Stormwater Work Group

Tuesday, December 15, 2009    9:00 AM – 3:00 PM 

USGS Conference Room
934 Broadway, Tacoma
Draft Summary

of the Meeting’s Key Discussions, Decisions and Agreements  

Attendees:

Work Group Members, and the organizations or groups they represent:

Neil Aaland (Washington State Assn. of Counties), Local Governments; Shayne Cothern (WA Dept. of Natural Resources), State Agencies; Dana de Leon (City of Tacoma), Local Governments; Tim Determan (WA Dept. of Health), State Agencies; Mindy Fohn (Kitsap Co.), Local Governments; Dick Gersib (WA Dept. of Transportation), State Agencies; Kris Holm (AWB/Boeing), Business Groups; Heather Kibbey (Everett), Local Governments; DeeAnn Kirkpatrick (National Marine Fisheries Service), Federal Agencies; Andy Meyer (Association of Washington Cities), Local Governments; Bill Moore (WA Dept. of Ecology), State Agencies; Kit Paulsen (Bellevue), Local Governments; Tom Putnam (Puget Soundkeeper Alliance), Environmental Groups; Jim Simmonds (King Co.), Local Governments and the Work Group’s Chair; Carol Smith (WA Conservation Commission), Agriculture; Gary Turney (U.S. Geological Survey), Federal Agencies; Heather Trim (People for Puget Sound), Environmental Groups; and Bruce Wulkan (Puget Sound Partnership), State Agencies. 

Work Group Staff:

Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager; Leska Fore (Statistical Design), Facilitator and Communication Lead  


Others in Attendance:

Tony Paulson, U.S. Geological Survey; Phyllis Varner, City of Bellevue  

Group Members Agree to Frame A Comprehensive Approach to Stormwater Monitoring and Assessment in the Strategy Document, Then Set Priorities
The work group discussed the purpose statements we adopted in the charter and work plan.  The documents call out an initial focus on developed and developing lands, with a broader, more comprehensive approach created over time, in steps.
The members all agreed that the strategy should better articulate the stormwater problem and provide a comprehensive framework for addressing stormwater topics for all land uses in Puget Sound, and create linkages to integrate the monitoring and assessment activities; the document needs to describe a framework that all stormwater monitoring easily fits into, and Table 1 should provide enough “cells” and detail that all parties can see where their efforts contribute.  The members also agreed that we need to prioritize which activities to flesh out in detail first, and agreed that the impacts most directly related to municipal stormwater NPDES permits would be the first to be addressed by this group.  Other groups could work in parallel to address impacts/ land uses/water bodies that are not prioritized by this group; the final strategy document should be more modular, and “living,” to accommodate this approach and to facilitate and enhance the integration of the work being done.
The work group needs to own: the definition of stormwater (and the definition of developed and developing lands), the scope, and the priorities set in the strategy document.  With the above agreements in mind, the group proceeded to discuss comments.

Small Groups Address Stakeholder Comments on Strategy Document
We received lots of comments on the document.  The peer reviews were excellent.  Most group members had read the peer reviews and many had at least skimmed the stakeholder comments.  The members and others in attendance broke into five small groups to go through comments that had been “binned” as relating to the approach, gaps, and priorities and identify, as a small group, how the comment should be addressed: (1) yes, make the change; (2) yes, make the change, but not sure how; (3) yes, change needed, but at a later time; (4) no change, disagree with comment; (5) no change, outside scope.  Each small group also identified issues that needed to be discussed by the entire group to decide what to do.  Some groups included discussion of the peer group comments, some didn’t.  The large group reconvened and each subgroup reported on the major issues to be raised and discussed:
· The small group that went through the comments binned as GAPS & PRIORITIES got through about 20% of the comments and reported that we need to address: 
· Hypotheses – need to expand, contract and/or clarify
· Inconsistency of definition of stormwater
· Fix Table 1; scope of land use – expand or contract? (Highways? Forestry?)
· Scope of experimental design
· Add research
· Add modeling

· The small group that went through the comments binned as APPROACH – GENERAL got through about 40% of the comments and reported that we need to address: 
· Parameters – what are we measuring and why?
· Toxics
· Loading – effectiveness or trends?
· How is small scale work rolled up into a comprehensive picture of Puget Sound?
· Link adaptive management to the 5-year permit cycle

· The small group that went through the comments binned as APPROACH – EFFECTIVENESS got through about half of the comments and reported that we need to address: 
· Expand hypotheses to be more general; 
· How are these hypotheses being used? Are they the whole game plan? Clarify purpose: drivers or examples?; 
· Links between how we use the information for making decisions, setting policy?

· The small group that went through the comments binned as APPROACH – STATUS AND TRENDS got through about one third of the comments and reported that we need to address: 
· Challenge associated with linking salmon/forage fish population health to stormwater (salmon in or out? Alternate: salmon/cutthroat ratio (Hooper comment)); 
· Link Status & Trends to stormwater – bio basis linked back to stormwater; 

· Need ancillary data articulated in designs; 
· Select and describe indicators and other information tied to specific monitoring strategies, how are they linked to stormwater and how do they help us understand how the system works? (Suggest look at Puget Sound Partnership and Washington Forum on Monitoring indicators and adopt those to our purposes, and also take Schueler comments in mind); 
· Cause and effect issues, proximate responses, appropriate indicators – we didn’t lay out logic, address influence of other activities, conditions; 
· Why measure each parameter in the strategy? Help with integration of our plan with others.

· The small group that went through the comments binned as APPROACH – SOURCE IDENTICATION got through about half of the comments and reported that we need to address: 
· These hypotheses don’t work; 
· Need a purpose for this section, better framework; 
· Peer reviewers proposed a strategic approach to using this info to inform effectiveness studies; 
· Do a lit review and set up a framework for SOPs and data reporting for collective regional assessments; 
· Loading/characterization/outfall monitoring? (Outfall monitoring in or out? Status of Phase I monitoring?  Any assessment?  Lessons learned?)
The group agreed that we should continue to go through all of the comments and finish this task, as we owe it to the public and there are many helpful suggestions.  One or two volunteers from each small group (respectively: Gary Turney & Bruce Wulkan; Mindy Fohn; Shayne Cothern; Jim Simmonds; Heather Kibbey) will finish going through the comments assigned to their group and categorize them, send the updated spreadsheet out to the rest of the small group members, and bring any new themes to the attention of the large group. 
Work Group Agrees to Approach to Address the Comments, Forms 2 Subgroups
How should we organize ourselves to move forward to address all of the comments and make the needed revisions to the document?  For editing, Karen Dinicola will be the single editor/compiler, but not the decision maker for any major issues.  The group discussed finding the right balance of having the large group making the big decisions and ensuring all of the comments are addressed in a way that reflects the agreements of the group.  We did not have our morning agenda topic conversation about the full range of comments we got.  

The group agreed that we need subgroups to frame the discussion and articulate decisions for the committee to make – and propose recommendations to focus the efforts to change our approach and complete the document.  These groups will start with the biggest issues in hopes that many of the smaller issues might become irrelevant.  Group members also noted that issues raised at the November 17th meeting should be included with the other comments. Karen will produce a combined set of priority issues from the summary of the key themes in the peer reviews; the summary of the key themes in the stakeholder comments; and today’s discussion and send it to the two new subgroups for their use.  The small group work should be finished this week, and subgroups should tee up big decisions and propose changes to the overall framework by the 7th so that members may come prepared to the next meeting.
· The first subgroup (Kit Paulsen, Dick Gersib, Jonathan Frodge, Heather Kibbey, Phyllis Varner, Bruce Wulkan, Jim Simmonds, and Karen) will address all comments related to Table 1, Figure 2, the definition of stormwater, and the overall framework/approach – and recommend changes to the document to provide a comprehensive framework for addressing stormwater topics in Puget Sound and create linkages to integrate the monitoring and assessment activities. 
· The second subgroup (Mindy Fohn, Tom Putnam, Tim Determan, Bill Moore, Jim Simmonds, and Karen) will tee up all of the remaining priority issues for decision at the next work group meeting on January 13th.   

Both subgroups will include peer review comments in their work.  Each subgroup will write up paragraphs about each of the major discussion topics that have been identified so far and make recommendations.  
Our main objective for the next meeting is to agree on the framework and approach.  On the 13th, group members will indicate whether they agree or disagree with the recommended changes, and we will move through a lot of decisions during the day.  Each decision to make a change must include how the change will be made and by whom.  At the end of the day, we need to assess whether the changes as a whole make sense together, and whether we are on a path to linking the three categories of monitoring.  We also need to discuss how to write our response to the peer reviews.
Implementation Plan Approach Discussion Delayed to January 27th Meeting
At our last meeting on November 17th we tasked a new subgroup with beginning to plan our approach for writing volume 2 of the strategy. Tom Putnam, Kit Paulsen, Kris Holm, and Julie Lowe will join the group members who volunteered in November; they will meet on January 6th in Tacoma.  The group’s charge remains the same but their deadline has been extended, as their proposal will not be discussed until our meeting on January 27th.
Next External Communication Will be After the January 13th Meeting.
Allison Butcher drafted the most recent message sent out to our list of interested parties.  Group members agree that Allison has done a great job with these updates and we should continue sending these messages regularly.  It will be appropriate to send the next one after our next meeting, describing how we’ve dealt with comments and how we’re launching the implementation plan.
Chair and Project Manager Briefed Science Panel on November 18th  
The briefing went well.  Panel members, and Bill Ruckelshaus of the Leadership Council, appreciated our efforts, and agreed that future interactions between the work group and all three of the Partnerships leadership boards are a good idea.  In particular, the monitoring subgroup of the Science Panel (Tim Quinn, Joel Baker, and John Stark) will follow up with us once their new monitoring program coordinator is on board.
Puget Sound Partnership Monitoring Program Coordinator
Nathalie Hamel has been hired as the new monitoring program coordinator for the Partnership.  She will begin sometime in January and soon after will become engaged in our process.
Next Two Work Group Meetings Will be Full-Day Meetings
Work group members agreed that, in order to successfully meet our deadline and keep work group members involved in the decision making to complete the scientific framework, and to begin implementation planning, both of our meetings in January will be from 9-3.  Work group members agreed to bring their own lunches to these meetings.

The Work Group’s Next Meetings Will be: 
Wednesday, January 13th, from 9am-3pm at the USGS Office in Tacoma (brown bag lunch) Wednesday, January 27th, from 9am-3pm at the USGS Office in Tacoma (brown bag lunch)
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