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Workshop Summary Report 

Approximately 160 stormwater professionals gathered for a regional workshop on Tuesday, May 19 at the Renton Community Center. This all-day event was designed to share new information about statistics, research, and approaches to stormwater monitoring. In addition, the workshop was designed to gather feedback from attendees regarding the ongoing work and anticipated products from the Stormwater Work Group. 

The information gathered at this event will be used to shape and influence the draft Regional Stormwater Monitoring Plan, which is due to be complete in October 2009. A second workshop will then be held to receive comments, feedback, and advice on the draft plan. This feedback will, in turn, be used to shape and influence the final Plan. 

Workshop Format 

The workshop included a number of presentations, but much of the day was also devoted to small-group discussions that enabled attendees to share their thoughts, perspectives, and ideas directly with Work Group members. Seven discussion groups were conducted at the same time, with each discussion group working through the same list of topics. The discussion guides used for these sessions are included as an appendix to this report. (In the final report we will describe each of the presentations, and more detail about the workshop agenda.) 
The first discussion session was focused on the Efficacy of Management Actions. Each group was asked to comment on the list of questions that the Work Group is currently wrestling with in the development of the Regional Monitoring Plan – are they the right questions, and, if not, what should be added to them? And, they were asked to share any additional ideas for the Work Group in relation to the Efficacy of Management Actions.  The discussion questions and small group format was similar for the second discussion session, which was focused on Impacts to Beneficial Uses, Characterization and Pollutant Loadings.    
Although each of the discussion groups worked through their own major themes and questions, there was a remarkable degree of consistency between the various groups as they answered the questions posed. The “raw notes” from each session are attached as an appendix to this report, and a broad summary of all of the group discussions follows here.  (In the final report we will attach the raw notes as an appendix.)
In general, workshop participants agreed that the Work Group was on the right track. They thought the questions and issues posed by the Work Group were the right questions. However, they also had numerous additions, nuances, and new ideas to suggest to the Work Group as it continues on its task of developing a Regional Stormwater Monitoring Plan. 

Workshop Themes

Here are the 20 most important themes that workshop participants wanted to convey to Work Group members:    

1) There is widespread concern about the ultimate goal of the regional stormwater monitoring plan. What are we trying to achieve? How effective do we need to be? For a number of people, the overarching “Puget Sound” goal was too broad, and they worried that it would not serve to motivate action within their local jurisdictions. But more importantly, there was concern that an actual monitoring goal had not been clearly articulated, and that this goal did need to be well-defined up front. Then, they said, all of these study questions you are wrestling with can be tied to a specific goal. 
2) There was a widely-held view that a great deal of data had already been generated and that the Work Group should not reinvent the wheel. Participants wanted to make sure that the Work Group was capitalizing on all existing data, and that it was looking elsewhere in the country (Chesapeake Bay, for example) and even throughout the world (Europe was noted) to get new ideas for both monitoring and management. 

3) On a related note, virtually all of the discussion groups wanted to make certain that the Work Group clearly understood the types of management/monitoring actions that are being used now throughout the region, as well as the level of effectiveness of those actions. Participants were eager to have reliable information and data broadly shared among the jurisdictions, so that everyone can take advantage of information generated about approaches, strategies, tools and techniques. What has worked, what hasn’t worked, and what might we do differently in the future?    
4) There was a concerted outcry for consistency in monitoring methods and data gathering. A broad frustration was that many of the jurisdictions take different approaches to monitoring techniques, data assembly and evaluation. Most everyone attending believed that the establishment of consistent tools and approaches would make a very significant difference in implementing a regional approach. 

5) Virtually all of the groups acknowledged that there was not enough information sharing among jurisdictions and they wanted this situation to improve. There was a great deal of interest in pooling resources, in joining forces, and in benefiting from shared, consistent data. 

6) Transferability was a major theme. People are tired of not being able to transfer basin statistics between jurisdictions, and they want to be able to apply  basin “lessons learned” to an entire watershed. Let’s stop fighting about the data, they said, and move on with the monitoring and management strategies we know can make a difference. 

7) There was broad and eager consensus on the need for action. Participants want to stop studying and move forward. For example, in a discussion about Best Management Practices, some of the groups wondered how the process/speed of approving BMPs might be improved. How do we experiment with BMPs not yet approved? How can we speed up the process of translating current research into new BMPs? And finally – where does the ultimate authority lie for BMP approvals?     

8) Several of the groups felt that questions of water quantity were missing from the discussion. They wanted to make certain that water quantity impacts were just as thoroughly evaluated as water quality. 

9) Similarly, source control was emphasized among a number of the groups. Is this issue being sufficiently evaluated and addressed? How can you create a regional stormwater monitoring plan without highlighting the importance of source control? 
10) There was widespread frustration about the current permitting process, with most groups noting that the NPDES system does not address watershed-wide needs, but is too strictly focused on relatively narrow geographical components of the watershed. There was broad agreement that watershed based coordination would be a much more effective approach. 

11) Similarly, the jurisdictions hope that any new permitting system would allow for some level of flexibility at the local level. The current permitting process demands too much of a “one size fits all” approach. Jurisdictions want to be able to meet broad goals by determining what works best in their local areas and by partnering with other agencies in the watershed to meet those goals. 
12) Along these same lines, workshop participants wanted to make sure the Work Group clearly understood, and was accounting for, the differences between rural and urban jurisdictions. Pollution sources are different, water quality/quantity issues can be very different, and management techniques must be sized and designed accordingly.        

13) A comment that was heard frequently from the groups had to do with ongoing maintenance of stormwater systems. It isn’t enough to just design them, we need to understand how they are maintained and how effectively they operate over the long term.  Some attendees felt that this important component had been lost in the discussions to date. 

14) A number of the groups raised questions related to land use and future development densities. Are land use patterns being sufficiently factored into the equation? How much do we know about future development and the degree to which that will influence stormwater runoff? 

15) Likewise, the question of climate change was raised. Where does climate change factor into the Work Group’s questions, and how will those future anticipated impacts be addressed?  

Although implementation, funding and political support are theoretically supposed to come later in the Work Group process, virtually everyone participating in the workshop felt that these very important elements could not be separated out for a “future” evaluation. Every group offered the following:
16) Funding is key. And we cannot get funding without public and political support. Make sure the Work Group is focused on this as an ultimate goal; it can’t be viewed as a side issue. 

17) Economic realities need to come into play here. We have to determine how we can get the most bang for the buck – that is, those monitoring and management strategies that can get us the most for the least amount of money spent. We need to make sure we are spending wisely and getting real results for those expenditures. 

18) Public and political support is crucial. And public education is a big part of gaining broader support. We should monitor our public education efforts in the same way that we monitor stormwater management strategies. Who is paying attention, where are we making a difference with our efforts, and how are we measuring our success with our public education programs? 

19) Implementation is more important than anything else. You cannot talk about all these great ideas without talking about how all of this gets implemented. We should consider some kind of a regional authority that provides consistency for research efforts and data reporting, that enables us to broadly share information and create partnerships, and that allows us to transfer the lessons learned in one basin to far greater applicability in other basins and throughout the watersheds as a whole.  
20) Although the protection of Puget Sound is a broad and notable goal, it is very important to understand local “drivers” and motivations for jurisdictional participation. Provide consistency, provide us with reliable data and tools, but then give us the flexibility to determine how we can best meet the permit requirements within our local areas, with our own local partners, and with the support of our local public constituencies and political leadership.
