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Final Summary 

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

Attendees and the organizations or groups they represent: 
Core Team Members: Pam Bennet-Cumming for Lynda Ring-Erickson (Mason County), Local Governments; Bruce Crawford, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA); Dick Gersib, Washington State Department of Transportation; Julie Hall (City of Seattle), Local Governments; Kris Holm (Association of Washington Business) for Allison Butcher (Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties), the Business Caucus; Bill Moore, Washington State Department of Ecology; Kit Paulsen (City of Bellevue), Local Governments; Heather Trim (People for Puget Sound), the Environmental Caucus; and Bruce Wulkan, Puget Sound Partnership.  Staff: Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager.
Core Team Agrees to List of Assessment Questions for Stormwater
At its last meeting the Core Team agreed to develop, in a short time frame, preliminary assessment questions for stormwater to assist the Puget Sound Science Panel in developing its monitoring plan.  Last week seven team members submitted questions and discussion to Karen Dinicola, and she prepared a summary to guide today’s discussion.  Team members agreed to some reorganization and definitions.

A roundtable discussion of participants’ priority issues and actions for stormwater followed.  These are the themes that were expressed (beginning with the most-commonly stated):
· We need to stop the bleeding of new development.  How can we best protect the intact Puget Sound lowland and shoreline habitats that we still have?  

· What are the most cost-effective retrofits? Where should we make those investments?  
· How much can we get from non-structural, source control BMPs?

· We need a good understanding of the relative magnitude of the pathways in order to most effectively invest our management resources.

· We need a coordinated approach at a basin scale (at site scale we win battles not the war).
· We need a good understanding of whether/where/why things are getting better or worse.

· We need a better understanding of impacts on biota so we can set priorities.
· We need a better understanding of the effectiveness of our management actions and more prevention.

· Key issues for ecosystem health are changes in instream flows; heavy metals, temperature, and new sources of toxics loading.

· Rural areas need tools to deal with land use conversions.
· We need regulatory reform.

· We need to get buy-in for a long-term monitoring approach.
· Start with where and what we’re currently monitoring and work from there toward an overall understanding of the status of Puget Sound ecosystem health

Some Data Needs:

Land use, ADT, road densities, flow, sediment vs. dissolved fractions, pesticide sales
Some Problem Statements and Hypotheses:

· Once an intact habitat is converted/developed it is lost 

· LID won’t restore natural flows (how much can we get?)

· Just because we detect chemicals does not mean there is a problem 

· The only/best way to successfully deal with metals is product substitutions
· Flow drives everything. Management actions that decrease stormwater volumes will also decrease pollutant loads.
· In urbanized basins, retrofits should focus on reducing pollutant loads

· Fully implemented stormwater management programs and regulations still leave us with a problem (i.e. we’re digging the hole deeper)
· Widespread use of pesticides and herbicides in urban areas kills beneficial insects such as bees, and excess chemicals are washed into our streams, groundwater, and Puget Sound 
Next Steps
Karen will get a revised document out to the participants in today’s meeting by the end of the day tomorrow.  Team members will get their comments to Karen by 10:00 Monday.  Unless fatal flaws are identified, Karen will make another set of revisions and transmit that document to the Core Team, Monitoring Consortium, and Partnership by the end of the day Tuesday July 29 [Note: the final content of the revised document is attached to this summary].  

Team Members are welcome to attend the Science Panel’s discussion on monitoring at the August 7 meeting in Alderbrook Resort in Union (South Hood Canal).  Check the Partnership website at http://www.psp.wa.gov/SP_meetings.html for agenda and location.

Next Meetings
The Core Team will meet 1-4 p.m. on August 13 to hear feedback on the document produced following today’s meeting; to discuss facilitation and project management needs and roles; to select a chair; to refine the draft charter, work plan, and bylaws for the Stormwater Work Group; and to continue to define preliminary assessment questions.  
Members are asked to review the future dates proposed in the draft schedule and work plan and inform Karen if there are any dates that are problematic for them.  On many of these meeting dates, a Governance Committee meeting will be held in the morning and the Stormwater Work Group Core Team meeting will be held in the afternoon.  The proposed dates are: Thursday September 18, Wednesday October 15, Wednesday November 12, Wednesday December 10, and Wednesday January 14.
Preliminary Assessment Questions for Stormwater
Introduction
This set of preliminary assessment questions for stormwater is the result of a two-step brainstorming activity by the “Core Team” of the Stormwater Work Group that was recently formed by the Puget Sound Monitoring Consortium. It is a quick snapshot from a limited group of people that is intended to inform future discussions of priorities for stormwater monitoring and assessment activities. Identification of data needs and appropriate study designs will be done in future steps.  

The prioritization and refinement of these questions will be critical in the development of focused, management-driven actions at the federal, tribal, state and local levels. We strongly endorse conducting additional discussions with the full Stormwater Work Group and technical experts prior to finalization of this portion of the Action Agenda.  

We look forward to continuing to assist the Partnership with this effort. The Science Panel and Leadership Council should discuss more specifically:

· Which of these questions are priorities for the Partnership?

· Which of these questions would you like the Stormwater Work Group to “flesh out” first?

· What level of detail is needed for the Action Agenda?

· What level of certainty is needed now and in the future for adapting policies and actions?      

 

Definitions

Status and Trends: means assessing the temporal and spatial distribution of both (1) the effects of pollutants in stormwater on biota and other beneficial uses and (2) the characteristics of stormwater runoff, including quantification of pollutant loads.

Effectiveness: includes evaluation of a variety of types of management activities at multiple scales and in multiple combinations, e.g. at the project, watershed, and basin scales and for cumulative projects and/or approaches at each of those scales.

Pollutants/stressors: toxics, nutrients, pathogens, temperature, sediment, and flow volume.

Toxics: includes metals [Cu, Cd, Hg, Pb, Zn, others]; PAHs; oil; pesticides; phthalates; flame retardants; legacy chemicals; and other chemicals and categories of concern such as personal care products, pharmaceuticals, and emerging contaminants.

Pathway: a mechanism by which pollutants enter ambient waters.  For this discussion, we consider stormwater to be a pathway for pollutants rather than a source.

Source control: various means of preventing pollutants from entering stormwater and other pathways, including structural and operational practices, product substitutions, and behavior changes.

Status and Trends

What are the effects of pollutants in stormwater on receiving waters and beneficial uses? 

· To what extent can we quantify the effects/potential impacts of pollutants in stormwater on the quality of our marine, lake, stream and other receiving waters? On habitat? On biota? On human health?

· Which pollutants/stressors most influence biota or human health? Where or under what conditions?

· Where does stormwater significantly impact receiving waters, resources, species, or beneficial uses in the Puget Sound basin? Where is stormwater currently a problem, and where is stormwater becoming a problem?

· To what extent does the type, size, or location of a stormwater discharge matter?

· What are the best indicators of stormwater impacts on receiving waters?
· What are the differences in magnitude and timing of peak and low flow by basin (WRIA) and over time? Do these changes have significant impact on the biota and habitat?

What are the relative contributions of stormwater to harm compared with other pathways in the Puget Sound basin?  How do these relative contributions vary geographically and how are they changing over time?

· What proportion of toxics, nutrients and pathogens entering Puget Sound and the food chain are via stormwater?    

· What are stormwater pollutant concentrations and loads? What proportions of the pollutants in stormwater are via: air deposition, specific land uses, groundwater, spills, permitted point sources, and decay of biota?

· What pollutants are coming from each land use type and what are the primary and secondary sources of those pollutants? What land uses or land use combinations are of greatest interest?

· What is the variability in stormwater pollutant loads by land use or geographic area? What other variables influence the spatial and temporal distribution of pollutant loads?

· What does the seasonal first flush of toxics look like throughout the Puget Sound basin?

How does stormwater in one part of the basin affect other parts? 

· Where did the pollutants in each part of the Puget Sound marine system come from?  What proportion came from outside the basin or subbasin? 

· What pollutant loads, measured at small scales or upstream locations, do not "add up" to loads for the Puget Sound basin?

· What factors affect fate and transport of stormwater pollutants?  How do differences in stormwater conveyance systems (infrastructure) affect pollutant loads from similar land uses?
· What is the relationship between stormwater discharges and conditions in nearshore and deepwater Puget Sound? 

Effectiveness

Are our stormwater management actions effective at reducing harm in Puget Sound? 

· How effective are the current suite of BMPs in preventing future harm? To what extent can retrofits reverse past harm? What techniques are most effective and under what conditions?  
At the Collective or Regional Scale 
· How effective are cumulative BMPs, or targeted suites of BMPs, in reducing pollutant loads at a watershed scale? At the Puget Sound basin scale?

· To reduce pollutant loads, is it most effective to target new development, retrofit existing development, or a combination of both? 

· How effective are changes in land use practices in reducing pollutant loads?

At the BMP, Site, or Local Scale 
· Among the most widely used practices and promising new practices that are available, what specific individual BMPs are most effective in reducing pollutant loads? At new sites? In retrofits? 
· How effective are structural treatment BMPs in reducing pollutant loads?

· How effective are source control practices in reducing pollutant loads?

· How effective are site-specific or targeted land use practices?

· How effective are public education and outreach in achieving behavior changes that result in reduced pollutant loads?  

· How much will new practices, products, or product substitutions used on the landscape reduce pollutant loads? Are they better or worse than existing practices/products for pollutants of concern?
· How effective are infiltration practices in reducing pollutant loads?  

· Are there unintended effects of BMPs? 
· To what extent are BMPs for flow control reducing particulate pollution and exacerbating temperature problems?

· Can stormwater be infiltrated into the ground without creating a soil or shallow groundwater pollution problem?

· To what extent are low impact development and other flow reduction approaches effective in preventing future harm?  Is there a significant difference in stream flows in basins where LID is encouraged and practiced?

· What are the most effective land use planning tools to protect existing high-functioning habitat from harm caused by stormwater?

· To what extent can we restore beneficial uses of water bodies in subbasins with varying degrees of development? 
· How can we most effectively target and prioritize retrofit projects throughout the Puget Sound basin?
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