 31, 2004
	State of the Gulf Summit Coordinator
	   Mix



	Submitted by Cindy Krum, USGOMA


Gough project status report

ISSUE
· It is proposed that Peter Gough’s donated paintings be sold by auction through E-bay.

KEY MESSAGES
· The idea is to hold a charity auction for the Gough paintings over a period of several months with the goal of raising US $3,000-$6,000 through the EBay Charity Bidding Process.

BACKGROUND
· During the March 2004 Working Group Meeting contact was made with Dr. Susan Shaw of the Marine Environmental Research Institute (MERI) of Bluehill, Maine who offered to display and sell the Peter Gough Paintings in the Institute as a fundraising campaign for the GOMC. MERI would receive a small compensation for their efforts. Lisa McCuaig and Gunilla Kettis, MERI Director of Development, worked together to arrange the display.

· Lisa McCuaig met with Peter Gough and viewed the paintings. A biography http://vans.ednet.ns.ca/artist%20pages/pgough.html and digital pictures of the paintings were made available to the council coordinator to post on the website. Peter Gough’s biography was also made available to MERI. Preliminary arrangements were made for Justin Huston to transport the paintings to Maine.

· The purpose of gathering the background material was to display and sell the paintings at the MERI with a specified price for each of the paintings.  

· On May 25, 2004 Sally Chadbourne (MERI) informed Lisa McCuaig that MERI’s display area was booked for the coming months and that the original contact person, Gunilla Kettis no longer worked at MERI.

· We are in process of having the digital pictures posted to the Gulf of Maine Council Website with the ultimate purpose of providing a link to the e-bay website www.ebay.ca. Under the site menu choose charity and then charity fundraising. 

· A credit card is needed to bill the GOMC Account. There are insertion fees, final value fees, promotional options fees, and seller’s fees all depending on the price of your item.  

· Peter Gough is suggesting we received 60% or higher of the net value of the paintings.

· Originally, the Council had recommended that the paintings be placed in the Art Gallery of Nova Scotia; however, they do not allow a second party to sell or rent pieces. The Goughs would prefer not to sell the paintings themselves directly as they will have to pay HST (sales tax).

· A private art gallery, Zwicker’s, expressed interest in exhibiting the paintings, but asked for 50%-60% commission plus other expenses.  

· Regardless of how the paintings are sold, the Council will retain rights to the photographic images of the paintings for reprint on note cards, tote bags, awards, etc.

· Proceeds of the sale(s) for 2004 – 2005 will be deposited into the Canadian Association account.
RECOMMENDATIONS
· Approve the charity auction / bidder concept.

Prior to implementation, the Management Committee will review and approve a final proposal put forth by Submitted by Justin Huston
Indicators Workshop update

Leading Gulf of Maine Management Issues Most Applicable to Pilot Project (EPA/GOMC Web survey—2003)

Contaminants

1) How is the input of contaminants changing over time and space?

2) Are management actions changing the extent and severity of human health effects?

3) How well are contaminant management actions protecting ecosystem integrity?

4) How are contaminants in the region changing?

Eutrophication

1) What are the extent, severity, and trends of eutrophication impacts?

2) What are the sources of nutrients, can they be controlled, how are they changing?

3) What is the state of management measures and how can they be optimized?

4) What are the appropriate indicators, thresholds, and scales?

5) What are the most important data gaps and research/monitoring needs? How can they be translated to regional/national strategy?

Aquatic Habitats

1) How is the extent, distribution, or use of coastal habitats changing over time?
2) How is the ecological condition of coastal habitats changing over time? 
3) What are the causes of coastal habitat change over time? 

Northeast Research, Information, and Technology Needs
	Management Issue Ranked Very Important or Important
	Top-Ranked Research Need
	Top-ranked Information Need
	Top-ranked Technology Need

	Habitat
	98%
	Cumulative impact

assessments
	60%
	Trends

analysis
	81%
	High resolution remote

sensing
	53%

	Land use
	96%
	Quantify impact of

land use on water

quality
	74%
	Land use

change

analysis
	71%
	Affordable remote sensing
	77%

	Nutrient
enrichment
	82%
	Source

identification/tracking
	73%
	Land use

analysis
	60%
	Cost effective long-term

monitoring/sampling equipment
	68%

	Nonindigenous species
	70%
	Early detection of species
	63%
	Ecosystem inventory
	72%
	Rapid detecting and monitoring
	71%

	Environmental
contamination
	68%
	Cumulative impact

assessments
	59%
	Remediation

options
	49%
	Cost effective long-term

monitoring/sampling

equipment Improved remote sensing/ sampling technologies
	51%

	Sediment
management
	52%
	Effects of dredging
	66%
	Sediment transport patterns
	65%
	Improved models that

simulate or predict
	64%

	Ocean management
	44%
	Cumulative impact assessments
	69%
	Access, retrieval and analysis of data
	81%
	Mapping and data acquisition
	77%

	Coastal hazards
	26%
	Trends analysis
	58%
	Access, retrieval and analysis of data
	58%
	Improved models that simulate and predict
	73%

	Marine debris
	13%
	Source tracking Public education effectiveness
	52%
	Public outreach and
	100%
	Gear modifications to make less harmful to non-target species and habitat
	


Fall research priorities workshop

Formulating Collaborative Coastal Management Research Priority Statements

Gulf of Maine Science to Management Initiative
Workshop Prospectus

Project Statement of Need

The region’s state and provincial managers of coastal and ocean resources seek to use the best science while making timely environmental permit and resource allocation decisions. This workshop will accelerate the development of science that is responsive to these priority coastal management research needs by bringing together the management and science community to articulate 1-2 page research statements.



Context

For better than 10-years the Regional Association for Research in the Gulf of Maine and the Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment have taken assertive steps thought numerous workshops and conferences to both identify and support research that responds to pressing needs. In addition, leading reports such as the Gulf of Maine Regional Marine Research Board’s Research Plan, the 1997 Mechanisms for Improving the Integration of Science and Management in Decisions Affecting the Environmental Quality of the Gulf of Maine and recent efforts by the Council and the Gulf of Maine Ocean Observing System offer important insights that can be built on. 

In early 2004 a web-based survey was completed by nearly 350 coastal managers
 in the 35 coastal states, New Brunswick and Nova Scotia. The survey requested individuals to identify their research, information, technology, and ocean observing measurement priorities related to five priority issues:

· Habitat loss, restoration and degradation

· Impact of land use changes on coastal ecosystems

· Effects of nutrient over-enrichment

· Early detection of non-indigenous species

· Environmental contamination

The Gulf of Maine Council’s 5-year Action Plan places a priority on addressing these leading management needs and it is one of the primary workshop sponsors. The Regional Association for Research in the Gulf of Maine (RARGOM) also has a keen interest in transferring the results science into the management community. 

Steering Committee

This Science to Management workshop will be organized and lead by an ad-hoc steering committee consisting of representatives of the GOM Council (Keeley & Snow Cotter), RARGOM (Tripp), GOMOOS (Quintrell), and NOS (Ernst & McTigue). 

Proposal

A. Fall 2004 Workshop – This 1-day workshop will convene 50+ US and Canadian representatives of the management and scientific community to formulate cogent research statements (1-2 pages/research priority) that are responsive to a sub-set of the region’s leading coastal management research priorities. Participants will focus on the attached.

B. Science Assessment & Verification – The steering committee, with assistance by NOS (Maggie Ernst) will correlate the workshop research statements with applicable research conducted elsewhere to avoid duplicative work.

C. Spring 2005 Workshop – This 1-day follow-up workshop will present the science assessment and verification results and allow participants to craft Requests for Proposals that will be provided to the GOM Council, NOAA, EPA, Environment Canada and others for inclusion in ongoing research programs. 

Schedule

May

CSO releases national report & GOMC identifies regional priorities

June

GOMC/NOS produces analysis of regional priorities

September
Convene fall workshop

October

Produce materials and distribute at GOM Summit

Nov-March
Science scan of available research responsive to priorities

April

Convene spring workshop

Proposed Sponsors and Budget

These workshops are designed to be small low-cost events. Funds provided by the sponsors and through modest registration fees will support travel assistance, lunch & breaks and the cost of workshop materials. 

Sponsor



2004


2005
GOMC




$3,000


$2,000







In-kind ST

In-kind ST

RARGOM



$2,000


$2,000

NOAA/NOS



In-kind


In-kind

GoMOOS




In-kind


In-kind

Other Sponsors


$1,000


$1,000

Registration Fees


$1,250


$1,250







$7,250


$6,250

Submitted by David Keeley, Maine State Planning Office

GOM Summit update

Gulf of Maine Summit: Committing to Change

The Gulf of Maine is one of the world’s most biologically productive environments. The Gulf’s marine waters and shoreline habitats, bound by the coastlines of Massachusetts, New Hampshire, Maine, New Brunswick, and Nova Scotia, host some 2,000 species of plants and animals. But the Gulf of Maine/Bay of Fundy ecosystem also has important environmental challenges, and concerned citizens from diverse backgrounds are organizing a Gulf of Maine Summit to develop Gulf-wide responses. 

The Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment and Global Programme of Action Coalition for the Gulf of Maine will host the Gulf of Maine Summit: Committing to Change, October 26-29, 2004 in St. Andrews, New Brunswick. The Summit will bring together coastal experts, concerned citizens, businesses and leaders from around the Gulf of Maine to celebrate 15 years of partnerships, assess current environmental conditions, and develop plans for future actions needed to continue improving the environmental quality of the Gulf.



Prior to the Summit, a State of the Gulf report will be produced based on a blend of information from both local watershed forums and scientific literature.  The report will document environmental, economic, and social trends and conditions for three primary areas – contaminants, fisheries, and patterns of development.  Using this report as a basis for discussion, Summit participants will work together to develop a clear vision of the future of the Gulf of Maine/Bay of Fundy region and design specific actions and strategies to get there. By developing a series of indicators we will be able to track our progress for years to come. Issues to be addressed include: 

· Priorities for the Gulf of Maine Council’s 2006-2011 Action Plan.

· Mechanism/tools to enable and assist communities to move forward on local-level recommendations to protect and enhance the Gulf of Maine and its watershed.

· Improvements to reporting mechanisms and indicators to be used for future reports.

· Priorities to integrate environmental monitoring and ocean observing via the Gulf of Maine Ocean Observing system.

· Improvements to provincial, state, and federal coastal and marine regulatory and planning programs.

· Priorities for research in the Gulf of Maine.



As part of the pre-Gulf of Maine Summit activities, a series of workshops is being planned from October 25 to 26, 2004. Workshop topics include:

· Gulf of Maine Coastal Wetland Restoration. 

· Interpretation for Tourism: Quality interpretation as a key component to successful geotourism.

· Exploring the concept of Regional Certification of Gulf of Maine Geotourism.  

· Stewardship: Building community capacity for resource conservation and restoration.

· Bringing the Great Lakes Indicators Experience to the Gulf of Maine.



The Gulf of Maine is facing serious environmental challenges. The Summit and the events leading up to it will seek collaborative approaches and solutions for better management of the area’s resources, resulting in long-term improvement of the quality of the marine ecosystem.  Through activities such as geotourism, sustainable development of the Gulf of Maine region can be obtained and benefit the citizens, businesses of the area, and the community in general for the long-term.

GOM SUMMIT:  COMMITTING TO CHANGE DRAFT AGENDA 

	Monday, October 25, 2004 – Sustainable Tourism/Geotourism Taskforce Workshop

	9:00 – 12:00


	Workshop #1 - Interpretation for Tourism:  The importance of quality interpretation will be highlighted through an investigation of best practices for quality environmental interpretation for operators in the GOM. 

	1:00 – 5:00
	Field Trip #1:  A tour of local St Andrews destinations which utilize quality interpretive programs.  

	6:00 – 9:00
	Evening Social Activity TBA

	Tuesday, October 26, 2004:   Pre-Summit Workshops, Field Trips and Associated Meetings

	9:00-12:00
	Workshop #2 - Gulf of Maine Coastal Wetland Restoration:  The GOMC/NOAA Habitat Restoration Partnership will provide guidance for developing and implementing community based restoration projects. 

	9:00-12:00
	Workshop #3 – Exploring the Concept of Regional Certification of Gulf of Maine Geotourism:  It has been recognized that it is beneficial to have a standard of recognition for tourism/community based businesses which practice sustainable practices such as the ones adopted by the Council’s Sustainable Tourism Task Force. Examples which will be explored include the sustainable tourism standards for certification which have been adopted by tourism in Sweden and MASKI in Maine. 

	9:00-12:00
	Workshop #4 – Stewardship - Building Community Capacity for Resource Conservation and Restoration:  The Community Stewards courses from Maine which engage coastal residents in planning for their communities and volunteering in a variety of stewardship activities will be presented. The concept of collaborative processes for community problem solving will also be introduced. This will introduce the participants to the next phase of the community capacity building that will be implemented in 2004 - 2005 in a series of workshops in each of the GOM jurisdictions to help implement stewardship programs and develop more productive community collaborations for conservation. 

	9:00-12:00
	SOLEC Workshop

	10:00 – 5:00
	Field Trip #2:  Tour of Irving Refinery: Looking at practices which are implemented to reduce contaminants. 

	1:00 – 5:00  


	Field Trip #3:  Whale Watching Tour  - The focus will be on interpretation of the marine environment and the development of standards within the New Brunswick whale watch nature based tourism industry and looking at the Right Whale code of ethics in research.

	6:00 – 7:30
	Reception and Open Geotourism Fair/Festival, with Presentation by Jonathan Tourtellot 

	8:00 – 9:30
	Entertainment - Old Grey Goose and Herbert Leblanc – Traditional Music and Dance of the GOM/Bay of Fundy


	Gulf of Maine Summit:  Committing to Change

	Wednesday, October 27, 2004

	8:30-8:45
	Welcome & Summit Purpose - Speaker:  Jessie Davies

	8:45-9:15
	Messages From the People of the Gulf of Maine:  Gulf of Maine Expedition Members with Digital Images  - Presenter:  Natalie Springuel

	9:15 – 9:45
	Proclamation #1 

	9:45  - 10:00
	Coffee Break

	10:00 – 11:00
	Panel Discussion:  Assessing the GPAC Watershed Forums - Moderators:  Pam Person, US Chair GPAC and Janice Harvey, Conservation Council of New Brunswick; Panellists:  Dr. Susan Shaw, MERI, Dr. Jane Disney, MDI Water Quality Coalition, others TBA

	11:00 – 11:30
	State of the Gulf Report Summary - Presenters:  Dr. Peter Wells, Environment Canada and Dr. Jerry Pesch, EPA

	11:30 – 12:00
	Panel Discussion - Moderator:  Ron Beard

	12:00 – 1:00
	Buffet Lunch 

	1:00 – 1:45
	SOLEC -  A Success Story - Speakers TBA

	1:45 – 2:00
	Instructions to Breakout Groups

	2:00 – 3:45
	Breakout Session #1 – Working the Issues - Contaminants, Fisheries, and Land Use:  An Open Discussion of the State of the Gulf Report and  Its Implications  

· In what ways does the report get it right?

· What is missing from the report?

· How does this issue play out in your “backyard”?

· What issues might the next GOM report address? 

	3:45 – 4:00
	Coffee Break

	4:00 – 5:00


	Breakout Session #2 – Bringing It Together

Bring together the breakout groups for each issue to agree on their top 5 insights by issue to be reported out on Friday. 

	5:00 – 6:00
	Facilitators Meeting

	5:00  - 6:30
	Reception in Poster /Exhibit Area /Wall of Accomplishments/ Opening of the “River of Words” Art Show from the May Youth Forum  

Announcement  #2 – Habitat Restoration 

	7:00
	Planned Social Activities – TBA

	Thursday, October 28,  2004

	8:30 – 9:30


	Using Indicators to Communicate About the Health of the GOM

Speaker:  David Keeley

· Presentation of proposed indicators. 

· Charge Summit participants to come to consensus on and adoption of the proposed indicators while working in their breakout group.

· Q&A

	9:30 – 9:45
	Coffee Break

	9:45 – 11:30
	Breakout Session #3 – Developing Issue Specific Indicators 

· Q&A about draft indicators as they relate to management issues they seek to address.

· What do you think are good indicators & what cause you concern?

· What alternatives should be considered?

	11:45 – 12:45
	Lunch Buffet

	12:45 – 1:00
	Proclamation/Announcement #3

	1:00 – 1:45
	Effective Communication – Speaker TBA

	1:45 -2:00
	Coffee Break

	2:00 – 5:00
	Breakout Session #4 – Moving Forward 

· As we step back, are there categories of actions that emerge? Can we foster some cross-sector coordination?

· How can we do a better job of communicating to others about this issue?

· What structure is needed to help us continue to make progress? What do we need to ask of the Summit organizers?

· Review - The main points we want the Summit organizers and fellow participants to take from our work are…..

· Reflection - In addition to the content of your work over these last two days, what do you want Summit organizers and fellow participants to know about working together in this fashion?

	5:00 – 6:30
	Reception in Poster/Exhibit Area, Including Environmental Communications Showcase 

Proclamation #4 - TBA

	6:30 – 8:30
	Banquet 

Presentation of Marine Environmental Communications Awards

	Friday, October 29, 2004

	8:30 – 9:00
	Proclamation #5 - TBD

	9:00 – 9:30
	“Bringing It All Together” - Moderator:  David Keeley

Integrated Presentations of the Various Breakout Groups 

	9:30 – 10:30
	Panel Discussion 

	10:30 – 11:30
	Discussion

	11:30 – 12:00
	Summit Wrap Up 

	12:00 – 2:00
	Summit Planning Committee and GPAC Meetings


Environmental Quality Monitoring Committee

I.
The main activities related to the EQMC are associated with the work of Louise White, the new Environmental Monitoring Coordinator who began work in January 2004. Louise has made considerable progress on the Gulfwatch data management and analysis aspects of the ongoing review of the results from the 9-year (1993-2001) program. Quality control/quality assurance data have been compiled and reviewed, detection limits established, site location and raw analytical results have been confirmed, and initial statistical analyses are underway to determine spatial and temporal trends for the different contaminants.

II.
The public profile and accessibility to data for the Gulfwatch program are being enhanced in several ways.  

•New posters have been developed on the scientific results from the 9-year program for use around the region and for presentation at several scientific and management meetings, including:  


-5th International Conference on Molluscan Shellfish Safety, Galway, Ireland June 14-18, 2004 (S. Jones, presenter);


-Coastal Zone Canada 2004 Conference, St. Johns, Newfoundland, June 27-30, 2004;

•The Gulfwatch data are being compiled into a web-based application that will allow ready access to all data in several ways. The project is being conducted by GoMOOS and contractors with cooperation from Peter Taylor, Seth Barker, Louise White, and Steve Jones. The web site will allow data access through interactive maps and databases, and will allow users to generate contaminant-specific maps and tables over time and space. The completion of this project is July 2004.

•UNH’s COOA will help convert the Monitoring Inventory into a searchable database format to be posted on the Council web site. Louise White is also involved with that project.

•The results of the Gulfwatch program are a major component of a chapter on Contaminants by Steve Jones being written for the Gulf of Maine Summit in St. Andrews, NB, October 2004.

•BoFEP is completing a fact sheet (#25) entitled “Contaminants of Concern: Heavy Metals in the Bay of Fundy”, that features Gulfwatch data.

III. The analytical labs are still working on completing analysis of the mussel samples they have, and the data will be summarized into data reports once the data are made available to the EQMC.

Submitted by Steve Jones, University of NH and EQMC Co-chair
Habitat Restoration Sub-committee Update

· The Restoration Subcommittee is nearly complete with the Gulf of Maine Habitat Restoration Strategy. The Strategy will be presented to the Council at the June meeting in Wolfville, NS. The strategy will be in final form for the Gulf of Maine Summit in St. Andrew, NB in October 2004. This will include printed hard copies and a digital version available on the web.

· 2004 grant awards included the following:

· MA: 4; NH: 1; ME: 5; NB: 1

· $254,050 total 2004 award

· TOTAL AWARDS 2002-2004:
$766,035


· TOTAL MATCH:


$3,616,333

· TOTAL PROJECT VALUE: 

$4,953,091
· NUMBER OF PROJECTS: 

MA: 17 

NH: 3

ME: 11

NB: 1

NS: 1

TOTAL: 33

· The Gulf of Maine Council Habitat Restoration Subcommittee was recently awarded another 3-year grant of $400,000 per year beginning 2004. The Restoration Subcommittee has also received $420,000 from a congressional earmark to the Gulf of Maine Council. Of the total, $220,000 in cash will be distributed as grants under the existing restoration grants program. The remaining $200,000 will be from existing GOMC contract staff, focusing on restoration in the Gulf.

· The Gulf of Maine Summit scheduled for Oct 2004 includes habitat restoration topics. A major proclamation regarding the GOMC/NOAA Habitat Restoration Partnership activities and additional funding will be made by high level officials from the US and Canada. There will also be a workshop focusing on salt marsh restoration. For more information visit: http://www.gulfofmainesummit.org/.

Submitted by Jon Kachmar

GOMMI

The Gulf of Maine Mapping Initiative (GOMMI) Subcommittee of the GOMC is pleased to announce the release of our strategic plan entitled A Framework for Ocean Management. This plan is the result of work by the GOMMI Steering Committee comprised of Page Valentine (USGS), Thomas Noji (NMFS), Brian Todd (Geological Survey of Canada), Megan Tyrrell (MCZM) and myself. Many thanks to Ethan Nedeau for his most excellent editing and layout (not to mention, patience). 

To view this document and to learn more about GOMMI please visit our new and improved website at  http://www.gulfofmaine.org/gommi/. Thanks also to Peter Taylor for

his work on the website! 

Next steps for GOMMI include undertaking an assessment of mapping needs and priorities in the Gulf of Maine through a survey and workshop. The survey will be distributed this summer and the workshop is planned for October 4th and 5th in mid-coast Maine. If you are interested in receiving a hard copy of the strategic plan and participating in either the survey or the workshop (or both) please send your mailing and e-mail address to Kate Killerlain at kate.killerlain@state.ma.us. 

Final thanks to our friends at NOAA for supporting this work! 

Submitted by Susan Snow-Cotter, MA Coastal Zone Management Office and GOMMI Co-chair

Northeast Aquatic Nuisance Species Panel

The Northeast Aquatic Nuisance Species (NEANS) Panel begins its fourth year in October 2004. Co-chaired by John McPhedran, ME Department of Environmental Protection and Susan Snow-Cotter, MA Office of Coastal Zone Management, the Panel meets twice each year (spring and winter) in rotating locations throughout the Northeast. One of the charter co-chairs, Tim Sinnott, NYS Department of Environmental Conservation stepped down in December 2003 at the end of his two-year term. Two contractors staff the Panel: Michele L. Tremblay, naturesource communications, serves as the ANS Program Manager and Gretchen Fitzgerald, Ecology Action Centre, provides a variety of support and policy services.

Panel meetings include the “Spotlight on Species” feature where a panel of experts presents news and cutting-edge technologies on a variety of invasive freshwater and marine species. Panel meetings also include training sessions on practical topics such as effectively communicating with the media and influencing state- and federal-level legislators.

The May 2004 meeting was held in Newport, Rhode Island. The spotlight species was Zebra Mussels with a focus on “Predicting Zebra Mussel Invasion Potential for the Connecticut River Watershed,” by Michelle Babione, US Fish and Wildlife Service; “Application of a GARP-based Approach to Determining the Potential Distribution of Zebra Mussels in the Northeast,” Dr. Jonathan Bossenbroek, Department of Biological Sciences, University of Notre Dame; and “Status of Zebra Mussels in the Hudson River: Impacts on Riverine Ecology and Fisheries,” Dr. David Strayer, Institute for Ecosystem Studies. NEANS Panelist Chuck O’Neill, NY Sea Grant Extension Program, facilitated the session. The Panel adopted bylaws at its May 2004 meeting. The Panel is currently planning its fall meeting for November or December in upstate New York.

The Panel recently began a process to explore and determine research priorities and then communicate them to funding agencies. Judith Pederson, MIT Sea Grant, leads this effort. Along with a group of researchers and resource managers, Judy is working with Dorn Carlson, NOAA, to determine needs and priorities. For further information, contact Judy at jpederso@mit.edu.

Each month, the Panel publishes via its listserve and website the NEANS Panel Resource Digest. To subscribe to the Panel listserve, send a blank email with no subject line to panel-subscribe@northeastans.org (please cc: info@northeastans.org on your subscription request).

NEANS Panel Committee reports

Ballast Water

Co-chairs Mihai (Mike) Balaban, Transport Canada and Judy Pederson, MIT Sea Grant

Judith Pederson, co-chair of the newly formed Ballast Water Committee was instrumental in convening the Ballast Water workshop held in October 2003 in Halifax, Nova Scotia. Further information can be found at http://massbay.mit.edu/ballastwkshp03/index.html.

Communications, Education, and Outreach

Tri-chairs Michael Hauser, VT Department of Environmental Conservation; Chuck O’Neill, NY Sea Grant Extension; and Amy Smagula, NH Department of Environmental Services

This past year, the Committee produced a Hydrilla Watch Card and is working through its jurisdictional agencies to distribute it in the Northeast.

As a practical mechanism of raising awareness on ANS, the CEO Committee has developed floating key chains. The bright red key chains encourage individuals to clean boats and other recreational gear so that “tag-along” species of plants and animals do not migrate between waterbodies. The key chain has printed on it a link to a NEANS Panel website page where visitors may obtain contact information for state and provincial agencies and exchange information on ANS and report new findings or locate information or lists of area invasives. 

The Panel’s Water Chestnut hand-pulling brochure is nearly completed. The brochure is targeted at resource managers and volunteer groups who conduct—or would like to conduct—their own hand-pulling programs.

Policy and Legislation

Co-chairs Anne Monnelly MA Department of Recreation and Conservation and Shannon Weigle, MA Bays Program

The Policy and Legislation Committee is pursing a number of initiatives including compiling a list of ANS-related legislative and regulatory measures. Although a list is currently posted on the Panel’s website, the Committee is expanding the project as a guidebook to current legislative and other regulatory measures. The Committee’s contracted intern, Brent Williams, is working with the Panel’s representatives to update the list. 

Science and Technology

Co-chairs Jay Baker, MA Office of Coastal Zone Management and Jim Straub, MA Department of Recreation and Conservation

The Science and Technology Committee, through a contract with Jennifer Forman, has compiled priority invasive species lists for the region and completed an analysis of commonalities and discrepancies between these lists. The results of this compilation and analysis will be posted on the NEANS Panel website during the summer of 2004. These pages will give Panel members a better understanding of regional management priorities and make them aware of species that may be threatening their respective states.

The Science and Technology Committee launched the Marine Invader Database at marineID.org, an online repository for marine invasive species distribution information. The database contains species profile information, interactive mapping utilities, and an invasive species reporting template. The Committee continues to populate the database with additional species profile and species distribution information.

In May of 2003, the Science and Technology Committee took the lead in organizing a Rapid Response Planning Workshop in Bar Harbor, Maine. The workshop laid the groundwork for states to develop early detection and rapid response plans. Workshop proceedings are available at northeastans.org. Committee Co-chair Jay Baker will be supervising a NOAA Coastal Management Fellow beginning August of 2004 to assist states with development of rapid response plans. 

Submitted by Michele L. Tremblay, ANS Program Manager at 603.796.2615 or info@northeastans.org

Sewage Management Task Force 

Activities since March 2004 have included:

Coordination of work on the issue

1. Expansion of the membership of the task force to include provincial and state representatives. Planning of a meeting with the task force members.

Assessment of the issue

1. Compilation of some of the key literature pertaining to the fate and effects of sewage and municipal effluents. 

2. Design of a project on the risk assessment of sewage in the GOM ecosystem.

3. Initiation of project with PEPC to develop a list publications produced by government agencies within the Gulf region on all aspects of sewage management issue, for website posting.

Communications on the issue

1. Work on a fact sheet on “Sewage Management in the Gulf of Maine and Bay of  Fundy”- focus on On-Site Systems (with Ethan Nadeau).

2. Work on the fact sheet on metal contaminants in the Bay of Fundy, with mention of sewage constituents. (BoFEP Fact Sheet 25, in press).

3. Discussions with PEPC regarding communication initiatives on the sewage management issue.

4. Inclusion of information on sewage and pathogens in the GOM Summit environmental report (in prep, June 2004)

Next Steps:

1. Continue to expand Task Force membership

2. Develop a workplan and budget for 2004-2005

3. Prepare and submit a proposal for internal grants funding

4. Initiate the technical review of human and ecological health risks and impacts of sewage/municipal effluents in GOM ecosystem.

Submitted by Pat Hinch and Peter Wells

Science Translation Project Products June 2003–June 2004

· Created Knowledgebase modules for the Council’s Web site on priority topics for resource managers:

· salt marsh restoration

· seafloor mapping

· riparian buffers

· mercury

· nitrogen

· sewage & wastewater

· environmental indicators 

· Wrote “Science Insights” articles for the Gulf of Maine Times on 
· salt marsh restoration
· environmental indicators
· alewife management and conservation
· convergence of science, technology, and policy for regional management in Gulf of Maine
· climate change 
· Provided graphics, editing services, and/or page layout for four "Science Insights" articles in the Gulf of Maine Times, a Gulfwatch fact sheet (with the Public Education and Participation Committee and the Environmental Quality Monitoring Committee), a seafloor mapping briefing paper, the Gulf of Maine Mapping Initiative's strategy document, and the Habitat Restoration Subcommittee's habitat restoration strategy document
· Produced Web version of “Mapping the Undersea Landscape: Using Seafloor Maps to Improve Management of the Gulf of Maine”
· Helped plan and convene a charrette for salt marsh restoration experts to share knowledge, resolve differences, and explore new approaches. 
· Wrote, designed, and produced a 4-page fact sheet on methods and findings of the Gulfwatch monitoring program to educate resource managers about chemical contaminants in the Gulf of Maine. This is available on the Council's website and at meetings and conferences throughout the region.
· Created new Gulfwatch Web pages to provide access to data, maps, and summaries of findings. 
· With GOMC Habitat Conservation Subcommittee, participated in planning and production of marine habitat primer for resource managers. Assembled scientific advisory panel. This project is an initial step toward development of a regional marine habitat conservation strategy.

· Produced Web-based map and directory of salt marsh restoration projects around the Gulf of Maine

· Helped produce (edit, design, layout) several documents in support of Gulf of Maine Summit efforts, including an inventory of environmental monitoring programs in the northwest Atlantic, and "lessons learned" reports on the development of environmental indicators. These are available on the Council's website and the Gulf of Maine Summit website (www.gulfofmainesummit.org).
· Developed prototype online database of scientific information for riparian management in the Gulf of Maine watershed. Conducted interviews and focus groups with targeted users. 
· Wrote and designed sea urchin fishery research synthesis in partnership with Maine DMR.
· Established partnership with UMaine/PEARL to develop centralized database of environmental information for Gulf of Maine and its watershed
· Organized regional meeting of people from NERRS, NEP, Sea Grant, and CICEET involved in science translation.
Projects underway and planned for June 2004–05

· Continue working with Habitat Conservation Subcommittee on marine habitat primer and marine habitat conservation strategy.

· Finish building riparian management Web tool and writing riparian research synthesis in collaboration with Cyndy Loftin (UMaine). 

· Continue working with UMaine/PEARL to develop centralized database of environmental information for Gulf of Maine and its watershed
· Coordinate development of habitat restoration Web portal with Habitat Restoration Subcommittee.
· Pursue action items from regional meeting of people involved in science translation in order to establish a regional information network.

· Provide editing and production services for Gulf of Maine Summit documents (including Summit Forum Reports, indicator summaries/handouts, and other materials), a document on regional research and information needs, a regional monitoring network pilot (nutrients), and a habitat restoration strategy document.

· Prepare additional knowledgebase summaries for the Gulf of Maine Council website.

· Continue writing Gulf of Maine Times articles.

Submitted by Ethan Nedeau, Science Translator

Reaching consensus: developing ground rules for Council meetings

Using Consensus as a Means for Making Decisions Draft 

Introduction: 

In keeping with a cooperative spirit expressed in the Governors’ and Premiers’ 1989 Agreement on Conservation of the Marine Environment of the Gulf of Maine, Gulf of Maine Council and its Working Group are a collaborative partnership where all participants are concerned about the issues and all must be involved in the making of decisions. Therefore a cooperative model of decision-making is appropriate. 

The Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment Operating Guidelines state:

The Council will develop as necessary a unified consensus on policies and programs affecting their mandate. (The Council may decide to vote on specific issues but the results are non-binding on members that oppose or abstain from the decision.) 

The Ground Rules for Working Group Meetings state:

Issues will be resolved through consensus. 

This document, Using Consensus as a Means for Making Decisions, has two purposes:

1. to examine what is meant by consensus, and to describe processes and principles which consensus-based decision-making must include in order to maximize the probability of success, and

2. to determine if consensus is an appropriate decision-making tool for the Working Group of the Gulf of Maine Council, and, if so, how current process should be modified in order to ensure that the requirements for reaching consensus are met.   

Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment Working Group

Using Consensus as a Means for Making Decisions

Definitions:

Consensus is not 100% agreement.  

The following definitions have been used to define what consensus is:

 “A consensus process is one in which all those who have a stake in the outcome aim to reach an agreement on actions and outcomes that resolve or advance issues related to environmental, social and economic sustainability. In a consensus process, participants work together to design a process that maximizes their ability to resolve their differences. Although they may not agree with all aspects of the agreement, consensus is reached if all participants are willing to live with the total package.”

“…substantial agreement reached by concerned interests… an attempt to remove all objections and although participants may not agree with all aspects of the agreement, they are willing to accept the total package.”

“…the parties have reached a meeting of the minds sufficient to make a decision and carry it out. No one who could block or obstruct or block the decision or its implementation will exercise that power. Everyone needed to support the decision and put it into effect will do so.”


Consensus is reached if all participants are willing to live with the total package.
Ten Principles for Building Consensus

In order to use consensus as an effective tool, it must be used with skill. Situations can become worse if consensus is used inappropriately or without care to the principles that it implies. These principles should be applied to every process where consensus is used.

1.  Purpose driven


People need a reason to participate in the process.


2.  Inclusive, Not Exclusive

All parties with a significant interest in the issues should be involved in the consensus process.

3.  Voluntary Participation


The parties who are affected or interested participate voluntarily.

4.  Self-Design


The parties design the consensus process.

5.  Flexibility


Flexibility should be designed into the process.

6.  Equal Opportunity

All parties have equal access to relevant information and the opportunity to participate effectively throughout the process.

7.  Respect for Diverse Interests

Acceptance of the diverse values, interests, and knowledge of the parties involved in the consensus process is essential.

8.  Accountability

The participants are accountable both to their constituencies and to the process that they have agreed to establish.

9.  Time Limits


Realistic deadlines are necessary throughout the process.

10. Implementation

Commitments to implementation and effective monitoring are essential parts of any agreement.
Consensus as a Decision-Making Tool • Process Concepts

Gulf of Maine Council, Management Committee and various committees and task groups associated must consider whether a consensus process for decision-making is appropriate by considering the following questions:

· is there time to spend on the steps toward consensus?

· who has a voice at the table when a consensus decision is being sought?

· would another means of decision making achieve a similar result with less resources?

· what are the benefits of achieving consensus on all or some decisions?

Stakeholders should be supportive of the process and willing and able to participate:

· determine this during process design and at each meeting

Agency leaders should support the process and be willing to allocate needed resources:

· reaching consensus will take time

· a facilitator may be needed

An assessment should precede a consensus process:

· consensus is appropriate for some decisions and not for others: every attempt at consensus should begin with an assessment of whether consensus is feasible or not

Ground rules should be mutually agreed upon by all participants:

· general ground rules should be reviewed and modified at each meeting (will vary with identity of participants and the purpose of the meeting)

· ground rules should include a statement on the means of decision making and specific guidance about what that means

The facilitator’s neutrality and accountability to all participants must be ensured:

· the Chairperson may not be an appropriate facilitator

The participants should plan for implementation of the agreement from the beginning of the process:

· specific action(s) must be part of the consensus

Policies governing the process should not be overly prescriptive:

· flexibility to meet participants’ needs

· some process design must be built into every meeting

Steps to Reaching Consensus 

Step 1.
Assessment
Goal: to make an informed decision about who will participate

· discuss the process with participants

· identify the issues and who would have an interest in each issue 

· identify who will participate

· discuss the 10 principles

· pay attention to principles 1, 2, 3, 8, and 10.

Step 2. Structuring the process

Goal: to ensure the process is agreed to by all participants

· create a set of ground rules agreed to by all participants

· provide an opportunity to work together before the critical decision is addressed

· pay attention to principles 4, 5, 6, and 9. 

Stop 3. Finding the common ground

Goal: to reach a joint definition of issues and, together, to design solutions that work

· understand, respect and address one another’s concerns and interests

· bring interests, expertise and “rights” to the table

· the facilitator can use “Gradients of Agreement” to assess the level of comfort attained and to assess agreement

Step 4. Implement and monitor agreements 

Goal: ensure implementation and participation in implementation

· determine how participants will continue to work together in the implementation process

· include mechanisms for dealing with new information and unforeseen problems, and for resolving disputes

· include monitoring and adaptation

· pay attention to principles 8 and 10

Using Gradients of Agreement 

Gradients of Agreement is a simple tool for assessing the progress made on any consensus process. Striving for agreement is difficult. People may say one thing and mean another, and sometimes ”no” means “I don’t understand”; and sometimes “yes” means “I don’t want to hold us up” or “I’m too tired to argue”. Nodding heads is fine as a measure of consensus until someone says “no..”

To use Gradients of Agreement, the facilitator, at a point after discussion where it seems appropriate to check the level of agreement of participants, will poll the room for each person’s comfort level and determine how close the group is to consensus.


Endorsement

“I like it”



Endorsement with a Minor Point of Contention

“Basically I like it”

Agreement with Reservations
“I can live with it”

Abstain

“I have no opinion”

Stand Aside

“I don’t like this but I don’t want to hold up the group”

Formal Disagreement, but Willing to Go with Majority
“I want my disagreement noted in writing, but I’ll support the decision”

Formal Disagreement, with Request to be Absolved of Responsibility for Implementation

“I don’t want to stop anyone else, but I don’t want to be involved in implementation”

Block

“I veto this”
Emerging issues update

Gulf of Maine Climate Change Network (GoMCCN)

Mr. Gary Lines will brief the Working Group participants on the current state of the Network. This will include stating the network objectives and proposed means of communication. The network is a unique opportunity for international cooperation on climate change study across multi-disciplines. Mr. Lines, current coordinator for the network, brings his connections to other networks such as the Atlantic Environmental Sciences Network, Climate Change Cooperative (AESN-CCC) and the Climate Change Impacts and Adaptation Research Network (CCIARN) Atlantic Region to this new endeavour.

Submitted by Mr. Gary Lines, Science Manager with the Climate Change Division of Environment Canada Atlantic Region

Expanding the US Marine Managed Area Inventory throughout the Greater Gulf of Maine Ecosystem

In collaboration with DFO, Parks Canada, and Environment Canada/CWS, the US National Marine Sanctuary Program and the National MPA Center are funding an expansion of the US Marine Managed Area (MMA) Inventory to encompass Canadian waters in the Gulf of Maine, Georges Bank, the Bay of Fundy, and the Scotian Shelf. The goals of the first phase of this initiative are:  to develop an inventory of available information on marine managed areas, which include designated MPAs, area-based fishery conservation closures, and other conservation-focused management areas, in waters of the greater GoM ecosystem under Federal stewardship; to identify challenges and opportunities in data analysis and management related to marine managed areas from disparate data sets from the US and Canada; and to create a model and "proof of concept" for coordination on similar initiatives in other transboundary areas in North America (Pacific NW, Canadian/Alaskan border, Gulf of Mexico US/Mexico, Baja Region, and Great Lakes).  If funding is found for future work on this initiative in subsequent years, the next step would be to develop and integrate Provincial MMA data from the Maritime provinces.  

Suggested Outcome

Information briefing...solicitation of GoM Council support and input.  

Submitted by Brad Barr, NOAA and Tim Hall, Department of Fisheries and Oceans

Acting on the GOMC committee, sub-committee, and task force survey results

This memo accompanies the Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment Committee, Sub-committee, and Task Force Survey April 2004 Results for all groups.

Survey results: highlights and analysis

The majority of responses for most of the questions fall in the “Agree” or “Neutral” columns. For question numbers 1, 2, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 10 the responses fall in the “Agree” column. For questions 4, 6, and 8, the responses fall in the “Neutral” column. Question number 7 was tied with 17 responses in both the “Agree” and “Neutral” columns.

In the cases where there was a strong second ranking, the majority of responses (6) fell in a “more agreeable” column than the majority (questions 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, 7, and 10). There were two “Neutral” responses (questions 5 and 9) and one “less agreeable” second ranking for question 8. 

There were no cases were the strongest rating of “Strongly Agree” garnered the majority of responses. There were four cases in which a strong second ranking fell into that column. There were five questions that merited some response in the “Strongly Agree” column and five in the “strongly disagree” column—there was only one response for each of these least desirable ratings. There were a notable number of responses in the “disagree column and an even larger number in the “Neutral” column. 

Many of the respondents’ comments indicate that they would like more interaction between committees, sub-committees, and task forces. Obstacles to this interaction include its lack of leadership as well as funding to participate in meetings. Some indicated that their own agency work comes first and that they cannot freely commit to the GOMC’s work. There was some acknowledgement that the reward or gratification from these activities is proportionate to the level of commitment and effort that individuals bring to committee work.

Some frustration was expressed over the lack of funding for actions in the Councils Plan and for committee projects. Some felt that the Council takes on too many initiatives and cannot sustain them. The suggestion is to better focus and limit priorities and projects and programs.

While some indicated that they did not feel that there was sufficient interaction with the Working Group or that it did not provide enough direction, others opined that they felt that this management style was appropriate. Individual members seem the least connected with the Working Group and Council.

Recommendations

1. Identify and secure funds or other support for committees, sub-committees, and task forces hereafter “groups”)

· Funding for projects is a powerful motivator for groups’ participation and commitment. Providing small entitlements, competitive grants, or support in securing other resources for projects would help groups’ increase the quantity and quality of their participation.

· A basic level of support is also required for conference calls, meeting logistics, or some administrative or project assistance.

· Determine what other support resource can be secured such as “sharing” existing contractors.

2. Work with groups to determine appropriate communication tools and facilitate communications

· The Habitat Committee structure currently has four sub-committees that comprise most of the Goal I actions—the other groups should look at how they can network themselves for the other two Plan actions.

· List serves can be formed for “super groups” and networks can be created to keep each other informed of initiatives. The co-chairs or whole memberships can be added to the “super groups” listserves.

1. Plan group meeting time into each Working Group quarterly meeting. Ideally, these meetings would occur the morning before the Working Group meeting or during some part of the first day of the meeting. 

2. Budget funds for group conference calls

3. Ask groups to share their meeting summaries and meeting or call agendas with the Council Coordinator so that the information can be distributed to other groups—or better yet: have their contract staff or other contractor post them on their page on the Council’s website (please see next page for example of one possible output).

4. In the cases where it has been determined that a group has not met in some time, the “super group” leader or Council Coordinator will contact the co-chairs and determine what assistance or support may be required.

5. Re-institute the Council website interactive calendar feature so that groups can use this tool to announce their meetings and other events.

6. Consider re-instituting the Council website bulletin board that can be used for postings and responses to queries and requests for information and other input.

7. Consider creating an online “suggestion box” form where group members can post anonymous and constructive perspectives. The form would have to include an entry that requires the “suggester” to indicate which group should receive the information.

3. Work with groups on planning processes including Action Plan drafting and implementation progress reporting

· Assign a lead group to each “action” and ask them not only to report progress on it but also to be involved in crafting future Action Plans.

· Determine what progress reporting information is useful to groups and tailor reports to it—development of an online and “query-able” tool would be ideal.

· Determine if groups or the Council will determine groups’ work plans/project priorities.
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<This is a sample email communiqué referenced under the above Recommendation #2, fifth bullet>
Subject: GOMC News You Can Use • May 31, 2004

Date: Fri, 07 May 2004 11:08:31 -0400

From: "Michele L. Tremblay" <mtrembla@tds.net>

Organization: naturesource communications

To: wg@gulfofmaine.org

GOMC News You Can Use • May 31, 2004

An irregular news bulletin from and to the Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment

Committee activities

The Habitat Monitoring Sub-committee is holding a meeting on July 22-23, 2004 at allocation-to-be-determined in southern Maine. This first meeting of the subcommittee will include participants from all over the Gulf. For further information contact co-chairs Hilary Neckles at hilary_neckles@usgs.gov and Reg Melanson at reginald.melanson@ec.gc.ca.

Your input is requested

The Gulf of Maine Summit Planning Committee is seeking comments on their draft State of the Gulf report. You can download the current version at http://www.gulfofmaine.org/sampleadddress. For further information contact Jerry Pesch at pesch.gerald@epamail.epa.gov or Peter Wells at Peter.Wells@EC.GC.CA.

Tools you can use

Why not try this great Gulf resource? You can search for anyone in the Council’s People Finder at http://www.gulfofmaine.org/people_finder/. Where provided, full contact information is included. You can add yourself or alter your own entry. Hint: everyone’s default password is “first”—you should change yours to something more personal and secure. You can also search the NGO Directory at http://www.gulfofmaine.org/ngo_directory/. Please contact Michele L. Tremblay, Council Coordinator at 603.796.2615 or info@gulfofmaine.org should you have any questions or encounter any difficulties.

About this message

This email is sent to Gulf of Maine Council Working Group members and all committee, sub-committee, and task force members. Do you like what you see or have suggestions for improving this communiqué? Please send your comments to info@gulfofmaine.org. If you would like your event, tool, or other information posted, please send your announcements to Michele L. Tremblay, Council Coordinator at info@gulfofmaine.org.

--

Michele L. Tremblay

naturesource communications

PO Box 3019 • Boscawen NH  03303

603.796.2615 • 796.2600 fax

http://www.naturesource.net
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	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	17
	31
	4
	1
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	12
	31
	8
	2
	1

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	20
	23
	6
	2
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good*


	3
	16
	20
	13
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good*


	3
	22
	19
	10
	1

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	6
	12
	25
	9
	1

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	8
	17
	17
	11
	1

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	10
	28
	15
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	9
	24
	12
	6
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	16
	24
	10
	2
	1


* one question mark was entered in the “neutral” column for each of these two questions.

	11.  Please share any other thoughts not addressed in the objective survey questions

	Climate Change

· As the assigned leader of two task forces, I assumed the responsibility to define the scope of, set objectives for, and build the partnerships necessary to undertake the work outlined in the Action Plan. These task(s) will succeed or fail, depending on the level of effort I put in and the commitment I make to this objective.

DIMC

· Council needs more critical focus and more limited priorities.

· Main question is whether DIMC is viable. With most recent activities centered on new web site developments there clearly is a role for WG to play in oversight and advice. A committee with a range of technical skills could serve that purpose and could continue to advance information sharing in the region. There may be other ways to accomplish some of those same objectives.

Emerging Issues

· As the assigned leader of two task forces, I assumed the responsibility to define the scope of, set objectives for, and build the partnerships necessary to undertake the work outlined in the Action Plan. These task(s) will succeed or fail, depending on the level of effort I put in and the commitment I make to this objective.
Environmental Quality Monitoring

· I think that the committee has a track record of solid accomplishments.
· For a better sense of what the GOMC is - have sometime before, during, or after the GOM Summit, have a gathering/social of all the GOMC members from sub-committees on up.  
· Responding to survey questions 6, 7, 8 is somewhat difficult since interactions with Council and/or the Working Group are carried on by committee co-chairs not individual committee members. A little more direct input from Council and the WG to committee memberships would be welcome. My agency’s support is good at higher management level. Support at the immediate management level is tepid. Co-chair should ensure that at least two full committee meetings are held each year.
GOMMI

· The council and wg actually provide limited direction to the committees, which I think works as well as any arrangement. When the council and wg do direct (or try to direct) committees in one direction or another it generally doesn’t work. To get buy-in from Committees and active participation, Committees need to be addressing Council priorities, but in the way they think is best.
Habitat Conservation
· I assume “neutral” includes “I ‘m not sure; I don’t know.” I am involved in several other initiatives which to me appear to be linked, and maybe overlap. I think it’s time all these talk to each other, as they have common goals. I am relative new participant in the subcommittee below, so I’m yet to understand how to be really part of the process.
· The council and wg actually provide limited direction to the committees, which I think works as well as any arrangement. When the council and wg do direct (or try to direct) committees in one direction or another it generally doesn’t work. To get buy-in from Committees and active participation, Committees need to be addressing Council priorities, but in the way they think is best.
· I would like more opportunity to make presentations on the work the sub-committee is doing. There needs to be more interaction [with other committees].
· While I believe I understand the GOMC’s “organization mission,” I’m not sure that everyone shares the same understanding… has been a problem since the beginning.
· I am the co-chair of a new subcommittee and the biggest challenge I’m finding is that it’s hard to maintain momentum and interest from our members. People do not have the time it takes to get involved in large-scale projects…so we (the co-chairs) end up doing most of the work and sending them emails as an FYI. Luckily we’ve had the great fortune of having Peter Taylor on board to help us. Perhaps, subcommittee members will become more invested after a few projects get completed? It’s also hard to move projects forward without any dedicated sources of funding (even small amounts). While we do get feedback from the working group at our regular meetings, I feel like we are moving forward without much direction from the Council and must rely on the Action Plan to ensure that we are meeting goals/objectives for the GOM.
Habitat Monitoring

· I feel somewhat disconnected from the Council and the Working Group (although I do have a direct connection through one person on the working group who is also my supervisor. Even though the subcommittees have a link to the larger groups, I am not always certain that full communication is occurring. Conference calls are not always scheduled so that every one can participate. Although I probably can’t do much more to meet in person, I have always found direct meetings to be the most productive.

· The classifications in the survey are not clear -- i.e., how can you agree with the understanding of the GOMC mission? I assumed strongly agree was the best and strongly disagree was the worst.

· What is the organization structure of the GOMC program? How is the budget distributed? [The respondent provided the following comments: #2: “have not seen,” #5: “unknown,” and #7, “unknown.”

· As a brand new member to a still-forming subcommittee, I don't yet have enough exposure to the organization to provided informed answers to most of the survey questions. The survey did, however, prompt me to take a closer look at the GOMC mission statement and action plan. I've answered what I can, and I look forward to participating in the habitat monitoring subcommittee.

Habitat Restoration

· I feel somewhat disconnected from the Council and the Working Group (although I do have a direct connection through one person on the working group who is also my supervisor). Even though the subcommittees have a link to the larger groups, I am not always certain that full communication is occurring. Conference calls are not always scheduled so that every one can participate. Although I probably can’t do much more to meet in person, I have always found direct meetings to be the most productive.

· All of the “neutrals” are due to the fact that thus far I have only attended the sub-committee meetings, which have had little discussion about the GOMC or the Working Group. I have not attended more encompassing meetings where that direct interaction could occur.

· My issue that relates to the “neutrals” above is that simply put, the GOMC often takes on too many large scale tasks, which are good, but don’t necessarily get the state/province staff support and support and time adequately implement them. Good ideas, but only so many people to implement them.

· As an informal mechanism to increase communication and coordination the goals of the GMC are good and the activities beneficial. However there is a high amount of plan development in relation to activities that are solely being done for a GOMC reason. Many of the activities are being done to fulfill state/provincial/federal/institutional mandates. The plans are superfluous unless there is dedicated money associated with them.
· Due to my research I do not attend a lot of meetings unfortunately. The main aspect that bothers me when I attend these meetings is the “seemingly” low interaction between committees. For example, there may be thousands of dollars spent on the restoration of an estuary. If you question about pollution or other problems in a headwater region and their effects on the estuary, the response runs along the lines of “We’re not sure as our committee deals with estuaries and salt marshes. It is another committee that works on the rivers inland.” The Gulf Of Maine Council works predominantly on water systems, and they are connected from a highland bog to the ocean. I feel that there should be more interaction between committees or at least the information should be provided at meetings that cover the whole scope of work being done on a complete system.

· My experience with committees and task groups are that you get out what you put in…for me time has been a challenge and my contribution to GOMC over the past year. Committees and task groups provide a tremendous opportunity for consolidating efforts to meet Council action plan and respective partner mandates, as well as a chance to network…shared knowledge.

· I have only been involved for a year and therefore may have missed delivery of the GOMC plans, agendas, objectives, etc to committee members. My understanding of these areas is generally lacking. However, information exchange at the committee level has been conveyed adequately, and committee tasks have been well managed.
· If the GOMC wishes the participation of non-governmental organizations, municipalities and communities (all of whom should be involved) then the Council needs to support the participation of these groups financially. At the very least, travel and accommodation expenses should be covered by the GOMC. More efforts to involve the participation of Canadian agencies (provincial and federal) need to be undertaken.

· I am not aware of being on a committee! what does that say?

· Last I knew, I was also on the Habitat Committee – I have not been active in that group in recent years for several reasons. First, we have hired a new staff person in our office to take the lead on habitat restoration activities, and she has been attending some GOMC meetings as the representative from our office. I am still actively engaged in habitat protection initiatives (fee and easement acquisition of high value habitat) but have not attended Council meetings because it doesn’t seem as though the Council Habitat Committee is trying to play a role in habitat protection projects. However, there were other reasons that I became less engaged with Habitat Committee activities:

· Our office could not afford the time or travel expenses involved in attending meetings held in distant locations. 

· Council Committee meetings, which rarely produced tangible outcomes, can be hard to justify, even if dollars grew on trees and time was unlimited. Committee work I participated in tended to be focused on planning, talking and creating documents – not doing. Most state and federal agency staff and NGO’s involved in identifying, designing and implementing habitat restoration and protection projects in our jurisdiction do not attend GOMC meetings. Consequently, the meetings tend to be dominated by well-meaning people who are planners, not  “do-ers,” people only on the fringe of the action, people who think about restoration, but people whose knowledge base is often not grounded in basic principals of conservation biology, often not based on practical experience or field knowledge. Consequently, for those involved in implementing habitat restoration or protection activities, Committee discussions and activities can be limited in scope, can miss key concepts and issues, and can be somewhat irrelevant to action-oriented concerns. It takes a LOT of energy and angst to attend Habitat Committee meetings as a “do-er” and try to figure out how to effectively influence the process in positive ways; typically, there are few other “do-ers” in the Council Committee meetings that understand the biological issues and on-the-ground implementation challenges.

· Issues, approaches and solutions from jurisdiction to jurisdiction can be distinctly different – intellectually interesting to learn about, but not always the top priority for us to focus on, in the midst of busy schedules.

· I’m not convinced that there has historically been any significant relationship between Action Plans, Strategic Planning documents and fact sheets produced or resolutions passed by the Council and on-the-ground restoration or protection activities in our jurisdiction. Without exception, restoration and protection initiatives I’ve been involved in would have been accomplished whether there was an Action Plan or not. In general, it seems as though the Council writes Action Plans that are not developed, and are probably not even read by those who are actively engaged in implementing restoration or protection activities. However, in the end, the Council counts up the acres protected and restored that somebody tells them about -- purporting rather disingenuously in my mind, that those actions had something to do with the Gulf of Maine Council. It seems like a pretty weird process.  

· Documents produced by the Council can take lots of time to prepare and expend lots of resources to distribute. However, in my experience, the purpose, expected outcomes and target audiences for documents produced have been poorly thought out (with the important exception of the successful Gulf of Maine Times). Consequently, we end up with Action Plans, Strategic Plans and fact sheets that are very general in nature, sometimes with quantitative goals pulled out of the proverbial hat – and therefore of little interest to “do-ers”  that need more specific and realistic outcome-based planning documents to be helpful. In addition, Action Plans, Strategic Plans and fact sheets have typically been written in a format that doesn’t encourage a casual read by whatever audience we’d like to educate for whatever reason (because we haven’t figured out who and why we expect to audiences to read the documents). Consequently, the documents tend to fill up closets until they hit recycling bins. The major way I’ve used past Action Plans is to refer to them in fundraising proposals for on-the-ground projects, allowing me to identify the Gulf of Maine Council as a supporter of our initiative. However, there are more cost-effective methods of achieving that objective. 

· In short, there’s a major communication gap between the planners and policy folks that seem to dominate the Council and the do-ers that are back in their jurisdictions working to implement projects. Planning is important, but only if the planners know a lot about “doing” and if their products have relevance to the “do-ers.” The structure of the Council doesn’t tend to attract “do-ers” because “do-ers” are very busy “doing,” and the Council can suck up a lot of time and travel money, without providing needed support (financial, informational or technical) – for on-the-ground restoration and protection work. 

NEANS

· I feel somewhat disconnected from the Council and the Working Group (although I do have a direct connection through one person on the working group who is also my supervisor. Even though the subcommittees have a link to the larger groups, I am not always certain that full communication is occurring. Conference calls are not always scheduled so that every one can participate. Although I probably can’t do much more to meet in person, I have always found direct meetings to be the most productive.

· My issue that relates to the “neutrals” above is that simply put, the GOMC often takes on too many large scale tasks, which are good, but don’t necessarily get the state/province staff support and support and time adequately implement them. Good ideas, but only so many people to implement them.
· The council and wg actually provide limited direction to the committees, which I think works as well as any arrangement. When the council and wg do direct (or try to direct) committees in one direction or another it generally doesn’t work. To get buy-in from Committees and active participation, Committees need to be addressing Council priorities, but in the way they think is best.
· I see NEANS as an independent group and am surprised to find it listed with the GOMC; I am on the science translation committee but have been an absentee member—not for lack of interest, just busy.
PEPC

· I am not really able to address the leadership question at this point since Verna left. I actually have no idea what is going on except for my conversations with Verna since she left and one e-mail up-date from our contracted staff. It is a tough one since I can’t really devote that much time to PEPC presently. Verna really had done an excellent job with providing leadership and it might take a while before we can get back on track.

· I am one of the Chairs of the PEPC committee. I wish I had more time to dedicate to this project. The lack of funding is one limiting factor. I cannot travel to the working group meetings. I also have to put my job first, and there never seems to be any time in my schedule to get to all the things I would like to. I believe in the group and its mission and want to help but feel trapped in this middle ground.
· I am on the Public Education and Participation Committee and have actively participated on the Editorial Board of the Gulf of Maine Times for several years. It’s a pleasure to work with Andi Rierden – she is a top-notch professional, and the Gulf of Maine Council is fortunate to have her as its Editor. I think that the Gulf of Maine Times is an exceptional, tangible and important product of the Gulf of Maine Council, serving as an environmental voice for the entire watershed. Keep it up!! With additional people-power and time, the PEPC Committee could play a more active role in providing outreach assistance for the Council and for individual committees. However, as described below, in order for PEPC-coordinated outreach to be effective, there need to be compelling reasons for media to report on Council activities, and there need to be clear objectives and targeted audiences for any publications.

Science Translation

· I see NEANS as an independent group and am surprised to find it listed with the GOMC; I am on the science translation committee but have been an absentee member – not for lack of interest, just busy.

Summit Planning

· The council and wg actually provide limited direction to the committees, which I think works as well as any arrangement. When the council and wg do direct (or try to direct) committees in one direction or another it generally doesn’t work. To get buy-in from Committees and active participation, Committees need to be addressing Council priorities, but in the way they think is best.
General

· I’m surprised that I did not receive this survey from you directly. It was forwarded to me by another GOMC participant. I think that the overall mission of the Council is noble – to link folks from various jurisdictions, to establish a greater sense of the interconnectedness of the Gulf of Maine watershed, to recognize how decisions in one part of the Gulf impact others, to learn from one another, and to look for opportunities to partner and support one another’s endeavors. However, it’s a tough order to fill – Fundamentally, the Council is composed of a lot of hard-working busy people that have other full-time plus positions. Finding time to actively engage in Council activities and ensure that those activities are relevant to their pursuits back home is challenging. I’ve often thought that the best thing for Council and Committee meetings would be to forget about all the protocol and Action/Strategic Plan product development and simply invite people to get together and talk informally, looking for natural linkages, partnerships and opportunities to learn.


	12.  Name of committee, sub-committee, or task force of which you are a member

	Committee, sub-committee, or task force
	Total number of respondents

	Climate Change
	1

	DIMC
	3

	Emerging Issues
	1

	EQMC
	7

	PEPC
	5

	GOMMI
	4

	Habitat Conservation
	4

	Habitat Monitoring
	5

	Habitat Restoration
	19

	Nature-based Tourism Task Force
	2

	NEANS
	3

	Science Translation
	1

	Sewage Management
	1

	Summit Planning
	1

	Miscellaneous
	4

	Total (less miscellaneous responses)
	55


Notes on survey methods and results analysis

· All subscribers of the Council’s committee and sub-committee listserves were sent this survey.

· In the case of task forces or other initiatives, the survey was sent to the lead of record at http://www.gulfofmaine.org/council/committees/.

· The survey was initially sent on March 24, 2004, a reminder on April 15, and a final reminder on April 30 (the deadline for responses).

· In one instance, the survey was forwarded by one of these individuals to an associate within his/her agency. That individual was not known by the committee [PEPC] to be a member of it.

· In some cases, an individual was a member of several different groups. The opinions for items 1-9 and any comments were recorded for each of the groups on which the individual serves.

· Not all respondents provided opinions for all of the items 1-9. In some cases, some provided only comments and no opinions for items 1-9.

· The four “miscellaneous” respondents opinions were not tabulated for items 1-9. Miscellaneous respondents include Working Group members and contract staff (neither are committees).

· Results tabulated for each committee, sub-committee, and task force are included in the next thirteen pages of this report. The “miscellaneous” results are not included.
Results by group

DIMC

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	1
	2
	
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	
	3
	
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	1
	1
	1
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	
	2
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	1
	1
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	
	1
	1
	1
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	
	2
	
	1
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	
	1
	2
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	
	
	2
	1
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	
	1
	1
	1
	


EQMC

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	
	4
	1
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	1
	5
	1
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	5
	2
	
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	1
	3
	3
	
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	1
	5
	1
	
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	1
	1
	5
	
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	1
	3
	3
	
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	2
	4
	1
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	4
	2
	1
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	1
	4
	2
	
	


PEPC

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	1
	2
	1
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	1
	1
	2
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	1
	3
	
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good*


	1
	
	1
	2
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good*


	
	1
	2
	1
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	
	1
	1
	1
	1

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	1
	1
	
	1
	1

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	
	2
	2
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	
	1
	1
	1
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	
	3
	
	1
	


*one question mark was entered in the “neutral” column for each of these two questions. 

†one respondent provided comments but no checkboxes for items 1-9
GOMMI

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	1
	3
	
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	1
	2
	
	1
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	1
	2
	1
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	2
	1
	1
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	2
	1
	1
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	1
	2
	1
	
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	1
	1
	2
	
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	1
	3
	
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	1
	2
	1
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	2
	1
	1
	
	


Habitat Conservation

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	2
	1
	1
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	2
	1
	1
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	2
	1
	
	1
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	
	2
	2
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	2
	1
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	1
	1
	1
	1
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	1
	2
	1
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	1
	1
	2
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	2
	1
	1
	
	


Habitat Monitoring

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	1
	4
	
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	
	2
	2
	
	1*

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	2
	3
	
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	2
	2
	
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	3
	
	
	1*

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	
	2
	2
	
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	
	2
	1
	
	1

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	1
	3
	
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	
	2
	2
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	1
	3
	
	
	1


Habitat Restoration

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	4
	11
	1
	1
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	2
	13
	2
	1
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	4
	11
	2
	1
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	4
	7
	7
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	1
	3
	9
	5
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	2
	1
	11
	4
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	2
	3
	8
	6
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	1
	10
	7
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	1
	11
	2
	4
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	6
	7
	5
	
	


One respondent provided comments but did not indicate opinions for items 1-10.

Climate Change

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	1
	
	
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	1
	
	
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	1
	
	
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	
	
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	
	
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	
	1
	
	
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	
	1
	
	
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	
	1
	
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	
	1
	
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	
	1
	
	
	


Emerging Issues

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	1
	
	
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	1
	
	
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	1
	
	
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	
	
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	
	
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	
	1
	
	
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	
	1
	
	
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	
	1
	
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	
	1
	
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	
	1
	
	
	


Nature-based Tourism

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	1
	1
	
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	1
	1
	
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	1
	
	1
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	1
	
	1
	
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	1
	
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	
	1
	
	1
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	1
	
	
	1
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	
	1
	1
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective*


	
	
	1
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	
	1
	1
	
	


*one respondent did not enter an opinion for item #9
NEANS Panel

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	1
	1
	
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	1
	1
	
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	2
	
	
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	
	1
	1
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	
	1
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	1
	
	1
	
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	1
	1
	
	
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	2
	
	
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	1
	1
	
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	2
	
	
	
	


Sewage

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	
	1
	
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	
	1
	
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	1
	
	
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	
	1
	
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	1
	
	
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	
	
	1
	
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	
	1
	
	
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	1
	
	
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	
	1
	
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	1
	
	
	
	


Summit Planning

	
	Strongly Agree
	Agree
	Neutral
	Disagree
	Strongly Disagree

	1. I understand the GOMC’s organizational mission


	
	1
	
	
	

	2. I understand the goals and objectives of the GOMC Action Plan

	
	1
	
	
	

	3. I understand my committee’s mission and annual objectives


	
	
	1
	
	

	4. The GOMC’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	
	1
	
	

	5. The Working Group’s direction to our Committee is good


	
	
	1
	
	

	6. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the GOMC


	
	
	
	1
	

	7. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with the Working Group


	
	
	
	1
	

	8. I am satisfied with the level of interaction with other committees


	
	
	
	1
	

	9. My committee’s leadership is effective


	
	
	1
	
	

	10. My agency supports me in my participation on the committee


	
	
	1
	
	


Implementing the Transition Team report
Summary of the issue:

As requested by Council in December 2003, the Transition Team completed and circulated its Transition Team Report to Council members for review and comment in January 2004.

Report recommendations are as follows:

January 18, 2004 Transition Staffing Committee
: Recommendations

Secretariat Staffing Level

· The Council should continue with a half-time coordinator and a half-time Administrative Assistant as core positions. Through effective recruiting on an annual basis the Administrative Assistant should be able to provide more than logistical assistance to the Coordinator. Each position should continue to report to the Working Group chair.

· The Management Committee should update as necessary the current job descriptions prior to the Secretariat transition to the New Hampshire. 

· The Council should request the Management Committee to develop a position description and funding strategy for a third core position for consideration in the 2004-2005 annual work plan. The position would assist the Council in strategic program/policy development and identify new opportunities and funding partnerships that support implementation of the Action Plan.  The position would take advantage of a strong program already in place and pursue a more diversified portfolio and robust funding base. It would report to the Working Group Chair.
Funding
· The funding required to support the Coordinator and Administrative Assistant should be approximate to the amount collected through dues and annual contributions to ensure continuity in the event of budget reductions elsewhere in the Council=s annual work plan. The Finance Committee should develop recommendations on the actual funding stream for 2004-2005.

· Funding for the program and policy development position would likely be funded from indirect funds assessed on Council grants and other sources of income. The Finance Committee should develop recommendations on the actual funding stream for 2004-2005.

Contractor Management

· The Council should endorse the current practice of having selected agency staff manage the Council=s contractors.  We believe this distributed management approach is the most efficient mechanism but also recognize it does bring challenges for the Working Group. 

· The Council should charge the Working Group to amend the Staffing and Organization document (presented to Council in December) to include a section which outlines the roles and responsibilities of a Contractor Manager. Specifically how they relate to the Working Group and the Executive Director of the US Gulf of Maine Association. It should also identify the person responsible for integrating pertinent work elements of the Committees and contractors.

· The Working Group should develop a consistent framework for performance evaluation of all staff and contractors.  The framework might include standard forms, a 360-review process, roles of Council committees, and appropriate reporting mechanisms to the Council. This process should be implemented as soon as possible for existing staff.

Approval was obtained in March 2004 of the Transition Team Report by email correspondence.
In response to these Transition Team Report and Recommendations, the Working Group Chair drafted the service scope for a Policy and Program Development Contractor, a description of the roles and responsibilities of contract managers, and a contract review process. These three documents were discussed during Management Committee calls and were finalized in May for presentation to the Working Group in June.  (documents attached – Appendix A).

The Council Coordinator and the US Association Executive Director were identified jointly as being the most appropriate staff members to assume responsibility for integrating workplans of contractors and committees. Revised scopes of services have been drafted for consideration by the incoming New Hampshire Secretariat.

The Management Committee has incorporated funding recommendations for Council Coordinator, Administrative Assistant, and the Policy Program Development Contractor positions, into the 2004-2005 budget.

The Management Committee recommended that the Contract Manager and Contract Review Process documents be distributed to Contract Managers. Contract managers were asked to use the new contract review process for contract reviews in June 2004.

Recommended Action/Next Steps

Approval by the Working Group of the three documents: Contract Manger Roles and Responsibilities, Gulf of Maine Council Contract Review Process, Gulf of Maine Council Policy and Program Development Contractor position description.

Presentation of the three documents to the Council in June for approval Contact Manger roles and responsibilities, Contract review process, Policy Program Development Contract - Scope of Services

Approval of revised scopes of services for the Council Coordinator by the incoming New Hampshire Secretariat.

Appendix A, Document 1

Contract Manager -  Roles and Responsibilities

General requirements

1. A Contract Manager should not be a Contractor under the Gulf of Maine Council, unless specifically directed to be a Contract Manager by the Management Committee.

2. Each Contractor should be assigned a Contract Manager who is not his/herself, a Contractor. 

Workplan Development 

1) Develop the Scope of Services (Appendix A) or the Contract position and define the areas of responsibility (tasks, deliverables) and objectives (results or outcomes that the Contractor is expected to accomplish). Ensure that objectives are: concrete, specific; practical to measure in terms of cost, accuracy, and availability of data/information; meaningful and relevant to the purpose of the job/achievement of objectives and/or to the user or recipient of the product or service; realistic and based on sound rationale, and achievable i.e. Each objective should describe in measurable terms:

 i) the conditions that will exist when the desired outcome has been accomplished (in terms of quality and/or quantity) 

ii) a timeframe for completion; and

iii) an allocated budget (as appropriate).
Integration of Committee and Contractor workplans

1) The Contract Manager(s) is to work in conjunction with the Working Group Chair, the Executive Director of the US Association and the Council Coordinator to identify workplan elements that Committees and Contractors have in common and to integrate the work of Committees by building into contracts opportunities for Contractors to collaborate and work together on these common workplan elements.

The Council Coordinator role would be to: obtain copies of committee workplans; work with committee co-chairs to identify areas/topics of interest for further development; and circulate these items to all committees and contract managers.

Working in conjunction with the Council Coordinator, the US Association Executive Director would circulate copies of the scopes of service (Appendices A) of all contracts, to contract managers and committees.
Circulation of these materials would occur twice a year:

  
- in March, to review the previous year’s progress on the integrated contract approach (What worked, what didn’t, why, and how to improve) and to consider development of the next year’s integrated Contractor projects and workplans.

- in September, to initiate the integrated contract projects and workplans developed in         March.

2) The Contract Manager would participate in all discussions with the US Association Executive Director, Council Coordinator, and Working Group Chair, pertaining to the integration of committee and Contractor workplans and the development of contract scopes of services from those discussions. 

Background materials for a contract position       

Provide the necessary background materials to assist the Executive Director of the US Gulf of Maine Association (USGOMA) in advertising the position and developing the contract. Provide a one-page position description including the position overview, scope of services (using the USGOMA’s a format for tasks and deliverables), Contractor qualifications, and a contract budget (using the USGOMA’s budget format) and forward this to the Executive Director of the USGOM; 

Hiring

1) Participate in screening the applications for the position; 

2) Participate in interviewing the candidates; and 

3) Communicate and confirm that there is understanding and agreement with the Contractor on key work responsibility areas (tasks, deliverables) and objectives (results or outcomes that the Contractor is expected to accomplish). 

Progress review and coaching

1)
Throughout the term of the contract, oversee the Contractor’s work, and provide ongoing opportunity for the Contractor to ask questions on any aspect of the contract or contract review process. 

Establish a meeting schedule/hold meetings with the Contractor or as requested by the Contractor, to discuss progress on the contract work; to respond to questions pertaining to contract deliverables/tasks or requirements (e.g. to explain, clarify, provide guidance, direction or advice on specific tasks and deliverables, reporting or completion schedule, level of detail, quality of work, etc); respond to problems or obstacles encountered and any measures required to assist the Contractor.

Review the standards and update the workplan as required, if there are changes to the nature of the work assignment, expected outcomes, schedule, or priorities, under the current or a subsequent contract for the same position. Review these changes with the Contractor. Note: In some circumstance, reviews are completed where there has been no previous planning process with the Contractor. In cases like this, care must be taken to ensure that expectations were clearly understood by the Contractor during the work period. It is not fair to evaluate contract work if the Contractor has not been given adequate notice of expectations. 

Constructive Feedback

1)
Provide feed back on a regular basis on completed contract deliverables and tasks. (To be effective, feedback should be honest, specific, factual, timely, balanced, and related to contract requirements, not personality.) 


Should a problem arise, obtain the Contractor=s agreement that a problem exists, mutually discuss alternative solutions, mutually agree on the actions to be taken to solve the problem, monitor results, meet periodically to discuss progress, provide positive reinforcement of any improvement/achievement, and offer your help as needed.

Allow sufficient time and opportunity for the Contractor to respond to any specific requests for improvement, prior to the end of the contract term. (Any comments made to the Contractor throughout the term that recognized their achievement or made constructive suggestions on ways to improve their results, should be documented.)

Should a problem arise that cannot be resolved with the Contractor, seek the advice of the Management Committee on the appropriate course of action or approach.

4)
Document on an ongoing basis, relevant examples of Contractor work (both positive and negative) to provide a useful information base for interim reviews and ongoing coaching discussions and to ensure that the overall contract review at the end of the contract term, is fair and balanced. When documenting, include only factual information avoiding inferences or assumptions about the Contractor=s attitude or personality characteristics. Work being documented should also be discussed with the Contractor at the time of occurrence and commended or corrected as appropriate. Maintain this information in a secure place since it involves confidential information.

Sign off on invoices

1)
Review and approve or request clarification/revision to invoices submitted for payment by the Contractor. 

2)
Forward approved invoices to the US Association or Canadian Association for payment as appropriate with a cc. of the approval notice to the Contractor.

Contract review

1)
Complete a contract review summary report (refer to Council review process and standard contract review form). Ensure that the review evaluates contract work objectively against contract specifications (deliverables, tasks, duties) as opposed to a subjective evaluation of personality. 

- review standards of work previously developed for each deliverable, task or duty 

- refer to all records on hand pertaining to the Contractor’s work, such as the standards set at the beginning of the contract period and any additions of modifications that have been made since they were originally set, notes made to document review discussions, coaching sessions, or action planning discussions held with the Contractor during the contract period

- identify any factors both within /beyond the Contractor=s control that affected his/her ability to meet targets and produce deliverables specified under the contract. When taking these factors into account, be reasonable and fair in your assessment. 

- use the standards previously developed for each of the Contractor=s major areas of responsibility as the basis of assessment

- evaluate each deliverable/task/duty to determine if they were completed according to the standard(s) previously developed as: meets, exceeds, or is below contract requirements 

give the overall evaluation for the contract work as; meets, exceeds or is below contract requirements  

2)
Conduct the contract review interview with the Contractor

-
review the summary report with the Contractor

-
provide sufficient time for the Contractor to provide reasons/explain why work was not accomplished under the contract

-
mutually discuss and reach agreement on the contract review outcomes. If ongoing communication and feedback have been maintained throughout the term of the contract, the contract review should not hold significant surprises for either the Contractor or the Contract Manager.


-
promote consensus and mutual understanding and avoid confrontation and argument (be yourself, demonstrate respect for the individual, use active listening techniques to assist in maintaining two-way communications and resolving disagreement, do not interrupt, focus on evaluation of work against deliverables and objectives, not personality, place as much emphasis on the positive aspects of the Contractors work as on the negative).


-
the review should be assessed, discussed, and reported in terms of concrete results achieved in relation to previously established standards and objectives. Criticism of personality characteristics or attitudes is counter-productive in its impact and tends to undermine the manager-Contractor relationship). 
-
summarize your evaluation in terms of areas where requirements were met or exceeded and areas where improvements should be made. Discuss and reach consensus on these.

-
ask the Contractor to indicate those parts of the review with which they agree or disagree

-
ask the Contractor to substantiate their disagreement with your review by providing concrete evidence and specific examples

-
elaborate or report on specific examples that support your own evaluation

-
maintain your position on any area of disagreement if you feel that it is justified in light of all the information that has been brought forward, attempting to have the Contractor understand and accept your reason, even if they do not agree with your conclusions

-
change your original summary report if the Contractor convinces you that it is inaccurate.

-
indicate to the Contractor that a final copy of the summary report and overall recommendation will be provided to him/her, and to the Working Group Chair as a confidential report. A presentation will be made to Council by Working Group Chair in June to summarize contract reviews. 

- 
prepare a final copy of the contract review summary report, incorporating any changes that may have resulted from the discussion.

-
provide a copy of the report to the Contractor and ask him/her to add any comments they may have concerning the report and to sign the report to indicate that they have reviewed and discussed it with you.

-
forward the report to the Chair of the Working Group, 2 months prior to the end of the contract term (usually end of April), for review and approval. The Working Group Chair=s responsibility is to: ensure that reviews were conducted fairly and accurately and the standards were consistently applied;  resolve cases of contract manager-Contractor disagreement; ensure that established goals are consistent with broader objectives of the Council; and follow up on recommendations of the contract review summary report. 

Appeal of contract review decisions by Contract Manager

Discuss with the Working Group Chair any issues of disagreement between the Contractor and yourself with regard to the contract review and recommendations. If unable to reach an agreement with the Working Group Chair on final outcomes, you may request that the case be brought before a Tribunal comprised of three members of the Management Team for review and final recommendation.

Appeal of contract review decisions by Contractor

Discuss with the Working Group Chair as mediator, any significant areas of disagreement between yourself and the Contractor over the contract review. If issues cannot be resolved, you may be asked to present your position before a Tribunal comprised of three members of the Management Team for review and final recommendation.


Contractor Fee

Should the Contractor wish to increase Contractor fees, the Contractor makes the request to the contract manager who then brings the request to the Management Committee. The Contract Manager will gain approval from the MC. The MC will then ask the Finance Committee to budget for this additional expense.

Document 2, Gulf of Maine Policy and Program Development Contractor
Service Description: The contractor will assist the Council in strategic program/policy development and identify new opportunities and funding partnerships that support the work of the Council. The position reports to the Working Group Chair. 

Scope of Service: 

The contractor is responsible for:

-
Research and analysis of policy and issues in the Gulf of Maine within the context of the Gulf or Maine Council program;

-
Prepare proposals and position papers relative to Council policy, program and funding which would outline options, implications, and implementation strategies for Council consideration; 

-
Provide support for strategic plan processes and annual workplan development;


-
      Develop and coordinate grant/proposal preparation;

-
      Identify and pursue opportunities for funding partnerships;

-
Organize and coordinate meetings present results of specific studies, and compile reports on activities, work programs, and accomplishments as necessary to fulfil contract requirements;  

-
Ensure that activities are consistent and well coordinated with all other internal administrative and program policies;
-
Undertake other responsibilities as assigned by the Working Group Chair and Council.

Qualifications: 

-
Knowledge of ecosystem management issues (coastal, marine, and watershed) and related policy development in the Gulf of Maine;

-
Knowledge of and experience in policy research, planning, and formulation; 
-
Knowledge of management and development issues and economic analysis;

-
Ability to express ideas clearly and concisely in oral and written form;

-
Knowledge of the structure, operations, programs, and policies of state, provincial, and federal agencies within the Gulf of Maine region, pertaining to marine (oceans and coastal) and watershed management; 

-
Excellent organizational, communication, and interpersonal skills;

-
Experience in and ability to work in a collaborative international team environment;

-
Ability to work efficiently and effectively with minimal supervision; and 

-
Ability and willingness to travel between Canada and the US.

Minimum Qualifications:

-
A bachelor university degree in marine science, marine law, environmental studies, public/business administration or other directly related field, plus a minimum of 5 years of professional working experience in coastal, marine, or environmental policy and program research, analysis, development, and implementation. 

Document 3, Gulf of Maine Council Contract Review Process

Purpose: The purpose of the evaluation process is to provide a consistent framework for the evaluation of the Contractor work. The Contract Review will be based on assessment of work performed against contract requirements and deliverables, and will assist to identify specific areas for improvement. The evaluation report will be reviewed in conjunction with the Contractor prior to the end of the contract term, and be used in making contacting decisions for the succeeding year. This process will be applied consistently to all paid contract positions of the Gulf of Maine Council.

Steps in the Evaluation Process

1.
Completion of Evaluation Forms

A generic Contract Review form has been developed for contract positions within the Gulf of Maine Council. This form is structured to assess the work of Contractors against contract requirements and suggest areas for improvement. The Contract Review will be conducted through a series of questions and predetermined standards directly related to the tasks and deliverables that are assigned to the Contractor, and a copy of these tasks deliverables, and standards will be provided with the contract review forms to provide a basis for the evaluation. A rating system has been devised for this purpose as indicated on the review form.

Contract Review forms will be provided to the Contract Manager(s). The Contract Manager(s) will complete the review form and may seek the advice of Working Group Chair and Management Team or from his/her own department/agency, on human resource management issues, and from others who have worked with the Contractor as needed.

2. Preparation of Contract Review Summary Report

 The Contract Manager(s) will prepare a Contact Review Summary Report (CRSR) on the Contractor. The report will follow the same format as the Review Form. The Contract Manager(s) will maintain the review form for future reference.

3.
Contract Review

The Contract Manager will provide a copy of the CRSR to the Contractor for review, and will discuss the contents of the report with the Contractor. The Contract Manager (and Contractor) will then sign and date the CRSR and provide a copy to the Contractor and to the Working Group Chair.

4. Right of Appeal

a) Appeals of decisions by Contract Manager

Disagreements between Contract Manger who prepared the CRSR, and the Working Group Chair, should not be recorded on the report. The Working Group Chair and Contract Manager will discuss any significant areas of disagreement they have on the CRSP recommendations. The Contract Manager will be given opportunity to defend the appraisal. If unable to resolve these differences, either the Working Group Chair or the Contract Manager can bring the case before a pre-assigned Tribunal Committee (comprised of 3 members of the Management Team), for review and final recommendation. Members of the Working Group will be solicited during the Working Group June -July meeting, to volunteer to serve on the Tribunal Committee for one Council year.

b) Appeals of decisions by Contractor


A Contractor has the opportunity to appeal the CRSR recommendations, or statements made during the Contractor -Contract Manager review itself. The Contractor may respond to the review by providing a written response to the contract manager with a copy to the Working Group Chair. The Working Group Chair will discuss any significant areas of disagreement with the Contractor and the Contract Manager separately. If these differences are irresolvable, through the Working Group Chair acting as mediator, the Chair will present the case to the Tribunal Committee (described above), for review and final recommendation. If the Contractor believes he/she has been treated unfairly, he/she also has the option of presenting his/her case to the Tribunal Committee for final decision and recommendation.

5. Report to Council

The Working Group Chair will provide a briefing to Council at the June Meeting to summarize the overall outcome of the Contract Review and to make recommendations to Council regarding any changes to the Contact Manager(s) roles and responsibilities and/or the Contract Review process.

Timelines

Circulation of evaluation forms to Working Group members: Early April

Submission of evaluation forms: Mid April

Assessment of evaluation forms and preparation of Summary Report: End of April

Performance Review with Contractor: Mid May


Report to Council: June

Contract Review Form Instructions Contract Review Form Instructions 

Name and title of Contractor

Evaluation Period: June (year) to June (year)

Concise statement of the purpose of the job (from the contract).

List of areas of responsibility   - one sentence each  - giving the standards for evaluation

of contract work (based on contract requirements).

Specify tasks/contract deliverables under each area of responsibility  (that serve as examples of accomplishing the task/deliverables  - brief descriptions).

Review the standards for evaluation as needed if there are changes to the nature of the workplan, expected outcomes, assignments, schedule, or priorities, under the current contract or under a subsequent contract for the same position.

Evaluate the Contract work for each task as:  meets, exceeds, or below contract requirements.

Provide an overall evaluation for the contract work as: meets, exceeds or below contract requirements.

Conduct the contract review interview with the Contractor and reach agreement on contract review outcomes.

Prepare the final review form incorporating any changes that may have resulted from the interview discussion. 

Forward a copy of the contract review summary report to the Contractor and to the Chair of the Working Group 2 months prior to the end of the contract term (usually end of April).

Contract Review Form

Name of Contractor:

Title:

Purpose of the position:

List of key areas of responsibility with list of tasks/contract deliverables under each duty

Criteria for evaluation of contract work for each key area of responsibility: 

a)
For each task/contract deliverable, has the Contractor met the specified deadline in the contract for completion?

1   Below requirements   2  Meets requirements
   3 Exceeds requirements

Comments: (Contract Manager and Contractor)

b)
For each task/contract deliverable, is the work of a sufficient quality to meet the requirements or standards required under the contract?

1   Below requirements   2  Meets requirements
   3 Exceeds requirements

Comments: (Contract Manager and Contractor)

c)
For each task/product deliverable, has the Contractor met the reporting requirements?

1   Below requirements   2  Meets requirements
   3 Exceeds requirements

Comments: (Contract Manager and Contractor)

For each task/contract deliverable, has the Contractor kept within the allocated budget?


1   Below requirements   2  Meets requirements
   3 Exceeds requirements

Comments: (Contract Manager and Contractor)

Areas of Improvement

a) What areas of improvement would the Contract Manager recommend to the Contractor? 

b) What areas of improvement to their own work would the Contractor recommend?

Overall Review evaluation

1   Below requirements   2  Meets requirements
   3 Exceeds requirements

Comments: (Contract Manager and Contractor)

Key

did not sufficiently meet contract specifications B inconsistently or partially met requirements 

regularly attained contract requirements

surpassed or greatly exceeded contract requirements

Overall Recommendation

Would you recommend that the contract for this person be:

a) renewed (same contract)

b) renewed with potential change to the contract to meet changes in specified tasks/contract deliverables

c) not renewed 

Comments: (Contract Manager and Contractor)

Date: __________________

--------------------------------

          --------------------------------

Contract Manager



   Contractor

DFO Oceans Strategy

Summary of the issue

In May 2004, Hon. Kerry Morash received a letter from Dr. Graham Daborn Chair, bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership, requesting that Gulf of Maine Council send a letter to the Honourable Geoff Regan, House of Commons, Minister Fisheries and Oceans, in support of the designation of the Bay of Fundy portion of the Gulf of Maine, as a Large Ocean Management Area under the Oceans Act. 

Several Council members subsequently requested that such a letter be prepared and circulated to Council and Working Group members for review and comment.

The original draft letter was distributed by Pat Hinch, on May 20th. Comments were received as follows: 

 
Russell Henry: The letter is a bit weak from the economic perspective. I sense that even though DFO is looking at IM from a management viewpoint and have a conservation mandate, they want to sustain and or even enhance economic returns. Overall we support the LOMA designation in that it should bring more resources to the table.

Shawn D’Entremont: Could you briefly explain what exactly is a LOMA, and what implications would it have on commercial fisheries? 

Justin Huston: The letter looks great...a bit diplomatic but that's the name of the game! I have no changes to make. It absolutely should go Minister to Minister, the RDG was on there only as a cut and paste mistake from an earlier draft. I think the timeline looks good too...your Minister's approval then Council's approval in June and then off to Ottawa. I think the timing will be o.k. based on what Tim told us at the Cdn Rep. meeting.

Justin Huston (response to Shawn’s question): LOMA  (Large Ocean Management Area) is a term under Canada's Oceans Strategy and the idea is basically that Canada's waters can be divided into LOMAs based on ecological criteria. Within LOMAs are smaller areas such as CMAs (Coastal Management Areas). For example, the Gulf of St. Lawrence is a LOMA, and the western half of Cape Breton might be considered a CMA. 

The idea in DFO is that they are going to focus their increasingly limited science and management resources into the existing LOMA for each region. In our region, only the Scotian Shelf has been designated a LOMA. Therefore, the concern is that if the GoM/BoF is not recognized by DFO as a LOMA there will be no money for science or ecosystem-based

planning/management in the area.

In terms of impacts on commercial fishing, not recognizing the GoM/BoF as a LOMA will result in less science being done in the region to inform good fisheries management. As well, in the management model that must be used in LOMAs, there is a well-defined process for stakeholder

involvement in the creation of management areas/plans, etc, which allows for industry input. For example, in the designation process of the Gully, the pelagic fleet was able to argue successfully for access to 2/3 of the protected zones.

Louise White: I think the opening statement should be as clear and concise as possible (as follows) I am writing on behalf of the Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment to request that you designate the bay of Fundy as A Large Ocean Management Area (LOMA) under the Oceans Act. The letter should clearly state the benefits of making the Bay of Fundy a priority. Such as the existing GOMME which will enhance integrated management efforts in both the Bay of Fundy and the GOM as a whole – i.e. it will have a head start in terms of IM and can bring about IM in a larger ecosystem which is international. I think the cooperation already existing between states and provinces in the GOMME needs to be emphasized more. 

Larry Hildebrand: Overall, the letter is good, but a bit 'soft'. I think that the case can and should be made more strongly. It's still a long shot that we will be successful, as Cabinet has already endorsed the 'other' five areas for integrated management. Nevertheless, we are encouraged to make the pitch forcefully and immediately. This letter will be a key component of that lobbying effort. I'm currently responding to the letter to Minister Anderson from BoFEP and I will, of course, be supportive.

In the first paragraph, the letter states " Requesting that you consider…" This is too soft and easily ignored. How about "strongly recommending the inclusion of the Bay of Fundy portion of the Gulf of Maine among the initial list of integrated coastal and ocean management initiatives."

In the 2nd paragraph, I like the "Heralded…" comment, but it may be a bit over the top and raises the question 'heralded by whom'? Further along, ".. The Council is committed to forging new relationships ".Should be "has forged strong and long-term productive relationships and

new ways of doing business among provincial, state and federal (Canada and US) agencies with jurisdiction and mandate in the Bay of Fundy/Gulf of Maine."  

3rd paragraph "... Feels that there is an opportunity ..."; "feels strongly". an add to the end of the 3rd paragraph - "In fact, all of the institutional arrangements and collaborative arrangements are already in place in the Bay of Fundy and Gulf of Maine, and present an immediate opportunity within the Oceans Action Plan for the Government of Canada to claim immediate success."

Don Hudson: I like Larry’s wording, you know the political situation in Canada better than do I. Nevertheless, the letter will deliver a stronger message with Larry’s suggestions.

Russell Henry: I totally agree with Larry’s comments they were in line with my thinking, I would have added an additional economic aspect.

Jane Tims: We have very few problems with the letter. We agree with Larry’s suggested changes. The letter needs a sentence added to say what a LOMA is and what it attempts to accomplish. Is the Easter Scotian Shelf Initiative relevant to Gulf of Maine (we don’t know anything about it)? You could add a sentence about the signators of the letter being interested in collaboration with DFO on managing a LOMA in the BOF. Kim and I are meeting with our Deputy this afternoon. If there are any other comments arising from that meeting, I’ll let you know.

Comments were presented during the Canadian Association teleconference meeting held on May 27th, 2004.  

Following the Canadian Association meeting, additional comments were received as follows: 

Peer Colosi: I am responding to your e-mail that requests both our review and approval of the draft letter to Minister Regan from the Gulf of Maine  Council. Specifically the letter requests that Canada=s Department of  Fisheries and Oceans consider designating the Bay of Fundy as a large

 ocean management area under Canada=s Oceans Act.

While your request is relatively simple, the letter itself involves issues  that quickly become   provocative for us as a federal entity. Conceptually, an ecosystem approach to management can   make much sense,  particularly where the  managing agency has the resources to adopt such

a holistic approach.  The term a large ocean management area, however, appears to be a term of art created by statute with a meaning that might differ in common scientific usage of the   phrase, or across jurisdictions. Unfortunately, NOAA Fisheries has not had the ability  to   research the term nor its legal implications given the short response  time sought for a review. Accordingly, we are unable at this time to endorse the position stated in the letter.

That said, we understand that DFO has the latitude to consider  management  in its jurisdictional   waters guided by what it views to be its statutory priorities. Further, we do not begrudge the Gulf   of  Maine Council, as a provincial and state entity, from providing commentary from a state and   provincial perspective on matters affecting the Gulf of Maine.

Editorially, we do have a couple of minor comments. First, the Gulf of  Maine Council does not   manage per se', and therefore, in the letter=s second paragraph, it might be more accurate and      effective to focus on the Council=s important role in facilitating communication rather than as a         management initiative. Second, the letter needs to be clear that it is asking for Bay of Fundy      consideration (see the next to last paragraph where it asks to consider "Bay of Fundy/Gulf of     Maine.")

Current status

The Canadian Association members recommended that the LOMA letter be discussed during the Council meeting in June.

Tim Hall agreed to prepare notes on LOMAs to include in the Council briefing package and is prepared to respond to questions during the Working Group and Council meetings in June. 

Recommended Action/Next Steps

Working Group and Council members should be prepared to discuss this issue during the Working Group and Council meetings. Tim Hall has agreed to respond to questions on LOMAs during the Working Group and Council meetings in June.

Any additional comments received during the Working Group meeting will be taken forward to the Council meeting.

The Council will determine the appropriate next steps on this issue.

Submitted by Pat Hinch    

BoFEP agreement – presentation and next steps

Contribution Agreement 

between 


The Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment
(as represented by the Council Chair)

and
The Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership
(as represented by the BOFEP Chair) 

The Parties to this Agreement are:

a) The Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership, (hereinafter called The Recipient), is dedicated to fostering the well-being of the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem within the Gulf of Maine. BOFEP is representative of the coastal, marine, watershed scientific, government, academic, and non-government communities which have interests in integrated ecological management, conservation, and sustainable resource management of Bay of Fundy natural resources (Appendix A).
b) The Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment (hereinafter called The GOM Council), is a US-Canadian partnership established by Governors and Premiers of States and Provinces  bordering the Gulf of Maine, to coordinate transboundary resource management concerns and to promote activities that sustain the ecosystem of the Gulf of Maine (Appendix B).
Whereas:
Each party to this Agreement has its own distinct mission and operates independently, together they share similar purposes, goals and objectives and a common interest in the Gulf of Maine/Bay of Fundy (Appendix A, B, and D) 

The wise management of the Gulf is of concern to both parties;

The GOM Council and The Recipient wish to establish a greater and more formal linkage between the two organizations.

This Agreement will allow  the Recipient  to implement aspects of its workplan that directly relate to and reflect the goals and objectives of the 2001-2006 Gulf of Maine Council Action Plan:  Protect and Restore Coastal and Marine Habitats; Protect Human Health and Ecosystem Integrity; and Encourage Sustainable Maritime Activities.

The Recipient =s projects contain planned outcomes and clear deliverables that relate to The GOM Council priorities. GOM Council support will be subject to mutual agreement between The Recipient and The GOM Council regarding progress in satisfying the terms and conditions of this Agreement. 

The GOM Council has approved the provision of financial assistance to The Recipient to enable it to carry out the activities described in Clause 2.

1. Purpose and Expected Results:
The purpose of the Agreement is for The GOM Council to provide support to The Recipient  to undertake project initiatives of mutual interest that relate to activities outlined in the Gulf of Maine Council 2001-2006 Action Plan.  

2. Activities to be Undertaken:
a) The Recipient will be the party responsible for coordinating the projects of mutual interest as outlined in their agreed upon annual workplan.

b) The Recipient agrees to perform activities and deliver products outlined in the agreed upon annual workplan (Appendix C).

c) The GOM Council will be responsible for authorizing the provision of resources to The Recipient for implementation of the agreed upon annual workplan..

d) The Gulf of Maine Management Team and The Recipient will annually hold a joint meeting (in person or by teleconference) to review the contract and develop the contract workplan for the subsequent year.(Participants at this meeting will include the Management Committee of The GOM Council, the Chair of the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership and representatives of the BoFEP Management Committee; more frequent meetings at the working group level would support and derive from this annual meeting).

3. Contribution Amount:
The GOM Council agrees, subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, to contribute towards the costs incurred by The Recipient for the activities described herein, to a maximum of $10,000 US per year for a 3-year period beginning in June, 2004, for a total of $30,000 US. 

4.  Method of Payment:
Within the limits of Clause 3 and in accordance with the laws of the United States and Canada relating to financial administration, as amended from time to time, the GOM Council agrees to pay The Recipient in pre-agreed installments upon receipt of invoices for the duration of this Agreement set out in Section 11.

5. Invoices or Requests for Payment:
a) All invoices or requests for payment should be sent to: 

Cindy Krum, Executive Director

US Association of Delegates to the Gulf of Maine Council

33 Myrtle Avenue

South Portland, ME 04106

USA 

Contact information: 

ph: 207-799-9964

e-mail: ckrum@maine.rr.com

b) All payments should be made to The Recipient, BOFEP  Inc. and mailed to the following address:

Dr. Barry Jones, Treasurer, Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership, Inc.
626 Churchill Row

Fredericton, New Brunswick

Canada,  E3B 1P6

Contact information: 

ph: 506-454-6108

cell: 506-449-3413

e-mail: gryffyn@nbnet.nb.ca 
6. Accounts and Financial Statements: 
The Recipient agrees to keep proper accounts and records of the revenues and expenditures for the subject matter of the Agreement, including all invoices, receipts and vouchers relating thereto for a period of at least three years after the expiry of the Agreement.

7. Intellectual Property:
Any intellectual property rights arising from the project will be vested in The Recipient   provided that The Recipient hereby grants to The GOM Council the licensed rights to produce, re-publish, translate, reproduce, adapt, broadcast or use at no cost, any work subject to such intellectual property rights.

8. Access to Information:
Data and information arising from projects outlined in this Agreement shall be deemed to be in the public realm and therefore freely available upon reasonable notice. 

9. Audit
The GOM Council reserves the right to audit or cause to have audited the accounts and records of The Recipient to ensure compliance with the terms and obligations of this Agreement and The Recipient shall make available to such auditors any records, documents, and information that the auditors may require. The scope, coverage and timing of such audit shall be as determined by The GOM Council, at its own cost and by those of its own choosing.

10. Public Acknowlegement: 
Any information released or announced to the public concerning the subject matter of this Agreement shall adequately acknowledge the contribution made by The GOM Council. The logo of The GOM Council shall be placed in a prominent place within all published materials. 

11. Duration: 
This Agreement shall bind the Parties for the period beginning on the effective date and extending for a period of three years.

12. Amendments: 
This Agreement may be amended by the mutual consent of both parties in writing.

13. Termination: 
The GOM Council Chair may terminate this Agreement and withdraw from the project if, in the opinion of The GOM Council Chair, The Recipient fails to meet the objectives, as set out in Clause 1.

Additionally, either The Recipient or The GOM Council Chair may terminate this Agreement by giving one (1)  month written notice to the other Party. Payment for incurred costs and non-reversible commitments by The Recipient for the purposes set out in Clause 2, will be covered by The GOM Council. 

This Agreement and the obligations of The GOM Council under this Agreement shall terminate upon receipt of notification to The GOM Council of a notice of either The Recipient =s dissolution or insolvency.

14. Renewal of Agreement: 
This Agreement may be extended by mutual consent of the parties and such consent should be in writing.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF the Parties have executed this Agreement on the 24th day of June, 2004. Herein after deemed to be the effective date of this Agreement. 

FOR THE RECIPIENT   


FOR THE GULF OF MAINE COUNCIL ON THE MARINE ENVIRONMENT
_______________________________
____________________________________

Dr. Graham Daborn


Hon Kerry Morash

Chair, Bay of Fundy Ecosystem

Chair, Gulf of Maine Council

Partnership 

_______________________________
____________________________________

Date




Date 

Appendix A 

(Adapted from the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership Strategic Plan)
The purpose of the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem partnership (BOFEP) is to: foster the well-being of

the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem; promote integrated ecological management and coastal

management based on a holistic understanding to the Bay of Fundy ecosystem; and facilitate co-

operation among individuals and groups seeking to ensure sustainable development of Bay of 

Fundy resources; encourage communication and cooperation among all those who share an 

interest in the well being of the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem.

The mission of BOFEP is to: promote the ecological integrity, vitality, biodiversity and

productivity of the Bay of Fundy ecosystem, in support of the social well-being and economic

sustainability of its coastal communities and facilitate and enhance communication and co-

operation among all citizens interested in understanding, sustainably using and conserving the

resources, habitats and ecological processes of the Bay of Fundy. 

The operating principles of BoFEP are:


Conservation, protection and management of Bay of Fundy resources and their habitats should be ecosystem-based and reflect an holistic understanding of ecosystem structure, processes and interactions. 


Resource development and other coastal zone activities should be based on ecologically sound integrated coastal planning and management. 

Coastal planning and management should be transparent and open to participation by resource users, coastal communities, industries, scientists, governments, managers and all other individuals and groups with interests in the Bay of Fundy ecosystem. 


Effective communication and active co-operation among all citizens with an interest in the Bay of Fundy, and linkages with groups and programs that share similar objectives are vital to this enterprise. 


The goal of BoFEP is to foster wise conservation and management of the Bay's natural resources and habitats, by encouraging cooperative activities on issues facing the Bay, monitoring the state of the ecosystem and disseminating information.

Appendix B

(Summarized from the Operating Guidelines of The Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment)

The purpose of The Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment (GOM Council) is to sustain and improve the Gulf=s ecosystem through cooperative efforts.

The mission of The GOM Council is to maintain and enhance marine environmental quality in the Gulf of Maine and to allow for sustainable resource use by existing and future generations. 

The following principles help guide The GOM Council and participating agencies in their decisions involving the Gulf of Maine ecosystem. Each principle is congruent with international protocols, as well as state, provincial, and national legislation in Canada and the United States.

Ecologically sustainable development  

The GOM Council seeks to meet the region's current social, cultural, and environmental needs without compromising the needs of future generations. Working in partnership with others, it strives to sustain ecological processes and enhance the region's quality of life. 

Ecosystem-based planning and management

The GOM Council supports collaborative management that integrates economics and ecological values and objectives, emphasizing natural rather than political boundaries. 

Environmental protection through precaution

The GOM Council supports conservation of the coastal and marine environment, and urges its members to proceed with caution when scientific information is incomplete to avoid environmental degradation. 

Public information and participation-based planning and management

The GOM Council is committed to a participatory process that informs and engages the public in setting priorities, forming policies, and pursuing efforts to conserve the Gulf's environment. 

The goals of The GOM Council are:


Coordinate conservation of the Gulf=s ecosystem: establish a long-term, cooperative environmental management strategy and promote a framework to unite the protection efforts and responsibilities of the bordering states and provinces.


Promote sustainable development: promote the sustainable development and management of the Gulf=s marine and coastal resources;


Promote public awareness: Improve stewardship of the Gulf by increasing awareness about its resources, management issues, and ways the public an become involved; and


Foster marine research: Improve management of the Gulf by promoting research on the structure and function of the Gulf ecosystem as well as the effects of pollution, habitat loss, and other stresses.

$


Appendix C

Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership

tc \l2 "Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership
2004-2005 Workplan*

*(in partial fulfillment of the three year Contribution Agreement signed between the GOMC and BOFEP, June 2004)

Description. 

In December 2003, the GOM Council instructed the GOM Working Group to work with the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership (BoFEP) to identify projects and programs of mutual interest which present opportunities for ongoing collaboration and funding support. This recommended a similar relationship to the one that the GOM Council had built with the Regional Association for Research on the Gulf of Maine, which is partially funded by the GOM Council (for three years at 10,000 US per year). Through subsequent discussions with the GOM Management Team, it was agreed that for this to be similar in nature to the RARGOM funding arrangement, that the collaborative agreement with BOFEP would extend over a three year period, and that the GOM Council would provide to the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership (BOFEP), $10,000 US per year for each of three years, starting in June 2004, to a total of  $30,000 US,  to support projects and programs of mutual interest that link to the GOMC Action Plan. 

Tasks that BOFEP will work over the next twelve months include: 


under Goal 1: Habitat restoration, a GIS project on restricted tidal barriers in the Bay of Fundy and 


under Goal 2: Human health and ecosystem integrity, a bibliography on contaminants in the Gulf of Maine.

The formal linkage of the GOM Council and BOFEP has value for both organizations. For the GOM this partnership agreement engages a credible group, that has been working for many years on issues in the northeast GOM i.e. the Bay of Fundy, hence offering tangible contributions from a multi-partner, community based group in partnership with government. For BOFEP this agreement ensures that its specific projects are linked with, reflect and benefit from work being conducted on/in the greater GOM, from research to communications and practical work in the field. The complementary the programs of the two organizations has been illustrated numerous times at GOM Council Working Group meetings and workshops since 1998. The GOM Council and BOFEP share compatible visions, principles, and core program elements.

Outputs/Outcomes.  In addition to specific tasks identified above, BOFEP will augment The GOM Council Action Plan by: 

1) Contributing to the scientific understanding of the Bay of Fundy ecosystem through focused research and studies/programs on contaminants, habitat restoration, and acting as the key information source for the Bay of Fundy and other northern parts of the GOM;   

2) Promoting effective communication and information exchange between the GOM Council and BOFEP members, and cross-linking information sources - GOM Council and BOFEP web sites, displays, joint fact sheets with both BOF and GOM information;

3) Contributing to development of the 4th GOM Council Action Plan by bringing forward a consensus on priorities from Bay of Fundy stakeholders, starting the discussion at the 6th BOFEP Fundy Workshop, September, 2004;.

4) Providing consultation and scientific advice on issues of importance to the GOM  

5) Implementing new research projects e.g. the GIS study of tidal barriers in the Bay of Fundy; and

6) Expanding BOFEP to include more US representatives.

Budget ($U.S.)
Contract with BOFEP


$ 10,000

Source of Funds.  NOAA IV: 
$ 10,000

Budget ($U.S.):
Contract with BOFEP 

$ 10,000

Appendix D

Background Information - Agreement between the GOMC and BoFEP, December 2003
tc \l2 "Background Information - Agreement between the GOMC and BoFEP, December 20031.  December 2003 GOM Council Decision: 

The Council instructed the GOM Working Group to work with the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership (BOFEP) to identify projects and programs of mutual interest which present opportunities for ongoing collaboration and funding support. This recommends a similar relationship to the one that the Council has built with the Regional Association for Research on the Gulf of Maine which is partially funded by Council.
2.  Project Title: Bay of Fundy - Gulf of Maine Initiatives & Linkages.

3.  Project Background:  

The approved GOM Council decision is for a greater and more formal linkage between the GOM Council and BoFEP.  BoFEP is a multi-partner group that serves as a forum to address scientific, environmental and sustainable development issues facing the Bay of Fundy and its watersheds, through discussion, research, assessment, management (including remediation) and communication.  BoFEP was initiated in 1995 by CWS (Environment Canada) and interested individuals (with long Fundy experience), and was formally established in November 1997.  It conducts work through working groups focussed on key issues facing the Bay and the greater Gulf of Maine, from integrated coastal management to ecotourism.   BoFEP holds an annual general meeting of members (largely Canadian), conducts a Biennial Bay of Fundy Science Workshop, maintains a website, and publishes an electronic newsletter and periodic Fundy Issues Fact Sheets.  It is governed by a Steering Committee, a Management Committee, and a Secretariat based at the Acadia Centre for Estuarine Research, Acadia University, Wolfville, NS.  To date, BoFEP has organized five Fundy science workshops (with Proceedings) and five Minas Basin community forums, produced 24 fact sheets on key issues (11 co- sponsored by the GOM Council - see attached), run five active working groups with funded research projects since 1997, and served as a focal point for discussion of Fundy issues among government and non-government partners and the wider public.  

4.  Proposed Project Initiatives of Mutual Interest (deliverables and time frames):  

Expand Steering Committee and WG membership to include more USA reps (2004); choose new research projects of the Minas Basin, Salt Marsh and Restricted Tidal Barriers (SMARTS), Stress and Cumulative Effects, and Ecotourism WGs that fit GOM Council priorities (ongoing).


Organize one or more sessions on wider GOM issues at the 6th BoFEP Workshop. (Sept-Oct 2004).

Contribute to and promote the GOM Summit process (2004), through advertising and presentations as opportunities occur, and direct involvement by BoFEP stakeholders in the Summit. (March-October 2004)

Contribute to development of the 4th GOM Council Action Plan by bringing forward a consensus on priorities from Bay of Fundy stakeholders.

Cross-link information sources B GOM and BoFEP web sites, displays, joint fact sheets with both BoF and GoM information (ongoing).

Act as the key information source for the Bay of Fundy, and other northern parts of the GOM e.g. prepare and maintain a comprehensive bibliographies of Fundy information. (ongoing).
Note:  Specific projects, when approved, will be built into the BoFEP Work Plan for FY 2004-05 (Appendix C).

5.  Linkage to the GOMCME Action Plan 2001-06
There are many obvious links to the 3 goals of the GOM Council Action Plan B habitat restoration (the SMARTS WG), human health and ecosystem integrity (stress and cumulative effects WG, Corophium WG, the proposed contaminants WG), and sustainability of the Gulf (Minas Basin WG and  the Upper Bay Integrated Fisheries Management Initiative,  Ecotourism WG,  Biosphere Reserve WG). The complementarity of the programs has been illustrated several times at GOM Council WG meetings and workshops since 1998. The GOM Council and BoFEP share compatible visions, principles, and core program elements.

 6.  Budget and Leverage
The GOM Council decision of December 2003 is that it supports a relationship with BoFEP involving $10K US per year for each of three years. BoFEP=s annual budget is $70-80 K Can. per year (72.4K in FY 03-04), the majority of which comes currently from EC and DFO. This 7-8:1 leverage ratio is supplemented by significant in-kind support from Nova Scotia and New Brunswick, and other partners (in-kind support in FY 03-04 was valued at 147.7K). This makes a leverage of the GOM Council contribution of approx. 20:1. 

7.  Summary  

The formal linkage of the two groups will have great value for both groups. For the GOM Council, it engages a credible group that has been working for years on issues in the northeast GOM i.e. the Bay of Fundy, hence offering tangible contributions from a multi-partner, community based group in partnership with government. For BoFEP, it ensures that specific projects of its working groups, its workshops and its communication efforts are linked with reflect and benefit from work being conducted on/in the greater GOM, from research to communications and practical work in the field. 


8.  Recommendation: 

That the Working Group approve the detailed agreement, the proposed work initiatives, and the proposed annual support of $10 K US to BoFEP for each of three years to a total of 30,000 US. Work plans and a progress report will be presented to the GOM Council on an annual basis in support of this GOM Council-BoFEP partnership.

Submitted by P.G. Wells, Vice-Chair, BoFEP.

Coastal Development Forum

ISSUE  

The Working Group is to discuss how Council might act on conclusions put forward by participants at the December public forum on coastal development. 

BACKGROUND

· In December, Council was presented with an overview of the Coastal Development Forum which focused on how states and provinces in the Gulf of Maine region are responding to challenges posed by coastal development, and the potential barriers and opportunities for integrated coastal management within and across jurisdictions.

· Key conclusions calling for Council action were: 

1) The need to better engage municipal governments and better integrate municipal planning and management with state/provincial/national coastal planning and management initiatives.

2) The Council is in a unique position to champion proactive approaches to coastal management.

· Additionally, forum discussion focused on a fundamental question: should Council remain focused on dissemination data and information vs. providing knowledge and wisdom (e.g. documenting coastal management practices in each jurisdiction vs. developing a GOMC code of practice for coastal management in the region). 

DISCUSSION 

Since essentially all of Council’s activities are related to coastal development in some way or another, I do not think there is a great need, nor do I think Council has the capacity, to undertake a whole new suite of projects. Instead, I think we can look to augment and adapt existing projects and actions to better engage municipal governments and encourage good coastal planning and management.

Along these lines I throw a few ideas on the table for us to consider and get the discussion started. You’ll notice that some ideas move beyond data/info exchange into more of a best-practices/advocacy role, which touches upon the issue of what role do we see Council playing in the future.

Short Term 

· Invite host municipalities to Working Group and Council meetings, and where applicable to forums, workshops, summits, etc.

· Task working group members with informing their local GoM municipalities about the Council and the potential opportunities for collaboration, grants, etc. This could be as simple as a letter or email to a federation of municipalities, or a presentation to your home town council (who hasn’t given their AP presentations yet?).

· Distribute applicable fact sheets to municipal governments (e.g. fact sheet on sewage to municipal public works departments).

Long Term 

· Develop a municipal directory similar to the NGO directory.

· Develop best-practices sheets for coastal development (armament, setbacks, etc.)

· Support the development of local workshops that provide municipal planners and politicians with the knowledge and tools they need for sound coastal planning and management.

· Create an annual award that recognizes a municipality’s commitment to the Gulf of Maine through good coastal planning/management.

Submitted by Justin Huston, NS Department of Agriculture and Fisheries

The NGO Directory Show ‘n’ Tell – Introduction to tool 

and Future Plans
Summary of Original Goals and Objectives

The Gulf of Maine Council has a database containing information on non-governmental organizations or NGOs. When it was created the database was envisioned as a tool to assist the Council in disseminating information to the database participants on grants, technical assistance initiatives and information of interest. It was also seen as a tool for communication and collaboration between the member NGOs.

Although there are other directories within the constituency, it was envisioned that the Council’s NGO Directory would be more comprehensive, more accessible and consistently current in its information.

Current Situation

The Directory is fully functioning and accessible through the Council website. Recently the Summit Marketing team and Accomplishments team have both used the directory to either survey or send information to the database membership.

Recent enhancements include the creation of an effective way to e-mail the entire directory in the form of a password-protected web page where we can type in an email message and click "send." The program automatically grabs the email address from each ngo and sends the message. Each email is addressed individually, not in bulk, so mail servers won't think we are sending SPAM.

The directory currently has 654 members, predominantly from Massachusetts and Maine.

Below are listed the member statistics for each Council jurisdiction:

	For the entire database
 Total:


654

 With names: 

572

 With an address: 
639

 With phone number:
546

 With email:

485

 With keywords:
475


	For ME

 Total:


252

 With names: 

252

 With an address: 
244

 With phone number:
247

 With email:

218

 With keywords:
236



	For MA

 Total:


247

 With names: 

183

 With an address: 
243

 With phone number:
146

 With email:

148

 With keywords:
105


	For NB

 Total:


44

 With names: 

27

 With an address: 
42

 With phone number:
44

 With email:

40

 With keywords:
28



	For NH

 Total:


30

 With names: 

29

 With an address: 
29

 With phone number:
29

 With email:

29

 With keywords:
28


	For NS

 Total:


80

 With names: 

80

 With an address: 
80

 With phone number:
79

 With email:

49

 With keywords:
77




What we need to do to meet our goals

1. Maintain the daily functionality of the database and continue to find new quality enhancements. Coming soon is the ability to download targeted mailing lists.  

2. Update the listings to contain current contact information and better represent all Council jurisdictions. This summer we are launching a campaign asking current members to update their own listings and add one colleague or partner group.

3. Market the directory primarily using the plan created by Deborah Cook. The marketing campaign will begin in October at the Summit.

How Working Group members can help

1. Assist the PEP Coordinator in updating the directory and engaging NGOs from all Council jurisdictions. 

2. Begin to use the directory to share information from your program or agency and encourage its use by others. 

3. If you know of other directories with engaging tools or attributes, share the information or URL with the PEP Coordinator and assist in upgrading the NGO directory as a quality communications tool.

Submitted by Karin Hansen, PEPC Education and Marketing Coordinator (contractor)

RARGOM and Go MOOS partnership agreements – update and next steps 

Conceptual Proposal Formation of the Gulf Of Maine Regional Association

In Brief
It is proposed that five regional organizations devoted to the management, science, and monitoring of the Gulf of Maine create a unifying umbrella association for two purposes: 

1. To facilitate the exchange of support and services between and among the organizations, each of which will remain independent; and

2. To carry out the duties of a Regional Association under the soon-to-be-established U.S. Integrated Ocean Observing System (IOOS).

It is further proposed that an Organizing Committee be formed by the five organizations to map out the steps and the legal vehicle for creating an association.

Regional Organizations
The Gulf of Maine Council on the Marine Environment was established in 1989 by resolution of the Governors and Premiers of the states and provinces that border the Gulf of Maine. It is a forum of the state, provincial, and federal agencies that manage the biological and environmental resources of the Gulf of Maine. Its governing board also includes representatives of businesses and NGOs with interests in the Gulf of Maine. Through management-oriented action plans, the Council focuses on the protection and restoration of coastal habitats, monitoring of environmental threats (especially toxics in marine waters), and education and involvement of the public at a grass roots level. (The Council has elected not to become directly involved with questions of fisheries management, a field in which others have primary missions.) The Council encourages its member agencies to incorporate the actions into their respective missions and provides financial assistance to nonprofit organizations and others to assist in the implementation.

The Regional Association for Research on the Gulf of Maine (RARGOM) was founded in 1991. It is an association of US and Canadian institutions that have active research interests in the Gulf of Maine and its watershed. Its mission is to advocate and facilitate a coherent program of regional research, promote scientific quality, and provide a vehicle for communicating research needs and results among scientists and the public. In addition to coordinating a research agenda related to the Gulf of Maine and its watershed, RARGOM is available, through workshops, reviews, and other mechanisms, to provide scientific and technical advice and planning for federal, regional, state and local agencies and organizations.

The Gulf of Maine Ocean Observing System (GoMOOS) is a nonprofit corporation established in 1999. Its mission is to produce and deliver observations and forecasts of ocean and climate conditions to a wide variety of consumers. Most of the observations are produced in near real time. GoMOOS’s observing capabilities are centered on physical oceanography, fluorescence, nutrients, and meteorology. It has been producing observations continuously since mid-2001 in Canadian and U.S. waters of the Gulf. The observing platforms, which have been put into place and are operated by a science team under agreement with GoMOOS, include in situ buoys in near shore, shelf, and deep waters, high frequency radar, and satellite images. The organization also is designing data management routines for the combining and mapping of biological and physical observations in the Gulf of Maine. GoMOOS is governed by a board of directors drawn from its membership. The membership includes public and private users of ocean data, academic institutions, and technology companies from the U.S. and Canada.

The Gulf of Maine Ocean Data Partnership was created in 2004 by a Memorandum of Understanding among agencies and organizations that produce or coordinate the dissemination of a wide array of observations about the biological, oceanographic, chemical, geological, and cultural conditions of the Gulf of Maine. Its purpose is to design and implement an ongoing or “dynamic” system for sharing large databases among each other and with users of the data in the public at-large; and to do so in a way that enables the combining and synthesis of data layers to produce an ecosystem or integrated view of the Gulf of Maine. As of April 2004, the Partnership consisted of 15 agencies and organizations. It is open to any organization that routinely produces or coordinates the dissemination of data about the Gulf of Maine, and it is expected that the Partnership will grow. The Partnership is seen as a key strategy for creating an integrated ocean observing system in the Gulf of Maine – one that brings together observations of the Gulf of Maine from multiple platforms and in multiple scales of time and geography, for multiple purposes. The Partnership is governed by an independent board comprising the producers of the data that will be shared. GoMOOS serves as host.

Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership was created to foster the well-being of the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem; promote integrated ecological management and coastal management based on a holistic understanding to the Bay of Fundy ecosystem; and facilitate co-operation among individuals and groups seeking to ensure sustainable development of Bay of Fundy resources; encourage communication and cooperation among all those who share an interest in the well being of the Bay of Fundy Ecosystem.

Background and Need
The five organizations, though independent and distinct in their missions, frequently interact. For example:

· For more than a decade, the Gulf of Maine Council and RARGOM have sought to bridge the divide between ocean managers and scientists and to take advantage of the skills of each to identify and address pressing needs in the Gulf of Maine. The relationship has waxed and waned depending on leadership, resources, and efforts to communicate. Both organizations are at a point at which they want to strengthen the relationship of RARGOM as science advisors to the management-oriented needs of the Gulf of Maine Council.

· RARGOM provided scientific advice on the deployment of GoMOOS’s assets at the start-up of the observing system.

· A number of organizations with shared concerns about the biological, geological, environmental, and meteorological resources of the Gulf joined together to produce observations of the Gulf of Maine. Together, these observations potentially constitute an “integrated” ocean observing system – but only if technological and institutional challenges of integration can be resolved. To create such integration, the national fisheries agencies (Northeast Fisheries Science Center and DFO-Canada), Maine Department of Marine Resources, GoMOOS, the Gulf of Maine Census of Marine Life Program, state coastal programs, and others proposed the Ocean Data Partnership, which, as noted above, has been launched.  

· The memberships of GoMOOS, the Gulf of Maine Council, the Ocean Data Partnership, Bay of Fundy Ecosystem Partnership, and RARGOM overlap.

Two circumstances now lead to the proposal to create a unifying Regional Association of the five organizations, one that would formalize some of the relationships among them. First, the Gulf of Maine Council, whose members rely on both good data and good science to assist in management decisions, has proposed a closer and more formal working relationship among the Council, RARGOM, BOFeP, and GoMOOS. Second, in the United States a national program to establish and promote an integrated ocean observing system is gaining momentum. Legislation to create the system and authorize funds is making its way through Congress; the recent report of the U.S. Oceans Policy Commission strongly endorses the IOOS, and details of the system are being put into place under the leadership of a national program office, OceanUS. One of the key components of the system is establishment of Regional Associations in each of the approximately 10 coastal regions of the United States, including the Gulf of Maine region.  

The Regional Associations will be the liaisons between the U.S. federal agencies managing and funding the IOOS and the coastal ocean observing systems producing observations within their respective regions. Each Regional Association must broadly represent users and producers of ocean observations. Each will identify priorities for observations and for directing the use of IOOS funds to meet national and regional goals.  

The Proposal 

These circumstances suggest that the time is ripe for the five organizations to coordinate their efforts under the umbrella of a Regional Association.  

Together these entities represent the broad reach and interests of science, management, users, and monitors in the Gulf of Maine Region. Their members include all of the major players within the region. It makes sense to coordinate their common interests and to use this existing infrastructure to meet the new challenges arising from the heightened awareness now being given to the oceans. 

The Regional Association would have the duty and authority to meet the terms and conditions of a Regional Association per the evolving U.S. integrated ocean-observing system. More broadly, it would serve as a unifying body that can facilitate working relationships and the exchange of support and services among the five regional entities, each of which would retain its independent status and identity.

It is proposed that each of the five entities appoint three members to serve as an Organizing Committee for the purpose of detailing the governing structure, mission, powers, and responsibilities of a Gulf of Maine Regional Association. The Organizing Committee should be formed this summer and should report back to the respective organizations in the fall. The goal should be for each of the organizations to act to establish the Regional Association by December 31, 2004.

Submitted by David Keeley, ME State Planning Office

Action Plan mid-term review and preparing recommendations to the Council

Category #1 -- Action Plan Items Underway & Progress Being Achieved

Goal 1: Protect and Restore Coastal and Marine Habitats

	
	Maintain

level of effort
	Accelerate

level of effort

	Increase Awareness 

	1. Publicize Gulf of Maine Times
	(
	

	3. Maintain habitat page on GOMC website
	(
	

	Improve Management 

	6. Translate research
	(
	

	Develop a Marine Mapping Strategy 

	11. Develop/implement Gulf-wide strategy
	
	(

	14. Assess the needs of potential map users
	
	(

	15. Establish partnership to promote development of mapping strategy
	
	(

	Increase Rate and Improve Effectiveness of Habitat Restoration 

	16. Create/distribute habitat restoration plan
	(
	

	17. Fund habitat restoration activities
	(
	

	18. Seek increased funding
	
	(

	19. Maintain Gulf-wide database
	(
	

	20. Implement restoration protocols
	(
	

	Increase Awareness about Aquatic Invasive Species

	21. Convene awareness conference
	(
	

	22. Create informative web page
	(
	

	23. Cover ANS threat in GOM Times
	(
	

	24. Identify/distribute existing ANS publications
	(
	

	Improve Management 

	26. Identify invasive species of concern
	(
	

	27. Create regional database
	(
	

	Enhance Local and Regional Capacity for Citizen Stewardship 

	28. Administer competitive grants program
	(
	

	30. Enhance NGO directory
	
	(

	Goal 2: Protect Human Health and Ecosystem Integrity

	Increase Awareness 

	31. Publicize Gulfwatch findings and issues in GOM Times
	(
	

	32. Create/distribute fact sheets on findings/issues
	(
	

	33. Maintain contaminants page on website
	(
	

	34. Analyze, interpret and distribute data and information
	(
	

	35. Prepare State of the Gulf report
	
	(

	Increase Understanding 

	37. Expand environmental quality monitoring strategy
	
	(

	38. Establish/maintain Gulfwatch “tissue bank”
	(
	

	39. Synthesize information on sewage, nitrogen and mercury
	(
	

	Improve Management 

	43. Translate research findings
	(
	

	45. Formulating environmental health indicators
	
	(

	Implement Reduction Strategies for Priority Contaminants 

	46. Convene workshop on impacts of sewage
	(
	

	47. Address results of nitrogen workshop
	(
	

	Enhance Local and Regional Capacity for Citizen Stewardship 

	49. Administer competitive grants program
	(
	

	51. Enhance links using NGO directory
	
	(


Category #2 -- Limited or No Movement by GOMC or through other Gulf-wide Efforts

Goal 1: Protect and Restore Coastal and Marine Habitats

	
	Postpone action
	Catalyze action over next 2 years

	Increase Awareness 

	2. Distribute habitat publications and fact sheets
	
	(

	Improve Management 

	4. Document research and educational tools
	
	(

	7. Disseminate best management practices information
	(
	?

	8. Convene partners re: climate change impacts
	(
	

	Increase Land Acquisition 

	9. Survey land acquisition programs
	(
	

	10. Advocate for increased acquisition funding
	(
	

	Develop a Marine Mapping Strategy 

	12. Establish clearinghouse to identify ocean mapping data
	
	(

	13. Develop classification framework
	(
	

	Improve Management 

	25. Assess selected habitat areas
	(
	

	Goal 2: Protect Human Health and Ecosystem Integrity

	Increase Understanding 

	36. Develop/implement regional marine research plan
	
	(

	40. Gather contaminants info in invertebrate tissue
	(
	

	41. Compile information on contaminant sources
	(
	

	Improvement Management 

	44. Review/disseminate knowledge of public health effects
	(
	

	Implement Reduction Strategies for Priority Contaminants 

	48. Continue tracking mercury and prepare reduction strategy
	(
	


Wolfville Dyke Walk – June 22, 2004

Meet at 3:15 p.m., Wolfville Waterfront Park, across the railroad tracks north from Tim Horton's, signage etc., on your right, just north of tracks.

The walk features Cape Blomidon, tides, saltmarshes, mudflats, and the dykelands around Minas Basin, a part of the upper Bay of Fundy.

In 6,000 years tidal amplitude has developed from zero to the present day 10 to 15 metres, moving huge amounts of water four times a day. Tidal marshes and mudflats have evolved with the tides and are integral components of the Bay of Fundy/Gulf of Maine Ecosystem. Tidal marshes are nurseries for young

clams, crabs, shrimps, fishes, etc. The "yummy muds of Minas" contain huge numbers and diversity of animals. Migratory shorebirds in July and August feed heavily on these critters, fatten up on mud shrimp, then migrate non-stop to northern South America. Starting in the 1600s with the Acadians, 75 to 85% of the original saltmarshes have been "reclaimed" for agriculture, through dyking.

Cape Split Wildflower Walk

With Dr. Peter Wells, navigator and Ruth & Reg Newell, wildflowers interpreters, those interested should  meet @ 8:30 am at the Old Orchard Inn for the Wildflower Walk to Cape Split on Sunday, June 20, 2004. The hike is from 9:00 am to 5:00 pm.

Suggested items to bring:

· lunch 

· water 

· one first aid kit for group 

· sunscreen and sunhat 

· proper hiking shoes 

· bug repellant 

· windbreaker or something warm (can be cool @ Cape Split) 

· rain jacket (if raining or drizzling)

US Gulf of Maine Association

PO Box 2246

South Portland, ME 04106

Inkind Donations Form

Description









Time in hours

____________________________

___________

____________________________

___________

____________________________

___________

____________________________

___________

____________________________

___________

____________________________

___________

____________________________

___________















Value in Dollars

Travel (taxi, tolls, gas, hotel, flight etc)
_____________

Meals











_____________

Facility Rental








_____________

Office Supplies








_____________

Telephone










_____________

Printing
 & Copying






_____________

Postage










_____________

Other (please describe)_________

_____________

Organization Name:_____________________________________

Date__________________

Address:______________________________________________

City, State & Zip________________________________________

Signature______________________________________________

Printed Name___________________________________________
Identify research		Create research	Correlate with	Develop 


priorities 		statements	the literature	RFPs








Science in support of management

















� Coastal managers are state and provincial individuals involved with state coastal management programs, National Estuary Programs, National Estuarine Research Reserves, Floodplain Management Programs, State Water Quality Programs, the Atlantic States Marine Fisheries Commission, Atlantic Coastal Action Program, and related programs. 


� Gulf of Maine Council in-kind support is through the science translation contractors who will assist with preparation of meeting materials


� National Ocean Service/Office of Ocean & Coastal Resources will provide policy level staff support (Maggie Ernst) @ 20/hrs./month


� Gulf of Maine Ocean Observing System will provide the meeting venue and attend to on-site logistics


� A registration fee of $25/person for 50 people will support direct meeting costs of lunch and breaks


� G. Cormick, N. Dale, P. Emond, S. G. Sigurdson and B.D. Stuart. 1996. Building Consensus for a Sustainable Future: Putting Principles into Practice. National Round Table on the Environment and the Economy, page 4.


� Canadian Standards Association. A Guide to Public Participation. (Z764-96)





� J. Arthur, C. Carleson, and L. Moore. 1999. A Policy Guide to Consensus - Abbreviated Version. The Policy Consensus Initiative.  Viewed at � HYPERLINK "http://www.policyconsensus.org/pci/policiestools/PracGuide_abrv.pdf" ��http://www.policyconsensus.org/pci/policiestools/PracGuide_abrv.pdf� April 27, 2004.





� Cormick et al.,  page 7.


� modified from: Society of Professionals in Dispute Resolution. 1987. Best Practices for Government Agencies: Guidelines for Using Collaborative Agreement-Seeking Processes


see also: http://www.policyconsensus.org/pci/policiestools/PracGuide_abrv.pdf


� Cormick et al.,  page 8.


� Kaner, Sam. 1996.  Facilitator’s Guide to Participatory Decision-Making. New Society Publishers, Gabriola Island, British Columbia, page 212.  


� George Finney and Don Hudson, Co-chairs, Joe Arbour, Pat Hinch, Justin Huston, Byron James, and David Keeley
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