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PART 1:  INTRODUCTION

Background

The Watershed Management Initiative Core Group is responsible for the quality of all WMI documents produced.  To fulfill this responsibility, the WMI Core Group must ensure that documents produced by its Subgroups and consultants are consistent with the WMI’s mission, goals and objectives, and can be supported by the stakeholders.

The WMI established the Quality Management ad hoc Committee to outline a quality management framework for the WMI.  The WMI Core Group adopted the following three quality management goals based on the recommendations of the Quality Management Ad Hoc Committee (February 5, 1998):

1. Provide validity to the WMI’s plans and recommendations.

2. Ensure consistency in quality among the Subgroups.

3. Assure quality consistency in acquired data and services.

The Quality Management Ad Hoc Committee recommended that the Core Group draft a Quality Management Plan to achieve its three quality management goals and to support the goal of preparing a scientifically defensible and politically feasible watershed management plan.

Roles and Responsibilities

This Quality Management Plan is to be implemented by the various members of the Core Group, its Subgroups, and the Program Coordinator.  The Core Group has the overall responsibility for:

· The quality of WMI work

· Implementing the Quality Management Plan

· Staying informed on the status of Quality Management Plan implementation

· Verifying quality management activities are documented and contained in a permanent record

· Approval of all technical advisory and review panels.

When assigned by the Core Group, the Subgroups are responsible for:

· Preparation of portions of the Quality Management Plan that involve the Subgroup,

· Implementing the Quality Management Plan, 

· Having the composition of external review panels, such as technical review panels, reviewed and approved by the Core Group, 

· Keeping the WMI informed of the Subgroup’s quality management activities.

The Program Coordinator has the responsibility for:

· Assisting the Core Group with quality management responsibilities, 

· Ensuring that the Subgroups are following the Core Group’s directives, 

· Facilitating the Core Group’s quality management activities, 

· Incorporating quality management activities into the WMI’s over all schedule, and

· Encouraging the inclusion of quality management activities in their monthly submittal to the Core Group

· Maintaining the Quality Management Plan up to date.

Procedure for Including Other Elements

The Quality Management Plan contains two elements: internal review of WMI documents and external review of WMI documents.  Below is a procedure for including additional elements to the Plan.  The WMI Core Group should assign Subgroups or work groups the task of writing the portions of the plan that pertain to them or that they may have implemented, but have not formalized.

As part of this Plan, a procedure for adding other elements is outlined as follows:
 

1. Subgroup or Core Group recognizes need for a particular element.  

2. Subgroup or Core Group member drafts a memorandum containing a proposal regarding the need to draft a particular element and outlining what the element would cover.

3. Subgroup or Core Group member submits proposal to Core Group.

4. Core Group a) approves proposal or b) denies the proposal.

5. If a), continue to number 6.  If b), process ends, or proposal is revised and process restarts at number 1.

6. Core Group directs Subgroup or Work Group to draft the element.

7. Subgroup a) accepts the assignment or b) rejects the assignment.

8. If 7 a) Subgroup drafts the element and continues to number 9.  If 7 b) Subgroup writes memo to Core Group indicating reasons for rejection of assignment and process ends or may go back to number 7 with the Core Group directing another Subgroup to draft the element.

9. Subgroup submits the draft element to the Core Group for comment using the Internal Review of WMI Documents process element, described in Element 1.

10. Subgroup obtains approval for draft element from Core Group.

11. Project Coordinator adds final, Core Group-approved element to the Quality Management Plan.

Element Content Requirements

Each element should be written so it is easily understood by the reader and those that must implement it.  In order for the readers to understand the element, a minimum set of components must be contained in the element. Each element should include:

· Table of contents.

· Introduction covering background, purpose, intended or target audience, and how to implement.

· Definition or description of the element, and its merits.

· Types of products covered by the element.

· Overview of the element’s contents.

· Element’s contents.

Organization and Structure

This Quality Management Plan is organized in two parts.  Part I contains an overview and introduction to the Quality Management Plan.  Part II contains each of the elements of Quality Management.  Part I, the introduction, contains information on the background, purpose, and intended use of a Quality Management Plan.  It also contains an overview of the Plan’s contents and a procedure for adding other elements to the Plan.

Part II is to contain all the elements of quality management.  The initial elements identified as needing to be contained in Part II are: 

1. Internal Review of WMI Documents

2. External Review of WMI Documents

3. Ensuring data quality.

Element 1: Internal Review of WMI Documents contains a description of two types of review processes that have been used by the Watershed Management Initiative.  The purpose of review, its advantages, and the types of documents that require review are also covered.  These two review processes are 1) Subgroup to Core Group Review and 2) Subgroup to Report Preparation Team to Core Group Review.  Both review processes cover WMI-produced documents and those produced by outside consultants under the direction of the Subgroup and Core Group.

Element 2: External Review of WMI Documents contains a description of external review, such as Technical Review Panel review, and a description of its applicability to other WMI documents and products.  It outlines the steps needed to conduct an external review, that is, a review by people who are independent of the WMI process.  This review process covers WMI-produced documents and those produced by outside consultants for the use of the Subgroup and Core Group.

Element 3: Ensuring Data Quality should contain a description of data quality, its purpose, and what products it applies to.  It is anticipated to outline the steps and qualities necessary to ensure and attain data quality.  This element covers existing data selected for use in the watershed assessment.  Element 3 is not currently contained in the Plan.  It is to be written by the Data Management Subgroup.

PART 2

QUALITY MANAGEMENT ELEMENTS

ELEMENT 1:  INTERNAL REVIEW OF WMI-DOCUMENTS

Introduction

Background

The WMI Core Group uses a multi-step internal review process for documents prepared by Subgroups, workgroups, or their consultants.  Each of the Subgroups reviews documents from other Subgroups prior to transmittal to the Core Group (Figure 1-1: Subgroup Review Process).  The Core Group also reviews these documents and submits comments to the Subgroup (Figure 1-2: Core Group Review Process).  The Subgroups respond to these comments and document how the comments were addressed in the document or through other measures.  This element formalizes the existing WMI Internal Review of WMI Documents process.
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Figure 1-1: Subgroup Review Process
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Figure 1-2:  Core Group Review Process

Purpose

Internal review of WMI documents allows stakeholders to have ample opportunity to review documents.  This approach builds support for the document and its recommendations, and, ultimately, the Watershed Management Plan.  Support of a Watershed Management Plan by members of a stakeholder process helps to ensure that Watershed Management Plan recommendations are politically feasible.

Application

The internal review of WMI documents procedure should be used for all documents and items  that will be distributed outside of the Subgroup and the WMI Core Group.  These items include Subgroup documents and reports written by the Subgroup or by outside consultants, fact sheets and other outreach pieces, subgroup work plans, work group scopes of work, and any other items that may benefit from additional review. The WMI internal review of WMI documents procedure does not cover Subgroup minutes and any other items that remain with-in the Subgroup for Subgroup use.

Types of Review

This element describes two types of reviews: 1) Subgroup to Core Group review and 2) Subgroup to Report Preparation Team to Core Group review.  The first type of review is used when a Subgroup is producing a document that requires Core Group review and adoption.  These include documents that the Core Group has directed the Subgroup to draft and those that the Subgroup believes should be approved by the Core Group.  The second type of review is used when 1) subgroups are contributing to a document that another intermediate group, the Report Preparation Team (RPT) is responsible for producing and 2) work groups prepare memos or reports that are within RPTs’ assigned tasks. In the second type of review, RPT members provide the initial review of the document and the Subgroup or work group makes changes to the document prior to submitting it to the Core Group for approval.  An additional transmittal memo also would be required.  Following is an overview of the review process, schedule considerations, means of encouraging participation and descriptions of the two types of review and the steps involved, followed by a description of each of the steps.

Review Process Overview

The first step consists of the Core Group directing the Subgroup to draft a document based on the Subgroup’s mission.  The Subgroups then draft the document themselves or with the aid of a consultant.  The individual members of the Subgroup are to review and revise the document until the Subgroup determines it is acceptable to be submitted to the Core Group.  The Subgroup then approves the document and places a transmittal memo on the report explaining the purpose of the report, the contents of the report, the document's role in the overall stakeholder process and achieving stakeholder goals, and the requested actions and deadline.  The Core Group then reviews the report and makes comments.  The Subgroup then revises the report and provides a response to comments.  

Additional steps will be inserted into the review process between the Subgroup and the Core Group if an intermediate group, such as the Report Preparation Team, is needed to prepare a larger report which needs information and review from multiple Subgroups prior to submittal to the Core Group.  The Report Preparation Team review and related steps are explained further below. 

Schedule Considerations

Time for review needs to be included in project schedules.  The Core Group has requested a minimum of one month for review.  In order to allow adequate time for review by the Subgroup and Core Group (Review Type 1), two to three months should be included in the timelines and work plans for report review and revision.  An additional two to three months need to be budgeted to account for Report Preparation Team document review (Review Type 2).

Encouraging Participation in the Reviews of Documents

These steps are included to build trust among stakeholders.  Although such a structured approach may be difficult, it is important that stakeholders provide timely comments. Stakeholder comments submitted once all comments have been incorporated into the final document cause schedules to slip and additional resources to accommodate additional comments and revisions.  This is unfair to those who submitted comments by the review date and draws undue attention to the late comments.

In order to stay on schedule and maximize resources, the Program Coordinator should track review dates requested and encourage stakeholder to review documents by calling and reminding stakeholders to provide comments by the requested date.  The Core Group Chair needs to enforce procedures and ensure that due dates are met.  The Core Group is ultimately responsible for maintaining the pace and schedule of the process.

Review Type 1: Subgroup to Core Group Review

Following are the steps necessary to conduct the appropriate level of Subgroup to Core Group review.  The steps are summarized in Table 1: Subgroup to Core Group Review.  When these steps are followed, quality is ensured and this element of the Plan is implemented.  Participants in the process will be notified by the Program Coordinator if they have not followed the steps.  Members of the Initiative that are active participants can also comment on the adequacy of the Subgroup’s Review.  Each of these steps is summarized in Table 1 and is explained further in the next section:
Internal Review Steps
No.
Summary Description





Core Group Directive
1. 
Core Group directs Subgroup to draft sections of report or other material and Subgroup accepts Core Group directive.

Draft Report
2. 
Subgroup drafts the document (version A).

Subgroup Review
3. 
Subgroup or consultant reviews and revises document until it is in a form that can be approved by the Subgroup.

Subgroup Approval
4. 
Subgroup approves draft document (version B).

Transmittal Memo to Core Group
5. 
Subgroup drafts and attaches transmittal memo to accompany document. 

Core Group Review
6. 
Core Group receives report or other material.  The authors may present the material orally.


7. 
Core Group receives one month to review.


8. 
Core Group members provide their comments by due date.

Revision
9. 
Subgroup revises document to incorporate Core Group comments (version C).

Response to Comments 
10. 
Subgroup submits response to comments to Core Group.

Final Draft
11. 
Core Group accepts report (final versions).

Table 1.  Subgroup to Core Group Review 

Review Type 2: Subgroup to Report Prep Team to Core Group Review

Following are the Steps necessary to conduct the appropriate level of Subgroup to Report Preparation Team to Core Group review.  The only difference between this type of review and the Subgroup to Core Group review (Type 1) described above is the involvement of the Report Preparation Team (RPT).  The RPT is composed of members who are tasked with consolidating and producing large documents which requires various Subgroups to draft sections of the document.  Involvement of the RPT requires three additional steps:  1) a transmittal memo to the RPT from the Subgroup; 2) RPT review; and 3) Subgroup revision.  The transmittal memo from the Subgroup is written to the RPT instead of to the Core Group and the transmittal memo to the Core Group is written by the RPT instead of the Subgroup.

Each of the Steps under Subgroup to RPT to Core Group Review are summarized on Table 2.  When these steps are followed, quality is ensured and this element of the Plan is implemented.  Participants in the process will be notified if they haven’t followed the Steps properly by the Program Coordinator.  Members of the Initiative that are active participants can also comment on the adequacy of the Subgroups’ review.  Each of these steps is explained in the next section.

Internal Review Steps
No.
Summary Description





Core Group Directive
1. 
Core Group directs Subgroup or consultant to draft sections of their report.  RPT and or work group to prepare a report and coordinate a specific task .

Draft
2. 
Subgroup, work group, or consultant drafts their section or memo (version A).

Subgroup Review
3. 
Subgroup, work group, or consultant reviews and revises document until it is in a form that can be approved by the Subgroup.  (See below for description)

Subgroup Approval
4. 
Subgroup or work group approves draft document (version B).

Transmittal Memo to RPT
5. 
Subgroup drafts and attaches transmittal memo to accompany section or other material. 

RPT Review
6. 
Group preparing the consolidated report (RPT) receives the sections or other material and reviews for consistency with assignment, tone, grammar, and content.  RPT sends the written comments to Subgroup or work group.

Subgroup Revision
7. 
 Subgroup revises document and sends to group preparing the consolidated report (version C).

Transmittal Memo to Core Group
8. 
Group preparing the consolidated report drafts and attaches transmittal memo to accompany document and forwards to Core Group. The transmittal memo explains the material being presented.

Core Group Review
9. 
Core Group receives draft report or other material (version C).  The authors may present the material orally.


10. 
Core Group receives one month to review. (See below for description.)


11. 
Core Group members provide written comments by due date.


12. 
Group preparing the consolidated report (RPT) logs in comments and forwards to Subgroup or work group.

Response to Comments
13. 
Subgroup submits response to comments to RPT.

Revise Document
14. 
Subgroup revises document to incorporate Core Group comments (version D) and forwards to RPT.

Final Draft
15. 
RPT incorporates revised document (version D) into larger report.

Table 2.  Subgroup to Report Preparation Team to Core Group Review

Internal Review Components

Below is a description of each of the components of Internal Review of WMI Documents.  These steps were listed and briefly described above on Tables 1 and 2.

Core Group Directive

During this step, the Core Group directs a Subgroup to undertake a task and draft a document pertaining to the task.  For example, the Core Group requested that Planning and Resources Subgroup draft WMI implementation objectives and that the Bay Monitoring and Modeling Subgroup review the TMDL fact sheet.

At times, a Subgroup or Core Group member may want to call attention to an action or document that must be completed, but is not currently on any Subgroup’s list of tasks.  In this case, the Subgroup or Core Group member should present a proposal to the Core Group for approval.  In order to obtain Core Group approval, the proposal should be written persuasively and should contain a background, purpose, body and recommended action.  If the proposal is approved, the Core Group should direct a Subgroup or work group to work on the item.

Draft Report 

This Quality Management Plan element assumes that a task was completed and a draft report is being written regarding the task.  Before a task is undertaken,  a work plan should be drafted and implemented. Work plans should be reviewed as specified in this element, the Internal Review of WMI Documents.  After a work plan is finalized and approved by the Core Group, the Subgroup, work group, or report preparation team should follow the work plan while undertaking the task and drafting the report.

Subgroup Review

During this step, the Subgroup drafts the document such as a report or fact sheet.  The report or fact sheet should be drafted and revised as many times as necessary until it is in a form that can be approved by the Subgroup.  Subgroups are to formulate their own criteria for approval, but generally, the criteria for approval are:  consistency with the Subgroup’s mission, consistency with the WMI’s goals and objectives, neutrality of tone, and validity of information.

Transmittal Memo

A transmittal memo should always accompany material being sent outside of the Subgroup.  The transmittal memo from the Subgroup’s Chair signifies that the report has been approved by the Subgroup.  Subgroup minutes should reflect approval of documents.

After the Subgroup reaches an acceptable draft of their section or other material, they are to draft a transmittal memo to attach to the report.  The transmittal memo should contain:

· a list of people involved in the subgroup review and their affiliation,

· an explanation of the material being transmitted and its purpose,

· the reason for transmitting, 

· how the material fits into other WMI document activities, 

· the action being asked of the recipient, 

· if review of the item is being asked, the time allowed for review, 

· the due date for comments, and 

· the recipient of the comments.  

Core Group Review

In the case of the Subgroup to RPT to Core Group review type (type 2), the Core Group review cycle allows for only one revision, so the items sent to the Core Group must already be in very good condition.

The Subgroup sends the draft report or other material to the Core Group .  Mailing copies is preferred to e-mail transmission for large documents (30 pages or more) and those containing many figures (4 or more).  If the material is very complex, the report authors should present the material orally at a regularly scheduled meeting.  The minimum amount of time to allow for review is one meeting cycle, that is, 30 days if the group meets monthly.  The Core Group members must submit their comments in writing to the person designated in the transmittal memo.  The designated person is responsible for documenting, and tracking the submission of comments.  At the close of the comment period, the designated person compiles the comments and sends them to the subgroup to address.  Various iterations of the report may be needed until the Core Group reaches an acceptable version.

Response to Comments and Revision

The response to comments should be a memorandum from the document’s author to the Core Group and interested parties listing the comments and how the comments were addressed.  The Subgroup should write the response to comments.  They also may be written by a consultant retained by the Subgroup under the Subgroup’s supervision; however, the response should be approved by the Subgroup, using the Subgroup’s  own review and approval steps.  

The response to comments should include the title of the document, its date, and a matrix summarizing the comments, the originator of the comment, and how the comments were addressed, where they were addressed in the document, or other measures taken to address the comment.  Often several participants may make similar comments.  These comments can be grouped together along with the response.  

Report Preparation Team Review

This aspect of the review is only done when the Report Preparation Team (RPT) is involved. The RPT prepares a larger report consisting of many smaller-reports being written by numerous Subgroups.  This review begins with a transmittal to the RPT from the Subgroup regarding a Subgroup-approved document. The RPT then receives the document and reviews it for tone, grammar and completeness compared to the approved outline or assignment.  If the material meets the objective, it is forwarded to the Core Group for review.  Prior to submitting the material for Core Group review, a transmittal memo as described above, should be drafted by the RPT and attached to the material being transmitted to the Core Group.

Element 2:  External Review of WMI Documents

Introduction

This element contains a description of external review, such as Technical Review Panel review, describes its applicability to other WMI documents and products, and outlines the steps needed to conduct an external review.

Purpose

External Review uses a team of qualified, objective, impartial, outside reviewers to study and make recommendations on the analysis, process used, or the final documents produced by the WMI stakeholder process (Figure 2-1: External Review Process).  External Review of WMI documents provides the WMI stakeholders with a point of view that is more objective than those who are part of the stakeholder process.  External review also can provide a scientific check, an independent review, a source of external ideas, and advice and confidence to a stakeholder process.  The External Review can be applied to the product of a process such as a document or outreach piece as well as the process used to produce the product.  These reviews are appropriate for items that 1) need approval by the Core Group, 2) those that are sent outside of the WMI, or 3) the processes that will affect the direction of the stakeholder process.

The roles of the Core Group and its Subgroups are to anticipate the need for an external review, approve of an external review, and obtain funding for the external review.  The roles of the Core Group and Subgroups are described in more detail below under Resource and Scheduling Requirements.
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Figure 2-1: External Review Process

Resource and Scheduling Requirements

When a Subgroup or a Core Group member proposes to have an external review of an item, the status of available resources or funding should be drafted by the members responsible for keeping track of financial functions.  Currently this falls under the responsibility of the Budget and Personnel Subgroup.

The time between the Core Group deciding to have an external review and completing the review is about nine months.  Thus, planning for an external review should be done early in the life of a document.  Waiting until a document is finished to decide on holding an external review may be too late.

The WMI Core Group and Subgroups should identify the resources needed to conduct an external Review and accommodate the length of time it takes to conduct one.  The external review process requires a significant commitment (175 hours or more) of a staff person or consultant’s time in addition to the panelists’ time.  A total of 175 hours is needed to contact the panelists, coordinate with the Core Group and the authors of the material being reviewed, compile the material that will be reviewed, organize and run the panel meetings, document the process, write the external review process summary and final report, and present recommendations to the Core Group.  

A total of $15,000 to $20,000 was budgeted to plan, convene and implement the WMI’s Technical Review Panel conducted March 23 and May 12, 1999.  The Technical Review Panel was an external review panel of five.  Some alternatives to reducing the time and budget requirements of an external review include reducing the panel size from five to three members, foregoing the discussion meeting and instead writing the report based on the written comments from individual panelists, and when appropriate, using panelist(s) from past external reviews.

When planning a project that anticipates having an external review, the project should include a budget for the review.  That budget should be incorporated into the consultant contract whenever possible so that it is planned and anticipated by the consultant.  The rule of thumb should be to include a quality management budget for each study of five to ten percent of the total budget for the study.  Criteria for which studies should include an external review are listed below under Criteria for External Review.

Establishing a List of Pre-approved Impartial External Reviewers

The WMI should prepare a list of candidates to serve as potential external reviewers. Having a pre-approved list of outside reviewers will save time when specific external reviews are proposed.  The steps to establish a list of pre-approved external reviewers include: 1) creating a list of areas of expertise needed; 2) creating a list of potential external reviewers under each area of expertise; 3) finalizing the list of pre-approved external reviewers and Core Group approval of the list; and 4) inform the specialists of the Core Group decision.  Another step is to revise the list every three years.

Expertise Sought

An initial list of the areas of expertise that should be included on the list of potential external reviewers is listed below
.  For convenience, this list will be referred to as the List of Required Expertise.

· biology/ecology

· botany

· chemistry (aquatic, geochemical)

· communications

· data management

· geology

· geomorphology (sediment transport, fluvial, soil classification)

· historical (local, environmental)

· hydrology/hydraulics

· mapping/GIS

· modeling (watershed (nps), surface water, groundwater)

· monitoring (sample design, data analysis)

· planning (land use, sustainable city)

· public health (epidemiology)

· public relations/marketing

· range management

· riparian restoration

· regulatory (water resources related)

· toxicology (fresh water, salt water, ligands)

· water quality (criteria/standards, speciation of elements)

· watershed planning

External Reviewer Listing Criteria

The external reviewers that should be selected to be included on the WMI’s list of pre-approved external reviewers are those who are experts in their field, are independent of the WMI stakeholder process, and have no professional stake in the outcome of the WMI.  In addition they should also possess: 1) a high level of interest in the WMI project; 2) a willingness to verbally express their points and engage in discussions with others; 3) responsiveness to requests to provide information by the deadline; 4) comfort working as part of a group; and 5) commitment to attending the meetings once the dates are set.  These criteria are the distinguishing criteria for selecting external reviewers.

Proposing and Accepting Specialists/Experts to be Listed

The Core Group will need to decide how and when the experts will be listed as approved specialists on its list of pre-approved external reviewers.  The timing is beyond the scope of this element.  When the Core Group directs a staff person or Subgroup to compile the list of pre-approved experts, the following process should be followed. 

When creating a list of pre-approved external reviewers with the required expertise, the staff person should request the Core Group, subgroups, and the group preparing the watershed assessment report to provide names of individuals that match the needed expertise listed on the List of Required Expertise.  The staff person would then review the suggestions submitted and add additional people to the list to complete it.  The goal is to have several individuals for each expertise identified.  The staff person would then prepare a Draft List of Proposed Pre-approved External Reviewers.  The staff person should request the Core Group to review and comment on this list.

When finalizing the list of external reviewers each of the individuals on the draft list should be contacted to confirm their qualifications, interest in participating, availability, conditions and terms, and fees.  The staff person or Subgroup should also verify that the individual meets the external reviewer listing criteria discussed in the above section.  A list of references also should be requested of the candidates and checked.  Based on the results of the inquiries, the draft list should be modified and additional names added if necessary.  When all the inquiries are completed and the references checked, the staff person should compile the final List of Pre-approved External Reviewers and send it to the Core Group for approval.

After Core Group approval of the final list, the staff person or Program Coordinator should inform all the individuals contacted to be on the list of the Core Group’s decision. 

Changes to the Pre-approved List

The Core Group should review and revise the list every three years.  Revisions should be made to the List of Pre-approved External Reviewers based on requests from the stakeholders to add or delete participants.  These requests should be submitted to the staff person or WMI Program coordinator.  The staff person should save these requests, review them and make a recommendation to approve or deny the request.  The staff person should then have the Core Group review the suggested change and the staff person’s or Program Coordinator’s recommendations.  The Core Group will then make the final decision.

When warranted, the list may be changed between revision periods.  After an external review is conducted, the performance of individual specialists should be evaluated by the audience members, staff person, and facilitators.  The evaluation should address whether the specialist’s performance on the external review was satisfactory and whether the member should be used again.  If a specialist was unsatisfactory, the Core Group should consider removing him from the list.  Another reason to change the list is when the list does not cover the area of expertise needed for a specific external review to be proposed.  In this case, the List of Pre-Approved External Reviewers will need to be augmented.  The augmentation process is discussed below.  This process is similar to the process used for establishing the list of pre-approved external reviewers, except the list of expertise sought would be narrower.

Augmenting the List of Pre-approved External Reviewers

When the proposer deems that the pre-approved list of specialists is insufficient, the proposer would need to augment the list.  Augmenting the list will need to be done at the time that a proposal is submitted for specific external reviews.  Augmenting the list requires proposing additional potential specialists to serve on a specific external review.  This augmented list will need to be reviewed and approved by the Core Group.  The steps that need to be followed to augment the list are:

· Create list of areas of expertise not covered under current pre-approved list.

· Under each area of expertise, create a list of potential specialists based on the external reviewer listing criteria, described above.

· Finalize the list of specialists.

· Obtain Core Group approval of the augmented list.

· Make necessary contractual arrangements with the specialists.

Selecting Specialists to Serve as External Reviewers

This process is only to be used after the Core Group has approved of an external review proposal.  The proposal should specify the specialty and number of experts required for the specific external review.  This process describes the steps required to prepare a list of specialists to serve on specific external reviews assuming that there is a List of Pre-approved External Reviewers.  These steps are:

· Review the pre-approved list and select specialists

· If there aren’t any, the list will need to be augmented using the Augmenting the List procedure described above.

· Contact the candidates and gauge their availability and interest.

· Set tentative meeting dates and a schedule.

· Prepare a memo proposing specific individuals to serve as external reviewers and submit to the Core Group.

· Obtain Core Group approval of specific external review proposal.

Conducting an External Review

Introduction

This section covers the three main steps after the Core Group approves an external review.  The three main steps to conduct an external review are 1) establish the need, 2) get approval, and 3) conduct an external review.  These main steps are described further below.  The main steps require many logistical tasks and much preparation.  These logistical tasks and preparation are described below after the discussion on the main steps to conducting an external review.

Criteria for External Review

The following are criteria for determining whether an external review is necessary:  

· Decision/document affects: 

- direction of stakeholder process

- outcome of stakeholder process

- focus of stakeholder process

· Decision/document is controversial among the stakeholders

Establishing the Need

There are two ways to establish the need for an external review.

Foreseen.  The need for an external review is anticipated during the development of a subgroup, work group or Core Group work plan, and the review is included in the work plan and is funded.

Unforeseen.  The need for an external review of a document, process or procedure is identified, was not anticipated and is not included in a work plan.  This includes situations in which the document, process or procedure itself was unforeseen. 

The process for both approaches is described below.

Foreseen.  This is the preferred approach because it facilitates an adequate schedule and budget to conduct the review.  In this case the group developing the work plan (e.g., Subgroup, work group, Core Group) thinks about the need to have an external review while it is preparing its work plan.  The criteria listed in this element for determining whether an external review is necessary should be used in the exercise.  When an external review is necessary for a particular effort, the group includes a task, schedule and budget for the review.  The work plan should contain the following information about the external review.

· Specify what items are to be reviewed 

· A proposed list of specialty fields the external reviewers should be from and whether they are already on the pre-approved list.

· The number of panelists necessary

· A review schedule

· Budget estimates for staff time to coordinate the review and panelists

Unforeseen.  There may be instances where an external review was not anticipated and but is desired by a Core Group member or Subgroup.  The most common reasons are the subject was more controversial or complex than expected when the work plan was written or the documents itself was not anticipated.  In this situation a Core group member, or Subgroup can make a proposal for an external review.  

The proposal should include:

· A clear description of the items to be reviewed (documents, process, procedure)

· Why it is important to have an external review

· How the criteria for determining the need for an external review are met.

· What an external review would determine

· What decisions would be made by the Core Group that would be affected by the external review

· A proposed list of specialty fields the external reviewers should be from and whether they are already on the pre-approved list.

· The number of panelists necessary

· A draft review schedule

· Whether funding has been secured to fund the external review and who is the proposed funder.

· Who would provide staff time to coordinate the tasks involved in conducting the external review and what level of funding is needed.

Getting Approval

Foreseen. The Core Group has final say in establishing “foreseen” external reviews. The Core Group has the opportunity to comment on the presence or absence of anticipated external reviews when work plans come to the Core Group for approval.  If necessary the subgroup may be asked to explain its reasoning for its proposed external reviews.  Discussion should be held between the Core Group and subgroup to come to a common understanding on the need for all external reviews within work plans.  Approval of the work plan, is approval of the plans for external review. 

Unforeseen.  Once a proposal is provided to the Core Group, the Core Group should establish an ad hoc group of three or send it to a Subgroup to review and make a recommendation about the need for an external review.  After a recommendation from the Subgroup or ad hoc group is submitted to the Core Group, the Core Group has one month to review the recommendation and make a decision on the proposal.  The Core Group would then make the final decision by consensus about whether to include an external review task to the Subgroup’s work plan, provided that funding is secured for it.
Conducting an External Review

The external reviewers are expected to perform actions (Figure 2-2: External Reviewer Actions).  But before they can begin, much preparation and planning is required.  The major steps after the Core Group approves of an external review and the external review panelists are listed below followed by a description of each step.

· Plan the meetings

· Prepare the external review packet

· Hold kick-off meeting

· Individual review and written comments per reviewer

· Compile and circulate comments 

· Discussion meeting

· Prepare Report on External Review Findings

· Address External Review Comments

· Follow-up
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Figure 2-2: External Reviewer Actions

External Review Process Components 

Plan the Meetings

Advanced planning for meetings requires care and thoughtfulness.  Planning for the meetings begins with drafting a meeting agenda. The agenda should identify the goals and objectives of the meeting, how much time will be spent on each topic and who will be presenting the information.  Agendas are described in more detail in the Kick-off Meeting and Discussion Meeting sections below.  Successful meeting planning requires scheduling people to be meeting leaders and facilitators, procuring meeting rooms, staff support, writing instruments, overhead projectors, overhead, slide projectors, and other equipment that may be requested by presenters.

Staff support functions include note taking, facilitating, time keeping, and audience control.  These functions need to be allocated among those staff persons or consultants that are confirmed as needing to be present.  If the meetings are expected to proceed through lunch and continue after lunch, it is advisable to provide lunch so the meeting attendees remain focused on the discussion.

Prepare the External Review Packet

The packet of material the panelists are given is very important.  The packet contains all the information they will need to know about the WMI stakeholder process and the products they are to review.  This step requires managing or balancing the amount of information that is necessary without giving them too much information. A list of what should be included in the packet is itemized below:

· General background materials on WMI

· Copies of the documents they are reviewing

· Related materials that the document is based on

· Focused questions that they will be asked to answer.

An important subset of the packet is a set of focused questions to be asked of external review panelists.  Ideally, the questions for the external reviewers should be generated by the authors of the documents as they are being written, and the subgroups or work groups during WMI internal review.  A staff person or consultant would use the authors’ questions and other WMI concerns and issues and prepare a list of questions to be addressed by the panel members about each document being reviewed.  These questions should focus on areas the WMI is interested in getting more information about or on areas for which varying opinions have been expressed.  These questions need to be provided to the Core Group for review and approval before distributing to external reviewers.  Allow at least one month for Core Group review. To aid the panelists with their task of responding to questions, provide the questions on a diskette so they can answer them directly on an electronic file.  This also facilitates compilation of the responses to the prepared questions.

Kick-off Meeting

The kick-off meeting is designed to provide all the panelists the background they need to understand the issues and to explain the stakeholders’ expectations of them.  Advanced planning is required in order to hold a successful kick-off meeting.  (See Plan the Meetings above.)

The agenda describes how much time will be spent on each topic and who will be presenting the information.  The amount of time devoted to background information depends on how familiar the external reviewers are with local issues.  Reviewers from within the local area or the state would be more knowledgeable about local issues than those from out of state.  The kick-off meeting should inform the reviewers of controversies surrounding the material they are to review.  The reviewers will ask clarifying questions about any parts of the presentation or the WMI stakeholder process. 

The kick-off meeting should cover the materials the specific external reviewers are to review.  The external review packet materials to be reviewed and the questions to be answered by the panelists should be distributed at the kick-off meeting.  If there are out-of-state panelists, the background discussion should cover relevant general topics that pertain specifically to California and the Santa Clara Basin.  For example, the roles and responsibilities of relevant state agencies, the local jurisdictions, and the Basin Plan.  

The general discussion should be tailored to fit the purpose of the panel, the panelists' field of expertise, and local knowledge.  Issues surrounding the material they are reviewing should be mentioned, as well as the political, social and non-technical context.

At the kick-off meeting staff should confirm with the reviewers whether the discussion meeting is to be open or closed.  The external reviewers should be encouraged to keep the discussion meeting, described below, open to interested parties, however, they must be given the option of having it closed. 

Individual Review and Written Comments per Reviewer

After the kick-off meeting, discussed above, each reviewer is expected to provide written focused answers and comments based on an independent review of the external review packet materials and questions.  Panel members are given two weeks to respond to questions, but allow three weeks for stragglers.  Ask for the comments in electronic form.

Compile and Circulate Comments

After the answers and comments have been submitted the staff person or consultant compiles the answers and comments and circulates them to each reviewer.  A summary of the major points of agreement and contention should be included along with the compiled comments.  Compiled comments take about two weeks to prepare.  The compiled comments should be distributed two weeks before the discussion meeting.  

After the individual comments have been received and distributed, the panelists should be encouraged to talk to each other about their comments by phone or e-mail before the discussion meeting.  A transmittal letter should also accompany the comments.  See Element 1: Internal Review of WMI Documents for items to include in the transmittal memo.

Discussion Meeting

The discussion meeting takes place after the panelists have had an opportunity to review the compiled set of answers and comments.  Because scientific specialists tend to be less willing to commit to recommendations than those who are involved in policy-making on a day-to-day basis, the facilitator(s) should encourage group discussion and help the specialists make specific recommendations. 

An agenda needs to be prepared for the meeting.  The agenda should be designed based on the panelist’s individual comments, with a focus on: 1) areas that the panelists have differences of opinion; 2) topics that are important to the WMI, but were not addressed sufficiently by the panelists in writing; and 3) getting closure on whether the panel approves of the major findings of the material being reviewed.   

The Core Group should be provided the opportunity to review the agenda.  The Core Group should also make an effort to attend the panel discussion and ask questions, but remind them that their role is to listen and not to direct the discussion.  The Core Group should also encourage regulatory stakeholders, such as the Regional Board, the EPA, and California Fish and Game, to attend the meeting.  Also, the group preparing the report and the authors of documents being reviewed should be present to contribute and participate in the process.

The discussion meeting needs a neutral facilitator to:

· Keep panel on agenda and focused on issues and questions

· Lead the discussion

· Take notes

· Keep the time

· Manage audience questions

· Encourage all the panelists to participate

In most cases the staff-person or consultant can provide facilitation. If heated discussion is expected, such as widely contrasting individual comments or significant audience participation, consider having two people share the facilitation role.  An additional facilitator may increase the cost of the meeting and should be considered during the budgeting process.  (A professional facilitator costs about $2,000 per day.  This is beyond the estimate of $15,000 - $20,000 staffing budget.)  A workable division of duties is to have the person with the most knowledge on the documents do the first three items and the outside facilitator do the other three.

Audience questions should be submitted on index cards, with the facilitator organizing them and reading them to the panel at the end of each major portion of the agenda.  This allows the audience to participate at critical points rather than waiting until the end of the meeting.  

The seating should be arranged so that the panelists are seated together in an arc shape facing the audience.  The audience should be seated in “classroom” seating (chairs with tables in front so they have a writing surface).  Two notepad easels and two dry erase board easels should be available.  Visual materials should also be available, along with easels to display them on.  The visual materials should consist of a map of the watershed being discussed and other visuals pertinent to the expected discussion. 

Prepare Report on External Review Findings

After reviewing the documents, submitting individual comments, and participating in the discussion meeting the panelists would be required to agree on one set of comments and recommendations to be contained in a report.  A staff person or consultant is tasked with drafting a report that documents the panel findings and the process, including the meeting dates, times, and attendance.  The report should state clearly which recommendations all panel members agree with.  It also should identify minority opinions.  The agenda, questions, memos and other material should also be included as an appendix to the report for the record.  Three weeks should be budgeted for preparation and distribution of the draft report

Next, the external reviewers review the draft report and provide written comments to the staff person or consultant.  Allow the panelists three weeks to review the draft report.  After the written comments are submitted, the staff person or consultant, revises the draft report.  The revised draft needs to be distributed by mail or e-mail to the external reviewers, along with another transmittal letter as described above.  The transmittal letter would request comments on the second draft and provide a deadline for comments.  The second draft step takes two weeks.

During this step, the external reviewers review the second draft report and provide written comments to the staff person or consultant.  Allow two weeks total for preparing the second draft and panelist reviews.  After the written comments are submitted to the staff person or consultant, each of the external reviewers will need copies of the comments of the other reviewers.  The staff person or consultant may need to contact stragglers. The draft report becomes the final report when the external reviewers each approve of its contents.  The length of this task varies depending on the amount of disagreement among the individual external reviewers, but generally should take two weeks.

A transmittal memo described in the Internal Review of WMI Documents element should also be prepared and accompany the final report.  The transmittal memo should be to the Core Group from the Subgroup.
A presentation of the report findings as well as measures to address the findings should also be scheduled.  The staff person or consultant who produced the external review report makes the presentation to the Core Group.  The presentation covers the main findings of the external review, the reviewers’ answers to the stakeholder’s questions and issues, and relays other information pertinent to the stakeholder process, analysis, or conclusions.

How to Address External Review Comments

Following is a procedure for how to address external review comments.  This procedure covers the steps after the final external review report is submitted to the Core Group.  This process specifies analysis of the external review comments prior to submittal to the Core Group.  This process facilitates Core Group decision-making since a set of recommendations about how to address the comments is also presented to the Core Group at the time that the external review comments are presented.  This process consists of four steps: 

1. Review comments and recommendations

2. Categorize comments and recommendations

3. Draft assignments to Work Groups, Subgroups, or Core Group

4. Obtain Core Group Directive

Review Comments and Recommendations

The Subgroup or initial recipient of the external review comments should review the comments and recommendations of their external reviewers.  The Subgroup should schedule discussion of the recommendations for a future meeting.  The Subgroup should be given at least one week to review the recommendations.

Categorize Comments and Recommendations

The Subgroup should categorize the comments and recommendations of its external reviewers during a scheduled meeting.  The members of the Subgroup should list all the recommendations provided by the external reviewers, discuss establishing a menu of possible actions pertaining to the comments, and how the comments should be addressed.  It should also identify the more important comments that need to be brought to the attention of the Core Group.

Draft Assignments to Subgroups or Core Group

During the Subgroup meeting, the subgroup members should also prepare a draft list of tasks to assign to the various Subgroups or Work Groups that may already be undertaking a task pertinent to the external reviewers’ recommendations.

Subgroup Recommendations

The objective of drafting recommendations for how to address external review comments is to serve the Core Group by providing them with a list of options and a recommended set of actions.  The draft assignments would be included in the Subgroup’s recommendations for how to address external review comments.  The Subgroup provides its recommendations to the Core Group through a transmittal memo.  (See Element 1: Internal Review of WMI Documents for what to include in a transmittal memo.)

Obtain Core Group Directive

When the Core Group is comfortable with the Subgroup’s recommended set of actions, it will approve of them and assign the action items to the various Subgroups and work groups specified in the Subgroup’s recommendation.  The Core Group can make different assignments.  Once the action items are assigned to the Subgroups or work groups, the addressing external review comments process ends and proceeds to the follow-up stage described below.

Follow-up

The staff person should notify the external reviewers about how the Core Group initially intends to address their comments and the final outcome of their comments.  The staff person should evaluate the reviewers and make a recommendation to retain or remove the reviewers from the List of Pre-approved External Reviewers.

Logistical Requirements

Following is a checklist of all logistical tasks that need to be assigned to a staff person or consultant once the Core Group has agreed to implement a specific external review proposal.

List of Tasks to be Assigned to a Staff Person(s) or Consultant

Plan the Meetings

· If Core Group approves the proposed panel, contact individual panelists and set dates of kick-off and discussion meetings.

· Arrange to have rooms for kick-off meeting and discussion meeting.

· Arrange to have the seating in the room set-up and the necessary tools available at the meetings, e.g., easels, markers, overheads, visuals, refreshments.

· Memos or announcement to Core Group regarding date, time and place of kick-off and discussion meetings.  Invite Core Group and interested parties.

· Confirm whether reviewers need travel and room arrangements.

· Make travel and lodging arrangements for panelists, as necessary.

· Prepare presentation regarding the proposed external review process.  

· Arrange to have a facilitator to be present at the discussion meeting if the need is anticipated.

· Provide directions to the panelists about meeting rooms.

· Provide draft agenda to the panelists ahead of time.

· Identify the discussion points.

· Make diskettes of approved questions for panelists.

Prepare External Review Packet

· Make copies of each document for review by each panelist.

· Prepare list of questions for the external reviewers to address and submit to Core Group for approval.

· Prepare agendas for kick-off meeting and discussion meeting.

· Provide directions for how to submit comments including who should receive the comments. 

Kick-off Meeting

· Present proposed external review process to external review panel.

· Arrange with others to present background, natural setting, individual documents and issues.

· Confirm whether the discussion meeting is to be open or closed. 

· Distribute documents and hard copy and diskette of questions.

· Review the questions.

Individual Review and Written Comments per Reviewer

· Call each panelist before the due date to obtain comment on time, follow-up with those that have not submitted their comments and answers to prepared questions.

Compile Comments

· Compile comments.

· Distribute compiled comments to each panelist and the Core Group two weeks before the discussion meeting.

· Encourage the panelists to talk to each other about their comments before the discussion meeting.

· Prepare a summary of points of disagreement among reviewers.

Discussion Meeting

· Prepare presentation regarding the process for the discussion meeting and the remaining TRP process.  

· Introduce the facilitators.

· Facilitate the meeting.

· Take notes.

· Distribute cards for audience to write questions on.  Ask audience to write which panelist the question is for.

· Deliver questions to the panelists.

· Encourage recommendations from the panelists.

Prepare Report on External Review Findings

· Prepare a draft report of the comments and recommendations based on the individual comments, answers to prepared questions and discussion meeting.

· Distribute draft report to each panelist.

· Contact panelists to coordinate and negotiate a final report (described above).

· Prepare transmittal memo to Core Group.

Follow-up

· Prepare recommendations on how to address the panel comments and recommendations.  (A procedure for how to address the comments is described below.)

· Present final report and recommendations to Core Group.

· Encourage Core Group discussion and decision about how to address comments.

· Notify panelists about how their comments are initially to be addressed.

· Notify panelists about the final outcome of their comments.

· Evaluate the quality of the reviewer and provide recommendations to Core Group about whether to retain or remove the reviewer from the List of Pre-approved External Reviewers.
















�   The criteria for determining the need to include particular elements is to be drafted by the Core Group.


�   This list is taken from the January 4, 1999 memo from the Watershed Assessment Consultant to the Report Preparation Team regarding a list of Candidate Outside Professionals.
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