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To aid the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) in decisions regarding the St. Lucie BMAP, FDEP would like input from the policy maker level by either convening a Basin Working Group (BWG) or holding policy maker briefings.  The people that would be involved in either the BWG or policy maker briefings are typically management-level representatives such as public works directors, department managers, commissioners, and council members.

Feedback on the BMAP Process
Either BWG meetings or policy maker briefings will be held periodically as key milestones in the BMAP process are completed.  Once the technical stakeholders have provided input, FDEP will go the BWG or policy makers for input on the following items:
· Allocation approach (the load reductions each entity is responsible for);
· Eligible projects and credit calculations;
· Monitoring plan and responsibilities; and
· The BMAP document itself.

Throughout the BMAP process, additional issues may arise in which FDEP would like input from the BWG or policy makers.  Example recommendations from other basins where the BMAP process has been completed include:
· Confirmation of entities that should receive an allocation;
· Establishing a de minimus load, in which entities with a loading below that point do not receive an allocation; and
· Process to “level the playing field” in the allocations to require areas with little or no treatment to meet the level of well-treated areas.

The purpose of engaging public works directors, department managers, commissioners, and council members is to provide additional perspectives into the BMAP process that will enhance the long-term implementation of the BMAP.  While many discussions are held with technical personnel, there are other considerations, such as equity and political engagement, which are also important to BMAP implementation.  The purpose of these discussions is to inform and engage both FDEP and local policy makers, so the BMAP components are well-known, and there is a clear understanding about the implementation phase and any continuing issues.

Option 1:  BWG Format
If selected, a BWG would be appointed by FDEP, based upon nominations from the stakeholders.  Each entity with responsibilities or concerns for the protection of the environment within a given BMAP basin has the opportunity for a seat on the BWG.  There is one appointed member per entity, and an alternate may also be designated.  

The purpose of the BWG is to provide formal recommendations to FDEP on BMAP-related issues.  Since the BWG is a decision-making body that makes recommendations to a state agency, its members are subject to all provisions of the Sunshine Law.  Therefore, members or their alternates may not discuss BMAP-related items, such as joint projects or monitoring activities that have or will be voted on, outside of publicly noticed meetings.  This is an important consideration when selecting a representative to ensure that the Sunshine Law provisions do not prohibit the BWG member from performing any other aspect of his/her job.  BWG members should attend all BWG meetings or send an alternate.  There will be quorum requirements that must be met for voting, and it is important for each entity to be represented. 
 
Pros
· Each stakeholder has an appointed representative to provide input on the BMAP process.
· The members will vote on items, which will give a clear picture of the level of support for FDEP consideration.
· Voting on key issues allows the BWG to achieve consensus on items more easily and proceed to adoption of a BMAP.
· Set membership may help to encourage consistent meeting attendance and participation.
· The meetings provide a forum for all BMAP entities to hear the other stakeholders’ comments.
· The meetings are open to the public, and comments from non-appointed members are received at meetings.

Cons
· BWG members are limited on their coordination with other members on items related to the BMAP, which could affect the ability to implement regional projects and coordinate efforts among entities and/or co-permittees.
· Smaller entities with limited staff or larger entities that work closely with other stakeholders may have difficulty finding an appropriate member, who would not be prohibited from performing their job by the Sunshine Law provisions.
· In other basins, many of the appointed members did not attend the meetings and sent alternates instead, which does not accomplish the goal of engaging the BWG members.

Option2:  Policy Maker Briefing Format
If selected, policy maker briefings would be held as public meetings, and no official members would be appointed.  The same information would be presented as for a BWG, but no votes would be taken because there would not be a set membership.  Feedback from all participants would be solicited and recorded.  Questions would be answered and concerns would be noted, including what entity had the concerns or questions, and the BMAP could be amended based upon the comments and questions.

This format allows for multiple people from one entity to provide feedback to FDEP, as opposed to having one appointed representative.  In addition, other interest groups can participate whereas they might be limited to one representative in an environmental seat on an appointed group.  While the briefings would be used to obtain feedback from the policy maker level on BMAP-related issues, a vote would not be taken.  However, since this format is not an appointed group with set members, the Sunshine Law provision preventing coordination outside a publicly noticed meeting does not apply.  Therefore, people who attended these types of meetings could freely discuss projects, monitoring, or BMAP-related concerns with other entities.  FDEP would hold policy maker briefings at the same key points in the BMAP process to obtain input on how best to proceed.

Pros
· Coordination between BMAP entities would not be limited by the Sunshine Law.
· Multiple people from each entity can provide input on the BMAP process.
· Other interest groups can participate without being limited to one seat on an appointed group.
· The meetings provide a forum for all BMAP entities to hear the other stakeholders’ comments.

Cons
· The lack of a set membership will likely result in a lower attendance from the policy maker representatives.
· The stakeholders would not vote on any issues; however, input provided will be considered by FDEP similarly to BWG recommendations.
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