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Stormwater Work Group

Tuesday, February 24, 2009 from 9:10 a.m. – 12:15 p.m. 

Orcas Room of the Rhodes Center in Tacoma

Draft Summary 

of the Meeting’s Key Discussions, Decisions, and Agreements 

Attendees

Work Group members and the organizations or groups they represent:
Allison Butcher (Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties), Business Groups; Pam Bennett-Cumming (Mason Co.), Local Governments; Dana De Leon (City of Tacoma), Local Governments; Tim Determan (WA Dept of Health), State Agencies; Bill Dewey (Taylor Shellfish), Business Groups; Rob Duff (WA Dept of Ecology), State Agencies; Jonathan Frodge (City of Seattle), Local Governments; Dick Gersib (WA Dept of Transportation), State Agencies; Kris Holm (Boeing), Business Groups; Heather Kibbey (City of Everett), Local Governments; DeeAnn Kirkpatrick (NOAA Fisheries), Federal Agencies; Lionel Klikoff (WA Dept of Natural Resources); Andrea LaTier (US Fish & Wildlife Service), Federal Agencies; Jim Simmonds (King Co.), Local Governments; Carol Smith (WA Conservation Commission), Agriculture; Heather Trim (People for Puget Sound), Environmental Caucus; Gary Turney (US Geological Survey), Federal Agencies; Bruce Wulkan (Puget Sound Partnership), State Agencies.

Work Group alternates and the organizations or groups they represent: 
Mindy Fohn (Kitsap Co.), Local Governments; and Jerralyn Roetemeyer (City of Redmond), Local Governments. 
Meeting Observers:
Neil Aaland, WA State Association of Counties; Abby Barnes, Kennedy/Jenks; Carrie Baron, City of Surrey, B.C.; Mark Biever, Thurston County; and Keith Macdonald, City of Redmond.
Work Group Staff:
Damon Diessner (Environmental Strategies in Action), Facilitator; and Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager.
Work Group Elects Officers

Jim Simmonds of the local government caucus was elected Work Group Chair and Bill Moore of the state agency caucus was elected Vice-chair.  Their duties are defined in the Work Group Bylaws.
Technical Expert Groups Recommend Priority Assessment Questions
Leaders of each of the three technical expert groups reported on efforts to further refine and prioritize the assessment questions develop earlier by the Work Group.  All three expert groups refined monitoring objective priorities by narrowing the field of assessment questions at meetings held March 17-19.  Their recommended priority questions are attached at the end of this meeting summary.
The “Characterization and Loadings” group prioritized its narrowed field of assessment questions, as did the “Impacts to Beneficial Uses” group – but to a lesser extent (particularly, the research questions listed as a new fourth category of questions are not listed in priority order).  The “Efficacy of Management Actions” group will attempt to further prioritize its assessment questions in the coming 1-2 weeks, and the “Impacts to Beneficial Uses” group might attempt to prioritize the research questions and further prioritize the questions it identified as most important for ambient status and trends monitoring.  
At the next meeting on March 24 the Work Group will agree on its top priority assessment questions and priorities to provide direction for the Task Groups that develop monitoring strategies.
Task 4 Subgroup Formed to Propose a More Detailed Work Plan
The Work Group formed a volunteer sub-group, with representation across the caucuses, to propose a more detailed work plan for the task groups that will develop the monitoring strategy (Task 4 in the Work Plan).  This subgroup will develop recommendations for consideration by the full Stormwater Work Group.  The subgroup will build on the work of the technical expert groups and further refine the charge to be given the task groups by:

· Recommending steps and schedule of meetings for task groups to develop the three components of the monitoring strategy before the November SWG meeting.  In developing the steps and determining appropriate sequencing, the subgroup should consider the following:
· To keep to the timeline in the Work Plan, including getting meaningful input from the public workshop, these groups need to begin their work in May

· The “impacts” and “characterization” components might be most efficiently and effectively developed by a single task group

· The groups need to identify opportunities for building on, leveraging off, and coordinating with other monitoring efforts

· Recommending task group membership/composition
Project Manager Karen Dinicola will staff the subgroup.  The following SWG members volunteered:

· Jim Simmonds, Pam Bennet-Cumming, and Jonathan Frodge (local government caucus)

· Dick Gersib (state agency caucus)

· Kris Holm (business caucus)

· Carol Smith (agriculture caucus)

· Heather Trim (environmental caucus)

· Gary Turney/Dee Ann Kirkpatrick (federal agency caucus)

The sub-group will meet on (or near) March 17 and present recommendations at the next meeting of the full Stormwater Work Group.  
First Public Workshop Scheduled; Task 7 Subgroup Formed
A placeholder workshop date of May 19 was confirmed for the first of 2 planned workshops (the second will likely be held in November).  However, the meeting scheduled for the afternoon following the Work Group meeting to address workshop development was postponed.

The Work Group confirmed the purposes for and desired outcomes of the public workshop identified in Task 7 of the Work Plan.  As agreed at the last meeting in adopting the work plan, the workshop is intended to inform others of Work Group efforts, seek input, reach out to others interested in these efforts, and identify opportunities to link the stormwater monitoring strategy to other efforts.  The Work Group will facilitate integration of what is learned into future Work Group efforts. 

The Work Group formed a volunteer sub-group, with representation across the caucuses, to propose a budget, agenda, and other planning and logistical details for the workshop.   
The subgroup will craft a “save the date” notice for staff to send out, and consider:

· What will be on the workshop agenda and who should lead each session
· What specific information and feedback SWG members would like to gain from the workshop in order to help complete the stormwater monitoring strategy
· How speakers might attract participants and help the Work Group move forward
· Where the workshop could be held and how long it should be
Project Manager Karen Dinicola will staff the subgroup.  The following SWG members volunteered:

· Kris Holm and Allison Butcher (business caucus)

· Rob Duff (state agency caucus)
· Jim Simmonds (local government caucus)
· Heather Trim (environmental caucus)

· Gary Turney and Dee Anne Kirkpatrick (federal agency caucus)

The subgroup will present its recommendations at the next Work Group meeting on March 24th. 
Work Group Discusses Budget for Remainder of this Fiscal Year
Project Manager Karen Dinicola briefly summarized the SWG budget situation.  The Puget Sound Monitoring Consortium allocated some of Karen’s time plus $80,000 to this effort.  Just over $25,000 was allocated to a contract to provide facilitation services; Damon Diessner has expended about 160 of the 210 hours allocated.  About $5,000 was allocated for meeting logistics (locations, refreshments, etc.) and the remainder is yet to be allocated but needs to be spent prior to July 1, 2009.  Work Group members expressed that having facilitation at the large group meetings is a priority, as is providing for a successful workshop in May.  More budget discussion, including workshop plans, future facilitation needs, and 2009-2011 biennium funds will take place at the next meeting on March 24th.
Key Decisions of this Meeting

· Jim Simmonds was selected as Chair and Bill Moore was selected as Vice-Chair of the Work Group. 

· A Task 4 Subgroup will develop recommendations to the Work Group for convening and directing the assignments for the Task Groups that will develop monitoring strategies.
· A Task 7 Subgroup will begin to plan the May 19 Workshop.
Next Steps

· The technical expert group for “Efficacy of Management Actions” will attempt to determine a priority order for its most important questions. 

· The technical expert group for “Impacts to Beneficial Uses” will attempt to determine a priority order for the research questions and may attempt to further prioritize its most important questions for ambient status and trends monitoring. 

· The full Work Group will discuss the priority questions, approve the list, and then agree on a subset of those assessment questions upon which to focus Task 4 efforts. 

· The Task 4 Subgroup will meet and develop recommendations to present on March 24th.  The Work Group will approve a detailed work plan on April 28th and convene the Task Groups developing the monitoring strategy prior to the May 19th workshop.
· The Task 7 Subgroup will meet and develop recommendations to present on March 24th.  The Work Group will approve a workshop agenda on April 28th.

· The Work Group will discuss budget issues, including staff and subgroup proposals, at the next meeting.
· Work Group members will provide updated representation and contact information for inclusion in a revised membership list to be distributed at the next meeting.

Upcoming Meetings

Future meetings are scheduled for the 4th Tuesday of each month through June 2009.  Staff will distribute via email an updated list of scheduled meetings.  The next meeting is scheduled to take place on March 24th at the Rhodes Center in Tacoma.

* * * * * *

Priority Assessment Questions Identified by Technical Expert Groups

The answers to the high-priority questions in the four categories below (impacts to beneficial uses, efficacy of management actions, characterization & pollutant loadings, and research) will feed into answering the following two overarching questions:

· Given limited resources, what combination of targeting new development and retrofitting existing development is most effective in minimizing the impact of land use/stormwater to receiving waters?  

· How effective are the Clean Water Act permit-mandated municipal (including highways), industrial, construction, livestock, and dairy stormwater programs?

For impacts to beneficial uses, the priority questions are:

· Where does stormwater significantly impact receiving waters, resources, species, or beneficial uses in the lowland streams, lakes, rivers, ground, and marine waters of the Puget Sound basin?  
· What is the current condition of streams, lakes, rivers, and nearshore marine waters, by representative land use?

· What are the worst spots, when, and why?

· What areas should be targeted for protection?

· Over time, how effective are source control, prevention, and retrofit efforts?  Are beneficial uses improving in response to our stormwater management actions?

For efficacy of management actions, the priority questions are:

· Are our stormwater management actions preventing and reducing future disruption of natural hydrologic conditions and minimizing pollutant loads in areas of new development in Puget Sound?
· What is the effectiveness of subbasin-scale to watershed-scale combinations of stormwater management actions (techniques) at reducing impacts?  
· Among the most widely used practices and promising new practices that are available, what specific retrofits or restoration practices are most effective in reducing pollutant loads, restoring hydrologic function, and recovering damaged habitat?
· To what extent can retrofits and application of BMPs at redevelopment sites reverse past impacts? To what extent can the water and sediment quality and hydrologic conditions necessary to support beneficial uses of water bodies be restored in sub-basins that already have some degree of development? At what degree of development, or under what other specific conditions, is a particular retrofit strategy most likely to be successful?  

· How effective are source control and other programmatic stormwater management practices in reducing pollutant loads from existing development and from other specific land use activities such as agriculture?

For characterization and pollutant loadings, the priority questions are:

· How does land use influence pollutant concentrations, flow volumes, and loadings?  What land uses or land use combinations are of greatest interest for applying and improving our stormwater management actions? 

· What is the variability in stormwater pollutant concentrations and flow volumes by land use and geographic area? 

· What is the variability within and among WRIA level basins for similar land uses?

· What factors within a land use control pollutant concentrations and flow volumes? 

· How do differences in stormwater infrastructure (i.e., pipes versus ditches, developments built at different times under different standards) affect pollutant loads and flows from similar land uses?

· What proportion of the pollutant loads reach receiving waters and what are the explanations for the differences (i.e., due to losses)?

· What proportions of the pollutants in stormwater are from various sources such as air deposition and transport, spills, erosion and resuspension?

· What variables influence the temporal distribution of pollutant loads?  (seasonal & trends)
For research, the priority questions are:

· What are the best indicators of stormwater impacts to water or sediment quality, streamflow, habitat, and biota?

· What are the best indicators of various categories of chemical pollutants?  Of solid-phase versus dissolved phase chemical pollutants?

· What are the synergistic effects of pollutants from stormwater?

· What is the toxicity in surface waters impacted by stormwater?  
· What is the seasonal and annual variation and the variation within the hydrograph?
· What are the effects of stormwater up through the food chain/food web?
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