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1.  Why governance of the NE Regional Association matters

· The NE RA will set priorities for filling gaps in the region’s ocean observing system

· The NE RA will have a voice in what gets measured, where, and how often, and in the modeling that will turn data into additional products

· The NE RA will funnel federal integrated ocean observing system (IOOS) dollars that are designated for regions to the various systems that are implementing the priorities

· The NE RA will seek to coordinate the “regional enhancements,” to which it will be channeling IOOS funds, with the “national backbone” – operated by the several federal agencies and programs that receive their funding independent of the IOOS but whose observations can be enhanced by and can contribute to the regional efforts

2.  Existing models of regional governance within the context of the still young IOOS


In the Gulf of Maine area, two precursors to the NE Regional Association:

· GoMOOS – nonprofit, open membership “organization of organizations” governed by a Board of Directors drawn from membership, including users of ocean observing data, providers of the data and related models, educational organizations, and technology companies.  Strength is its user orientation and representation on the Board.

· Gulf of Maine Ocean Data Partnership – a voluntary but formal partnership, formed by Memorandum of Understanding, of public and nonprofit organizations that hold ongoing marine data sets.  Hosted by an entity (GoMOOS) with corporate authorities.  The voluntary (nonbinding) nature of the organization allows state and federal governmental agencies that might otherwise feel constrained to join to be active members.  Ocean Data Partnership is a key component of the future RA’s data management subsystem.

Examples elsewhere:

· Southeast Atlantic Coastal Ocean Observing System (SEACOOS) – a partnership of academic institutions, formed by Memorandum of Understanding.  Similar legal  (i.e., voluntary MOU) structure to the Gulf of Maine Ocean Data Partnership, but primary partners are academic institutions that produce ocean observations and develop models of the marine environment; no user members, but an outreach committee and active web site geared toward users.

· Great Lakes Observing System (GLOS) – a nonprofit membership organization whose members are governmental, industrial/commercial, academic and NGO organizations, but whose Board of Directors much consist of persons who are independent of the GLOS-RA, without interests in the services or products of the RA.  Also includes a Systems Oversight Panel, drawn from members, that may include persons with interests in the services or products of the RA, and whose role is to review and endorse the organization’s annual work plan.

3.  Key players in the Northeast Region
· User organizations in a number of sectors, many with representation within GoMOOS:

· End users—e.g.,

· Fishing industry

· Ports, shipping, commercial mariners

· Recreational boating

· Other recreational

· Engineers, contractors, consultants

· Educators and students

· Environmental, fisheries, and coastal resource managers

· Emergency managers

· Utility industries

· Value-added users—e.g.,

· Research scientists

· Modelers

· Value-added industries

· Coast Guard

· National Weather Service and other national backbone agencies

· Major academic research institutions, especially those that are members of the Consortium of Ocean Research and Education (CORE) – 7 (perhaps 9) in our region, several of which operate coastal ocean observing systems (e.g., UNH, WHOI, UMaine for GoMOOS) and most of which are involved in ocean modeling

· National backbone agencies – many represented within the Gulf of Maine Ocean Data Partnership

· Canadian federal agencies—counterparts of U.S. national backbone agencies

· Industry providers—system integrators, technology companies

· Gulf of Maine region (Cape Cod to Bay of Fundy) and Southern New England Bight region (Cape Cod to Long Island Sound)

4.  Criteria for evaluating options for governance of a regional association
· Representation of the various players

· Attention to both major components of the Northeast Region – Gulf of Maine area and the Southern New England Bight

· Politically acceptable and viable

· Ability to bring in or at least coordinate with the national backbone agencies

· International

· Meet national program office (Ocean.US) criteria for certification

· Significant user voice

· Legal entity with bylaws, able to enter into contracts and with accountability

· Representative, including potential membership of the private sector, federal agencies, state and local agencies, research organizations, academic institutions, and non-governmental organizations

YOUR SUGGESTIONS FOR GUIDING PRINCIPLES AND CRITERIA:

NEAL – Merger among existing organizations – RARGOM(strong input of scientists), GoMOOS (serves public), national agencies.  Does that mean existing orgs go away?

TOM – If m’ship org, standards for who members should be.   Dues paying?  Will get expressed in bylaws.  Qualifications:  PORTS one seat but others more seats.

David – other orgs funnel dollars – eg humanities councils – 

Whole question of avoiding conflicts of interest is very important.  GLOS is one model. But if funneling money for research projects, should be strong rep of research groups on how money should be funded.

Favor open membership generally.

Question of open vs some exclusion

Paul Howard – start from beginning: should users and providers be separated in governance? If both, who sets policies?  A hybrid might be best for ecosystem – but concerned about hybrid system for governance.  Don’t want authority or jurisdiction taken away from existing org.  ROLE therefore should be planning and coordination.  Otherwise, fear about loss of authority by others.  If coordinating, that’s one thing.  Managers and regulators need to know.

Janet – before money flows, shold be well defined plans as to what system will look like, and priorities for limited dollars.  Likes the approach of researchers/users/agencies (fed and state).  

George – Atlantic Coastal Cooperative Statistics Program to standardize fisheries data. Have long term priorities and spending plans.  Technical group looks at proposals in context of priorities and ability of partners who have applied to achieve the priorities.  Competitive process with prioritization. Possible model for the NE RA.  TECHNICALLY COMPETENT, ACCORDING TO PRIORITIES.

Janet – imagine 3 groups and each caucuses on own plan of what observing system should look like.  Could have very different plans.  Would bring these together into reconciliation. 

George – org would have set of principles.  Members would abide by principles.  Individual members would have to live within principles.  COORDINATING BODY.  Some sharing formula (loosely speaking)—consistent with principles.

Tom – seconds David’s comments on conflict of interest.

Janet – deal with issues through competitive priorities.  Board sets principles, then competitive process.  Review could be by tech experts apart from the organization.

Neal – practice of science – work around conflict of interest through scrutiny by rest of scientific community.  Feedback mechanism has proved effective.  Two views of operational oceanography.  One is that academics can’t and won’t do it.  But other view is that it can and does.  Motivations are different that a consulting company or a large contractor.  System run on an incentive of commitment rather than profit.

David – question widely discussed in universities is licensing agreements, proprietary ownership, etc. – RA needs to think (if goal is to develop products) about products, on what basis will they be sold, etc, and where will funds flow?  Universities troubled (in general) by how $$ can endanger ethos of pure research.

George – a caution – university Pis aren’t a world apart interms of greater good.

Paul – before principles – what is role – a mechanism to distribute dollars or a system that feeds into overall governing structure of Gulf of Maine – where do providers of data fit into worrying about the ecosystem?  And making sure conflicting uses are healthy.  If latter, create a more meaningful system.  Ocean Policy Act’s vision of a structure.

Lew – responsibilities fall into (1) generating ideas and priorities—can be done fairly; (2) distribution of funds (will create hard feelings).  Must be technical review of final proposals, which includes competing ideas.  Technical review must be highly binding.  Trying to have smooth continuum of function and provide for innovation.  Operational system, but as enhancement, have innovation and operations.

Gordon – Opportunity to bring together agencies and researchers—a protactive opportunity to integrate research and user communities.

Jeff—a RA for an observing system.  As a citizen, want to see if can organize to see how system works and is changing.  Setting up the system to understand forces that will result in change in the Gulf of Maine, and apply results to stewardship of the Glf of Maine.  Data acquisition, interpretation, bridging/application function.  Gov body representative of larger community; a technical committees that answer to gov board.  Gov board should be an open process.

Paul C – as resource manager, hard to define the questions that drive policy; then define the data and analysis that are needed to answer those questions.  A big role of the governing body – to articulate the questions such that observing efforts will be guided.

Tom – if a membership org, would these be individual or institutional?  Favor the latter.

Janet – Board needs to think about what role in advocacy it should play.  To keep the funding coming.  And how go about that with federal and state agencies as members.

Lew – organization can sponsor workshops to reach out.  Sponsorhip of workshops to develop/receive ideas.  Attendees don’t have to be organizations or members – wider reach.  Organization of orgs doesn’thave to be small group.

Be seen as an OPEN organization.  Peer review/fairness of process is important.

TOM – recommend incorporation.

