Stormwater Work Group

Wednesday, March 24, 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; Alison Chamberlain (Mason Co.), Local Governments; Shayne Cothern (WA Dept. of Natural Resources), State Agencies; Jay Davis (US Fish and Wildlife Service), Federal Agencies; Tim Determan (WA Dept. of Health), State Agencies; Mindy Fohn (Kitsap Co.), Local Governments; Jonathan Frodge (Seattle), Local Governments; Dick Gersib (WSDOT), State Agencies; Nathalie Hamel (Puget Sound Partnership), State Agencies; Heather Kibbey (Everett), Local Governments; DeeAnn Kirkpatrick (National Marine Fisheries Service), Federal Agencies; Julie Lowe (WA Dept. of Ecology), State Agencies; Kit Paulsen (Bellevue), Local Governments; Tony Paulson (US Geological Survey), Federal Agencies; 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. 
Work Group Staff: Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager; Leska Fore (Statistical Design), Facilitator
Others in Attendance: Scott Collyard, WA Dept. of Ecology; Phyllis Varner, Bellevue.

Three Monitoring Category Subgroups Present Their Recommended Approaches
The implementation plan chapter leads for the three categories of monitoring described the approaches currently recommended for each category; the three PowerPoint presentations will be posted on Ecology’s webpage with today’s agenda.  The framework for all three categories is broader than the NPDES municipal stormwater permit requirements, and the status-and-trends and source identification monitoring approaches build on existing efforts.  

Work Group Approves Key Recommendations for Status & Trends and Source Identification
The work group discussed the hypotheses proposed by the status-and-trends and effectiveness monitoring chapter writing teams and the approach proposed by the source identification and effectiveness chapter writing teams.  Each chapter writing team is at different stage in revising the scientific framework and recommending roles and responsibilities for implementation of these three categories of monitoring.  Chapters are due April 7th.
For Status-and-Trends Monitoring: The work group agreed:
1. We recommend that status and trend monitoring occur in wadeable streams and marine nearshore areas initially.  Other water body types will be added to the monitoring program in the future. 
2. We recommend that for wadeable streams, the status and trend monitoring design will visit 30 randomly selected streams sites within each of 13 Puget Sound WRIAs. The survey design and site selection for trend monitoring will be derived from those data. 
3. We recommend that indicators for streams include water quality, benthic macroinvertebrates, physical features, fish diversity and abundance, and sediment chemistry. 
4. We recommend that continuous flow and temperature measurements be monitored at existing (non-random) gauging stations; these sites are monitored in addition to those selected for biological and water/sediment quality monitoring. 
5. We recommend that the monitoring strategy partner with Department of Ecology’s status and trend monitoring program and use common protocols or develop a crosswalk between data collection methods as needed. 
6. We recommend for nearshore areas that the monitoring strategy will partner with the Mussel Watch Program to develop a probabilistic survey approach. 
7. We recommend that indicators for nearshore areas include fecal coliform, sediment chemistry and <insert Mussel Watch Indicators>. 
For Source Identification Monitoring: The work group agreed:

1. We recommend that source identification monitoring occur based on observed occurrences of surface water impairment (e.g., water quality, flow, tissue quality, community health, sediment quality, etc) as identified in TMDLs, 303d lists, Superfund listings, basin plans, shellfish protection district data, etc. 

2. We recommend that watershed-specific priorities are followed to initially target source identification monitoring on those impairments of greatest local concern. 

3. We recommend that the source identification monitoring occur as part of a program for identifying and eliminating pollution sources.  

4. We recommend that source identification monitoring and source control activities occur in an iterative process, to ensure that improvements are realized in receiving waters following different control activities or to identify the need for additional control activities. 
5. We recommend that status and trends, effectiveness, and source identification monitoring results be reviewed to assess progress and to reprioritize source identification monitoring within each WRIA. 

6. We recommend that source identification monitoring data be housed in a well-designed, publicly-accessible database with appropriate meta-data and data descriptors and qualifiers. 
For Effectiveness Monitoring: The work group did not discuss the effectiveness monitoring recommendations teed up in the draft key recommendations document.  By majority vote (two dissenters) the group decided not to change the categories of effectiveness monitoring as recommended by the subgroup.  The work group thought the five NPDES questions for were good examples but expressed the need for an open and transparent process by which the work group’s recommended questions will be identified and prioritized, before study designs are developed.  The work group acknowledged that this is the hardest section and we might not get as far as we would prefer.  Alison Chamberlain, Julie Lowe, Kit Paulsen, Jim Simmonds, Heather Trim, and Phyllis Varner will join the existing subgroup and Karen Dinicola will help them plan a meeting in the coming week. 

Work Group Continues to Plan Third Public Workshop

The work group members discussed a proposed agenda and decided to spend more workshop time on the draft implementation than on the revised scientific framework.  We need to explain the three categories of monitoring clearly, and engage the participants in helping meet our June deadline for implementation recommendations.  The work group suggests having handout comparing current Phase I monitoring requirements to the approach we propose.  Phyllis Varner and Allison Butcher volunteered to join the planning subgroup. 

PSP Monitoring Program Coordinator Updates the Work Group

Nathalie Hamel told the work group that she is developing a proposal to form a steering committee that will define an overall framework and purpose for the coordinated ecosystem monitoring program.  PSP’s new performance manager, John Beck, is involved in ensuring the monitoring informs the performance management system.  The new science manager has not yet been hired.  She applauded the work group’s willingness to tackle tough issues.

The Work Group’s Next Scheduled Meetings Are: 
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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