Stormwater Work Group

Tuesday, February 23, 2010    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 Alternates, and the organizations or groups they represent:

Allison Butcher (MBAKS), Business Groups; Dana de Leon (Tacoma), Local Governments; Mindy Fohn (Kitsap Co.), Local Governments; Jonathan Frodge (Seattle), Local Governments; Heather Kibbey (Everett), Local Governments; DeeAnn Kirkpatrick (National Marine Fisheries Service), Federal Agencies; 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; 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


Work Group Finishes Making Decisions on Major Issues Raised in Comments
The work group agreed that the final strategy will be presented as a single document with an executive summary for the two combined volumes: the scientific framework and the implementation plan.  Karen Dinicola is tasked with creating a process for tracking the execution and inclusion of all of the changes the group has agreed to make.  The implementation plan chapter writing teams for each of the three categories of monitoring will take on the related changes to the scientific framework for their topics; Karen will send each of them key “action items” from the extensive document in which decisions were tracked as on-screen notes during the meetings.  Commenters may be contacted to assist with addressing specific comments.
Our extensive documentation of the many decisions we have made will need to be summarized for a formal response to the peer reviews, which is intended not only for the five members of the panel but also for the public.  This will accompany the strategy document to be released in late April. 
Gaps: The group has made many prior decisions about “gaps” in the scientific framework.  Those prior agreements are not included here.  
Watershed characteristics: The group agreed that we need to continue to collect and maintain basic data on watershed and land-use characteristics.  There is an extensive body of knowledge to build upon, and to provide a basis for deciding where and what to monitor.  The group agreed to consider using a term besides “ancillary data” to describe this type of key information.

Permits: The group agreed that recommendations of what should be in the next permits will be decided in the process of writing the implementation plan.

Climate: The group agreed that while climate issues are not a priority for our initial areas of focus, they are a priority for the overall framework and we should add to the scientific framework a high-level recognition that climate change impacts what we are doing, and our work needs to tie into a bigger picture over the long term.

Global pollutant levels: The group agreed that we should add to the text of the scientific framework a high-level recognition that global pollutant loading impacts what we are doing, and our work needs to tie into a bigger picture.  We should consider bringing in air deposition early for source identification. 

Economics and Costs: The group agreed to address costs in the implementation plan (scientific framework is setting priorities acknowledging the need to prioritize) and to add to the executive summary for the combined pair of documents a big-picture statement that monitoring needs to be sustainable; recognize that it is expensive and we need to know what we can afford to do, and also extol its benefits: what the investment saves us down the line.
Unregulated Stormwater: Areas With No Permits: The group agreed that these areas are covered by the scientific framework we’ve proposed, and that how to support and conduct any monitoring proposed for these areas will be addressed in implementation. 
Public Education and Outreach: The group agreed that education/outreach activities as BMPs are included as part of the effectiveness component of the strategy (which includes programmatic activities as well as traditional facilities).  The group agreed that education/outreach activities planned as part of our regional coordinated monitoring program for stormwater will be described in a chapter of the implementation plan, which should address audiences and vehicles for communication – and should also be briefly referenced in executive summary for both volumes.  The group agreed that information management will be covered in our implementation plan.  The group agreed that we should address transfer of science information in the adaptive management section.

Planning hypotheses to evaluate approaches to manage stormwater through land use/watershed planning, development and zoning rules, and other strategies besides LID to address developing lands, some of which require regional approaches, are already covered by expanding our categories of effectiveness hypotheses to include evaluation of these tools.  The group agreed to add text saying that (1) the range is broad and will expand over time, and (2) prioritization will occur in making effectiveness implementation chapter decisions. 

Adaptive Management Framework: The group agreed that we need to clarify in the document the purpose of the regional stormwater monitoring program and how the strategy document supports the work group’s purpose, using our charge from Ecology and PSP, based on the Monitoring Consortium’s recommendations, as our foundation.  We need to remove contradictory statements in Task 4 of our work plan and the strategy and make sure the documents are fully aligned, modifying them based on all of the decisions we have made to this point.  The group agreed to add to scientific framework text stating that the job of this document is not to define the institutional framework for the ecosystem monitoring program.  A basic description and some recommendations for the institutional framework for the full adaptive management cycle—inform monitoring and report findings—will be provided in the implementation plan.  In the Introduction to the scientific framework, the aim is to highlight the adaptive management foundation of this strategy.  The group agreed to keep section 1.4 and reduce/edit sections 1.5 and 1.6 (“what is/isn’t AM?”) to key bullets and include them in sidebars to appendix.  (Also need this in intro for the combined strategy document.)  And add transition text (how AM applies to each type of monitoring)

The group also agreed that we need to strengthen the diagnostic approach and elaborate on how adaptive management will work to get corrective feedback to managers, but we will do this primarily in the implementation plan.  We will add some text and perhaps a diagram to the scientific framework describing how we envision making this useful, communicating, and applying the information.  These recommendations need to dovetail with the governance being developed by PSP and provide an ongoing feedback into management loop in addition to acting on what we already know: “As we learn from our monitoring and assessments, we apply what we’ve learned as quickly as possible.”
The group agreed to decline reviewers’ request to provide more background discussion on stormwater issues: “Please, not another white paper on stormwater!”

The group agreed to distinguish between indicators with a quick and long term response to management actions.  Both have value, but the current draft is too sparse on the former. The group agreed that tying the different types of monitoring together more closely in terms of stressors depends on the purpose of the monitoring, and that we should do it where we can but not restrict ourselves to a single list of indicators for the three types of monitoring.  Per earlier discussions, we do need to do a better job of showing the linkages between status-and-trends monitoring that is biota-based and other types that are stressor based.  They work together by showing what is causing the negative impact to beneficial uses.  We are addressing this in both volumes, in parallel.  

The group agreed that determining beforehand how much source control is needed to get a biological response is not needed necessarily and could impede progress. We need to continuously tie our work into the bigger picture of adaptive management.  Each source control activity needs a metric to measure its success and stormwater monitoring feeds into a bigger-picture discussion of science-based targets.  The group agreed that we need to capture this in the source identification sections of both volumes.  

Experimental Design: The group agreed to remove the appendices and experimental design details from the scientific framework.  There will still be a high-level discussion in the scientific framework that responds to higher-level comments on the approach (i.e., scale, paired watersheds, etc.).  

The group agreed to post all of the examples that were provided by the consulting team in an online library, separate them out by category of monitoring, and summarize relevant comments on the proposals that were included in draft volume 1.  Only the examples that are determined to be useful for the regional monitoring program will be retained in the strategy document.  The status and trends, effectiveness, and source identification writing teams will address the relevant examples and decide explicitly whether to use, modify, or replace each example.  The writing teams will provide further detail as appropriate, and doable, in the implementation plan.  

The group agreed that we need to (1) propose or outline plans for experimental designs for small stream and nearshore status-and-trends monitoring; (2) articulate a vision for effectiveness monitoring, rather than study designs, and concentrate on who can do what; and (3) build specific tools and a regional approach for source identification monitoring.
For status and trends the group agreed to highlight how a baseline (status) is inherent in the monitoring, and that reference conditions, and stressors being evaluated, need to be addressed in the experimental design.
The group agreed that source identification monitoring in the scientific framework needs a clearer articulation of purpose, a better framework, an experimental design section, and a better explanation of how it interacts with status-and-trends and effectiveness monitoring. The section should also tie in compliance data, characterization data, and illicit survey data, CSOs, etc. 
The group agreed to decline reviewers’ request to specifically describe the analyses that will be performed. We will include a broader set of experimental designs as examples, over time. 

Work Group Begins Discussions to Guide the  Implementation Plan

The work group agreed to task the communication subgroup with writing a communication plan to include in the Communication/Outreach chapter and have them advise us on what is needed to successfully implement the plan.  The plan should include multiple types of communication and highlight transfer of new information, building on other regional outreach and technology transfer programs for communication and outreach of our findings and other outreach for the regional stormwater monitoring program.  Technology transfer experts should be consulted.

At future meetings we will need to dedicate sufficient time for discussions of the three chapters on each of the categories of monitoring.  Please let Leska know if you have ideas for improving our decision making process in future meetings!  The work group has funding to support Leska’s facilitation of work group meetings and some support for chapter writing teams.  We do not have sufficient funds for her to do substantial writing.


Work Group Agrees to Key Messages for Next External Communication
Allison Butcher agreed to draft the next “Reporter” email update that will be send out prior to our next meeting following a review by the communication subgroup.  The update will include pieces on:
· Our progress since December making decisions to address the extensive peer review and stakeholder comments on the scientific framework, and our documentation for a formal response to peer review comments;
· Our approach and progress so far on drafting the implementation plan, an explanation of what’s driving our schedule, and the deadline we need to meet;
· The upcoming public workshop and public comment period dates; and
· Who we are.


Work Group Considers Schedule for Completing the Strategy Document
The work group is scheduled to release the strategy document—the revised scientific framework and the draft implementation plan—for public comment is late April, with a deadline for public comment by May 26th (the Wednesday before Memorial Day).  Our third public workshop will be on May 19th.  A subgroup will be convened to compile the comments and identify categories for the work group to discuss at its ensuing meeting on June 9th (note that this meeting date was pushed back a week to allow for comment compilation).  We need to agree to all major changes at our meeting on June 30th, so our time will be spent on addressing the fatal flaws exposed by the commenters.  We plan to deliver the final document to Ecology and PSP by mid-July.

Caucus Representatives Assess Work Group Process

The work group is pushing hard to make decisions and our current meeting schedule is not sustainable, though much work remains to be done.  There are other competing processes that need the attention of the same caucus groups and their representatives on the work group members.  With the exception of issues directly related to the permits, and particularly at this quick pace of change, it can be hard to get others in the caucuses to focus on this topic and engage in our decision making.  However, this is a good opportunity and starting point for broader communication initiatives to get as early much buy-off as possible. 

Work Group Submits 2011-2014 Funding Proposal 
Karen Dinicola, Leska Fore, Derek Booth, and Jim Simmonds prepared a proposal for the USEPA Science RFA due on March 2nd.  It is now making its way through the official channels at Ecology.  Karen will share the proposed tasks for the three categories of monitoring with those chapter leads, and will share the entire proposal with the work group when it is finalized.  

The Work Group’s Next Scheduled Meetings Are: 
Wednesday, March 10th from 9am-3pm at the USGS Office in Tacoma (brown bag lunch)
Wednesday, March 24th from 9am-3pm at the USGS Office in Tacoma (brown bag lunch) 
Wednesday, April 14th from 9am-3pm at the USGS Office in Tacoma (brown bag lunch) 
Wednesday, April 28th from 9am-3pm at the USGS Office in Tacoma (brown bag lunch)
Our third Public Workshop will be:

Wednesday, May 19th from 9am-3pm at the Renton Community Center
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