Stormwater Work Group

Thursday, February 4, 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:

Neil Aaland (Washington State Assn. of Counties), Local Governments; Alison Chamberlin (Mason Co.), Local Governments; Shayne Cothern (WA Dept. of Natural Resources), State Agencies; Jay Davis (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), Federal Agencies; 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; Tony Paulson (U.S. 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; and Bruce Wulkan (Puget Sound Partnership), State Agencies. 

Work Group Staff: Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager; Leska Fore (Statistical Design), Facilitator
Others in Attendance: Nathalie Hamel, Puget Sound Partnership


Work Group Continues to Make Decisions on Major Issues Raised in Comments
The work group continued to aim for consensus and has been quite successful at reaching unanimous decisions.  If we need to, we will move forward with a majority opinion and document the disagreements.
Indicators: The group agreed that the purpose of indicator monitoring is to measure the state of the system (not to diagnose problems); to determine if stormwater management actions are protective of, or restoring, resources; and to measure improvements or decline in a biological endpoint.  The group also agreed that indicator monitoring is useful to determine which water bodies are to be 303(d) listed and/or the miles of streams in poor health; and to provide data for modeling and/or mass loading to Puget Sound.  The group agreed to start by establishing a regional stormwater monitoring program which focuses on small streams and nearshore marine environment (state of ecosystem health; pressures/stressors) within the context of the larger Puget Sound ecosystem as long as we explain why: to measure progress in stormwater management.  The group also agreed that the initial strategy also encourages continuation of -identified and prioritized monitoring of other water bodies/resources to protect, such as lakes, groundwater/aquifers, wetlands, marine areas, or large rivers and integrate these efforts into the context of the larger Puget Sound ecosystem.  

The group also agreed that ongoing Puget-Sound-wide analyses of stormwater-related indicators and syntheses of stormwater-related scientific knowledge need to be conducted.  The group agreed to determine indicators for the three categories of monitoring in the process of writing the QAPPs for regional programs, and that indicators for status-and-trends monitoring should be chosen in coordination with effectiveness and source identification indicator selection.  The group agreed to add a table to the strategy with examples of stormwater-related indicators and parameters needed to assess indicators, noting that not all of these indicators will make it into the QAPPs.

The group reiterated the decision on January 13th to focus characterization monitoring on what is needed to support effectiveness and source identification, rather than selecting representative outfalls for status-and-trends monitoring.  The group agreed to get clarification from Steve Weisberg about his recommendation to get a better idea of proximate responses to stormwater management; i.e. is outfall monitoring needed to do this?  Tom Putnam will follow up and bring a recommendation back to the group.
Additional Science Needs/Ancillary Data: The group agreed to include recommended comments on SOPs, data management, data sharing, and using monitoring data to define research needs in the implementation plan.  The group also agreed: to state in the revised scientific framework document that an analysis of Phase I monitoring info should inform the starting point; to discuss whether to use VMT/ADT/Stream crossing/Street dirt/Urban simulation data and approaches that are available; to integrate land use/land cover and other mapping analyses into our approach; and to add text to the Modeling Activities section (as an expansion of the earlier recommendations for this section) that we need watershed runoff and loading, empirical models relating upstream land use and cover to stream and outfall quality, etc. and that the intent of our strategy is to collect data that supports modeling activities and can be used to verify past efforts (this data collection must be targeted to modeling efforts that will be useful in providing insight to help answer our questions).

Research: The group agreed to add new 4th monitoring category to the scientific framework for research; but not necessarily prioritize it.  The group agreed to add a short section to the document that says: research is important, and agency support is needed to manage research projects; list projects as examples; it is outside the scope of this document (scientific framework and implementation plan) to define the structure needed to make this happen; our current goal is to implement best available science now, that is, connect management to results of earlier research; and address emerging issues and distribution of research dollars at a later time.

Hypotheses: the group continued this topic from last time and agreed to: State in text that the example hypotheses in the revised scientific framework (as modified per previous decisions) will be a starting point, and that we recognize that they are not necessarily everyone’s highest priorities, and likely will change; to acknowledge the prioritization process we went through; and to ensure we pick indicators that help us separate out stormwater impacts.  

The group agreed to include short discussion/definition/purpose of hypotheses in the revised scientific framework.  As a base, we will consider Jean Spooner’s Goals and Hypotheses (in her peer review) and Bill Taylor’s comments about “working” hypotheses.  The group noted that this needs to be done before implementation groups work on developing example hypotheses for the three categories in order to inform that work. (Tom P volunteered to write this up in next couple of weeks with Karen Dinicola’s help)

The group agreed to include concept of “power” of statistical tests.  Add to the text a discussion of data needs for specific hypotheses with experimental design.  
The group agreed to not respond to each detailed critique of the particular hypotheses and instead to provide a general response that the hypotheses in the draft strategy were starting points.  Additional hypotheses will be decided after detailed discussions of issues (appropriate scale, level of confidence, study design, power analysis, QA/QC, etc.) among specific stakeholders.  The group agreed to include a discussion of the necessity of a literature review and to stress the importance of using existing data (particularly local data) to inform stormwater monitoring efforts.

Increased/Improved Stormwater Management Actions: The group agreed to remove the phrase “increased/improved management actions” and instead describe the type of actions targeted for evaluation and the potential relevance of the actions to correct regional problems and to be specific enough to have a testable hypothesis.  The group also agreed that before final hypotheses are collected/agreed upon, we need to articulate  why we are targeting each action, considering assumptions about their effectiveness and perhaps available information about their costs and benefits; tie back to assessment questions.

The group agreed to add a section in the scientific framework explaining the need to track municipal and other stormwater management activities and programs and the information will be used as ancillary data to support effectiveness and source ID monitoring and help us answer other questions.  This includes municipal, business, and other activities in a basin.  The group agreed that we also need to track other land use planning/land acquisition activities that affect stormwater management. The group agreed that, in the implementation document, we will describe how these types of compliance/programmatic data are (or will be) cataloged and tracked.
The group agreed to add text saying that we will take advantage of the opportunity to design efficacy studies in basins with stormwater-related TMDLs where actions are targeted at a specific impairment and progress in the receiving water will be tracked; and to state that we will do a literature review prior to designing a study. 

The group agreed to recommend developing a standardized version of a stormwater infrastructure and BMP inventory tool (see Tom Schueler’s peer review comment #5) for use across the region.

Work Group Agrees to Submit Proposal for National Estuary Program Funds

The work group discussed EPA’s recent RFA for science activities in support of the Action Agenda and agreed that we should submit a proposal to support work group projects in 2010-2014.  The proposal should include a listing of the in-kind and other contributions of participating agencies.  This might be a joint Ecology/Partnership proposal.  Mindy Fohn, Bruce Wulkan, and Jim Simmonds agreed to help Karen Dinicola prepare the proposal, which will be discussed at the next work group meeting.

Work Group Meets New Ecosystem Monitoring Program Coordinator

Nathalie Hamel began work at the Puget Sound Partnership on Monday, February 1.  Her background is in marine biology.  Nathalie’s job is to lead the development and implementation of a coordinated, integrated monitoring program for the regional ecosystem, and help develop capacity for implementing the Science Plan.  She is very interested in the science-policy interface.  She has been reading the Monitoring Consortium and work group documents, introduced herself to the work group, and looks forward to working with us and learning from us.  At the Science Panel meeting on February 9 Nathalie will discuss her ideas for an approach and first steps to selecting the steering committee and developing the monitoring program.  Bruce Wulkan will continue to represent the Partnership on the work group as Nathalie oversees the development of the ecosystem framework for monitoring.

Additional Meetings Scheduled for March and April

Work group members reviewed the topics slated to be scheduled at each of our upcoming regularly scheduled meetings and, due to the number of decisions that need to be made and the time likely required to make them, agreed to hold additional meetings on March 10th and April 14th. 

The Work Group’s Next Scheduled Meetings Are: 
Tuesday, February 23rd, from 9am-3pm at the USGS Office in Tacoma (brown bag lunch)
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)
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