Stormwater Work Group

Tuesday, 28 July 2009    9:00 AM – 12:00 PM 

The King and Chinook Rooms on the 6th Floor of King Street Center

201 South Jackson Street, Seattle
Draft Summary

of the Meeting’s Key Discussions, Decisions and Agreements  

Attendees:

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

Shayne Cothern (Department of Natural Resources), State Agencies; Dana de Leon (City of Tacoma), Local Governments; Tim Determan (Department of Health), State Agencies; Mindy Fohn, (Kitsap County), Local Governments; Heather Kibbey (City of Everett), Local Governments; DeeAnn Kirkpatrick (NOAA Fisheries), Federal Agencies; Julie Lowe (Department of Ecology), State Agencies; Tetyana Lysak (The Boeing Company), Business Groups; Andy Meyer (Association of Washington Cities), Local Governments; Char Naylor (Puyallup Tribe), Tribes; Mel Oleson (The Boeing Company), Business Groups; Kit Paulsen (City of Bellevue), Local Governments; Jim Simmonds (King County), Local Governments and the Work Group’s chair; and Bruce Wulkan (Puget Sound Partnership), State Agencies. 

Work Group Staff:


Derek Booth (Stillwater Sciences), Technical Lead; Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager; Leska Fore (Statistical Design), Facilitator/Communication Lead.  

Work Group to Receive Technical and Organizational Services through Interagency Agreements
At our last meeting, Bill Moore (Ecology) announced that his agency would provide funding to support the Stormwater Work Group’s process through at least June 2010.  A budget subgroup was tasked to provide Bill recommendations as to what level of support and services were needed for the Work Group to succeed.  The subgroup’s memo was shared via email on July 1 and included as an attachment to today’s meeting agenda.  Ecology has committed approximately $91,700 for technical services; $34,500 for organizational services; $16,000 for peer review; $15,000 for the two public workshops; and $25,000 for facilitation services to develop the implementation plan for the monitoring and assessment strategy.   An Interagency Agreement (IAA) between Ecology and Mason County to provide the first two categories of services should be effective on August 4; and King County’s prior IAA will be amended to provide the other services.  Through these IAAs, the Work Group will have access to services of a core consultant team of Leska Fore, Derek Booth, John Lenth (Herrera), and other experts.  Karen Dinicola will forward the IAAs to the Work Group, which extends its heartfelt appreciation to both Bill Moore and Emmett Dobey (Mason County) for their respective efforts to procure ample funding and provide appropriate contracting arrangements to support the Work Group.
New Resources and Consultants Lead to Shift in Staff and Chair Roles 
With the biennium’s new resources and staff, a shift in roles is occurring.  Jim Simmonds in his role as chair will run the meetings, Karen will write meeting summaries, and Leska will serve as a facilitator in a new and different sense than for these group meetings: her role is to encourage better overall communication and greater feedback into our process.  Leska will help us to create a communication strategy to share our work broadly and engage interested parties, and to document how input from others is incorporated into our work.  The Work Group is establishing subgroups to accomplish discrete/specific tasks between meetings and the group meeting time is devoted to giving subgroups direction and oversight.
Subgroup Narrows Priorities for the Monitoring and Assessment Strategy and Articulates a Schedule for Completing the Strategy Document
The Work Group discussed a draft outline developed by the Task 4 Subgroup since our last meeting, and in particular the table on p. 3 of the draft showing beneficial uses impacted by stormwater from various land uses in various receiving waters (the document was attached to the meeting agenda sent out on July 23rd), with the biggest clusters of impacts to receiving waters in residential land use areas and to small creeks in all land uses.  The subgroup moved to this tool because of the direct connection between impacts and efficacy (since so many BMPs are particular to a given land use).  The Work Group thinks this table has many uses, particularly for informing the priorities of a multifaceted stormwater monitoring program.  The consultant team should flesh out this table, explain its purpose as a tool, connect the table to effectiveness questions, and gather feedback on it.  The hypotheses that are developed and tested based on these priorities should address the impacts and practices that people care most about.
On the last page of the outline a schedule is proposed for completing the strategy.  We should share this schedule with others interested in our process and post it on our webpage.
Work Group Creates a Timeline Describing the Events that Led to this Effort  

All present were asked to contribute to a wall chart describing the trajectory that got us to the present.  The history described therein will contribute to the first chapter of the strategy document.  Karen is the lead author for this chapter and will contact group members who indicated themselves as sources of additional information on various events/activities.  A draft of this section will be completed prior to our next meeting.
Work Group Identifies Key Elements of the Monitoring and Assessment Strategy Document That Will be Written During the Coming Months
The Work Plan adopted by this group in January 2007 includes the following description of the contents of the strategy document:

“…hypotheses to be tested, data collection and methods and protocols, laboratory and other data analysis methods, timelines, numbers and locations or other descriptions of sampling sites, total and itemized budget estimates, etc.”
Work Group members discussed that the level of detail reflected earlier thinking, and that we might not need this level of detail (i.e., rough cost estimates will suffice, and some detail may be determined by the Implementation Task Group that will be convened in January).  
All present were asked to identify the two most important things to include in the document describing the monitoring and assessment strategy.  These are the results of that brainstorming exercise:
· Write a really good executive summary that includes a background and context section
· Describe the broad context for the strategy (permits + TMDLs + biota…)

· Articulate our stormwater monitoring and assessment priorities for the next 5-10 years and explain why we set these particular priorities
· Include documentation of peer review

· The necessary specifics of the monitoring and assessment strategy include:

· Priority assessment questions linked with hypotheses and data needs/indicators

· Beneficial use/biotic endpoints

· Advance information regarding stormwater effects on listed salmon

· Effectiveness monitoring and modeling

· Assess/evaluate current and innovative/emerging development practices and stormwater BMPs 
· What basin-wide BMPs minimize stormwater effects?
· Are the techniques effective at fully mitigating effects of new development?

· Multifaceted approach that includes identification of where impacts are and addresses flow

· Address specific experimental design (sample frequency, power analysis, etc.)

· Monitoring components in doable bites

· Sampling relevant to municipal and other permit requirements

· Representative sampling procedures or reference to recommended SOPs

· Recommendations for data management

· Ancillary data needs or supporting information/analyses such as GIS

· Connect data needs to partners and describe how the data will be used

· Describe what answers we will get when (analyses required at certain intervals)

· Some sort of price tag (range of estimates and benefit of added effort)
· Link science and policy; address the adaptive management feedback loop

· Describe how and when this strategy will inform management actions
· How will this strategy benefit Puget Sound?
During this discussion, group members raised several key questions for the Implementation Task Group to answer.  (The consultant team will keep track of ideas that arise related to these questions and will organize them into an appendix to the strategy document.)
· Can we afford this?

· How are the data needs connected to partners? 

· Who will implement the strategy and how?  Who will be responsible for each component?

· How can we leverage existing programs?

· How might it fit into municipal and other NPDES stormwater permits?

· What will it likely cost each jurisdiction?

· How can others (non-permittees) implement parts of the strategy?
· Coordinate with the Science Panel and EPA

Subgroup Tasked with Continuing to Develop the Strategy
The Work Group agreed that the Task 4 Subgroup, with a few changes in membership, needs to work with the consultant team between Work Group meetings to advance the development of the strategy and the writing of the document.  The subgroup members that volunteered, and were suggested as members, at today’s meeting are: Derek Booth, Dana de Leon, Tim Determan, Karen Dinicola, Leska Fore, George Fowler (an independent consultant), Jonathan Frodge (Seattle), John Lenth, Kit Paulsen, Jim Simmonds, Gary Turney (USGS), and Bruce Wulkan. 
Subgroup Tasked with Creating a Communication Plan
The Work Group recognizes that many people and groups are interested in what we are doing and can support our efforts.  Following a brainstorming session in which about two dozen groups were described for the Work Group to engage, group members agreed that a few messages on a variety of levels (technical, general, educational, details) need to be created and shared.  
The Work Group tasked a new subgroup to assist Leska in developing and implementing a communication plan.  Specifically, it was suggested that the subgroup develop/prepare: 

· A message to the participants in our May 19 public workshop telling them: how we used their input; where we are in our process and where to get more information (the webpage); our schedule, including another workshop in early- to mid-November; and how to provide further input.  This message should be sent prior to our next meeting.
· A packet for the purpose of briefing elected officials.  The associations of cities and counties could help distribute this information.  The Work Group should approve this.
· A letter of thanks to Mason County Commissioners to send after August 4th.  First ask Emmett if he thinks such a letter would be helpful; if so, discuss at next meeting.
· An “elevator talk” for the Work Group.
The subgroup members that volunteered, and were suggested as members, at today’s meeting are: Shayne Cothern, Tim Determan, Karen Dinicola, Mindy Fohn, Leska Fore, DeeAnn Kirkpatrick, Andy Meyer, Joyce Nichols (Bellevue), Jim Simmonds, Bruce Wulkan, and PSP’s webpage designer.
Subgroup Tasked with Drafting a Peer Review Strategy 

Among the groups with whom we need to communicate is the Puget Sound Science Panel, whose responsibilities include ensuring that work done on behalf of the Partnership is scientifically credible.  It has been suggested that we send a letter to the Panel articulating our process and the steps we are taking, including objective peer review by nationally recognized stormwater experts, and inviting them to engage in our process.  The Work Group agreed that we need to articulate a peer review strategy and tasked a subgroup with drafting a letter for discussion at our next meeting on September 9.

The subgroup members that volunteered, and were suggested as members, at today’s meeting are: Derek Booth, Karen Dinicola, Tim Determan, Rob Duff (Ecology), Jonathan Frodge, Heather Kibbey, Jim Simmonds, Heather Trim, and Gary Turney.   
Work Group “Takes its Temperature”
All present were invited to physically stand upon a line representing 0% satisfaction at one end to 100% satisfaction on the other – as individuals, as opposed to caucus representatives.  Most of the group located themselves at about a 75% satisfaction level; all were between 50% and 100% satisfied, except a representative of the business community who is not at all satisfied with the direction in which the Work Group is heading.  Everyone was asked what it might take to get them to feel greater satisfaction.  Several observations were described by the group clustered around 75%: people are still fearful this won’t work; we are doing good work and getting diverse input but still don’t know who will approve the strategy and how it will be used; we need more documentation and a flow chart for this process; this is complex process with a lot of loose ends and much work to be done; longer-tenured group members may have seen more progress than newcomers have had the chance to see.  The business representative’s dissatisfaction is due to the group’s efforts not addressing the needs of non-municipal NPDES stormwater permittees, and that we aren’t addressing the findings of the National Academy of Sciences report.
Puget Sound Partnership Takes Steps to Create a Regional Ecosystem Monitoring Program
As Scott Redman (Puget Sound Partnership) informed us at our last meeting, the Partnership hosted a stakeholder discussion on July 7 to inform the establishment of a Steering Committee that will guide the regional monitoring program; notes from that meeting were distributed to the Work Group on July 21.  Job announcements for (1) a Monitoring Program Coordinator and (2) a Science Coordinator have been posted and close on August 10.  Work Group members encourage the Partnership to maintain connectivity with our efforts as both programs continue to evolve.
The Work Group’s Next Meetings:

Wednesday, 9 September, 9 am – Noon
USGS Office, Tacoma

Tuesday, 29 September, 9 am – Noon

USGS Office, Tacoma
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