October 30, 2008 Draft for discussion on November 12, 2008
Proposed Initial Criteria:

	Criterion
	Potential Scoring Factors

	1. To what extent can the results of this question be used in management decisions?
	Could base on extent of regulation involved: such as land use codes, product restrictions, etc.

Could base on monetary effects

Could base on simple usefulness of results to any potential actions, from those taken by regulators to those by private citizens and homeowners.  

	2. How important is the question in addressing a key threat to Puget Sound?  Does the question address a priority knowledge need?
	Consideration of public health, species, ecosystem processes, and extent of an issue throughout Puget Sound watershed (Matrix of beneficial use on y axis and extent on x axis?) Where does the priority come from? PSP Science Panel? Some problems ID’ed: nutrients in HC; nutrients/pathogens in South Sound; toxics in central sound; flow in rural streams; toxics in urbanized streams.

	3. How long will a study take to answer the question?
	High = 0-2 years

Medium = 2-5 years

Low = 5+ years


Questions that apply later:

[these might be discussed by the Work Group but would largely be deferred to the Task Group to answer]

	4. How scientifically feasible and expensive is it to answer the questions?  
	What are the existing capacities for collecting and analyzing the data?
What are the data management requirements?

	5. Is there existing work on this question and if so, is it sufficiently studied?
	What do we already know, versus what we need to know, about the question?

·         Where and what are we currently monitoring?
·         What do we already know about the effectiveness of various practices in reducing runoff volumes, slowing flows, and removing pollutants? What do we know, or can we learn, from elsewhere that can reasonably be applied here?


Criteria for Prioritizing Stormwater Monitoring Assessment Questions

Draft – 10/22/08

Below is a list of proposed criteria for prioritizing assessment questions. The criteria were pulled from those discussed at the 10/15 “core team” meeting, the draft Stormwater Work Group work plan, input from Gary Turney, and criteria from the Techanical Advisory Committee used for ranking pilot projects. Following the proposed criteria are more details from each of these sources
. 

Proposed Criteria:

	Critieria
	Potential Scoring Factors

	6. To what extent can the results of this question be used in management decisions?
	Could base on extent of regulation involved: such as land use codes, product restrictions, etc.

Could base on monetary effects

Could base on simple usefulness of results to any potential actions, from those taken by regulators to those by private citizens and homeowners.  

	7. How important is the question in addressing a key threat to Puget Sound?
	Consideration of public health, species, ecosystem processes, and extent of an issue throughout Puget Sound watershed (Matrix of beneficial use on y axis and extent on x axis?)

	8. How long will a study take to answer the question?
	High = 0-2 years

Medium = 2-5 years

Low = 5+ years

	9. How scientifically feasible and expensive is it to answer the questions?  
	Perhaps a matrix – certainty of science on the x axis and cost on the y axis?

	10. Is there existing work on this question and if so, is it sufficiently studied?
	Perhaps a quick read on whether more work is needed or not? 

	11. What are the urgent regulatory and management needs for as answer to this question?  Are there changes occuring (regulatory deadlines, developmental growth, contaminant increases) that require the question be answered within a certain time frame?
	Not sure if this one works…

How soon do we need an answer?  

High = 0-2 years

Medium = 2-5 years

Low = 5+ years

	12. Does the question address a priority knowledge need? 
	Where does the priority come from? PSP Science Panel? Some problems ID’ed: nutrients in HC; nutrients/pathogens in South Sound; toxics in central sound; flow in rural streams; toxics in urbanized streams. 


Example matrix for question 2: Beneficial use affected (x- axis), Area extent (y-axis)
	
	Specific to Location (e.g., Superfund site)
	Specific to Subarea
	Region-wide

	Only one impact area (public health, species, or ecosystems)
	1
	2
	3

	Two impact areas
	2


	3
	4

	All impact areas
	3


	4
	5


Oct. 15 “Core team” meeting:

· Extent of use in management decisions

· Importance as a threat to ecosystems and species

· Importance as a threat to public health

· Ability to answer question with available science

· Ability to answer questions within reasonable cost

· Identified priority in the PSP’s Biennial Science Work Plan

· Timeframe to answer question

· Extent of work already occurring on the question?

· Is the question directly tied to a particular driver?

· Does the question address one of the biggest threats?  (current BPJ: nutrients in HC; nutrients/pathogens in South Sound; toxics in central sound; flow in rural streams; toxics in urbanized streams)

· Is the question important/applicable to a subarea but not regionwide?

· Is there another study that needs to precede the question; or conversely, does this question need to be answered in order to address another question or questions?

Draft Stormwater Work Group Work Plan:

· scale of problem; 

· connection to regional science issues; 

· need for information or certainty to developing and/or implementing actions to address stormwater impacts

· urgency 

 

Gary Turney:

1) Does the question inform a particular management action or issue?

2) How long will a study take to answer the question? 

3) How soon do we need an answer to the question, related to some event or action that will occur? 
4) How large is the impact on the resource? 
5) How much of the resource does the question address? 
6) What stakeholders and how many of them care about the resource the question addresses? 
7) Over what geographic area does the question address? 
8) How certain is the underlying science needed to answer the question? 
9) How scientifically feasible is it to answer the questions?  (Maybe this is too similar to 8?) 
10) How cost-effective is it to answer this question, compared to other questions? 

Technical Advisory Committee 

1. 
Builds capacity.

2. 
Ensures the success of the Puget Sound Coordinated Monitoring Program.

3. 
Simple rather than too complex or complicated.

4. 
Implements the Program’s monitoring priorities.

5. 
Flexible.

6. 
Illuminates or “tests” the Program’s organizational structure.

7. 
Addresses Phase I and Phase II NPDES requirements.

8. 
Does not depend on a governance or management structure being already in place.

9. 
Involves multi-party, interjurisdictional coordination.

10. 
Can lead to relatively quick successes, thus creating momentum for continuing and building a coordinated monitoring effort for the Puget Sound basin.

11. 
Attracts voluntary participation of parties who are interested in, affected by, or likely to benefit from monitoring. (March 2007 Report; “The Recommendations,” #4.a., page 1)

12. 
Assists regulators and the regulated in working together more collaboratively. (March 2007 Report; “The Recommendations,” 4.d., page 2)

13. 
Fills in geographic and informational “gaps.” (March 2007 Report; “The Executive Summary, #2, page 4)

14. 
Achieves federal and state mandates while addressing the key “big picture” questions about the health of the Puget Sound basin. (March 2007 Report; “The Mutual Interests: Achieve Monitoring-Related Mandates,” page 10)

15. 
Enhances credibility of monitoring and the data generated by it in the eyes of policy-makers, technical experts and the public. (March 2007 Report, “The Mutual Interests: Strengthen the Credibility, Trust and Transparency of Monitoring Activities and the Data Generated from Them,” page 10)
�Some suggestions for making a little more progress in advance of the 11/12 Core Group meeting.  First, I think we can table criteria 4 and 5 for a second-tier ranking after ID'ing priorities and before, or as part of, assigning work to task groups.  Then, I think that 2 & 7 can be combined and, finally, 6 dropped, leaving us with three criteria for a first cut.  Thoughts?
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