Stormwater Work Group

Wednesday, 3 June 2009    9:00 AM – 12:15 PM 

The Orcas Room on the 5th Floor of the Rhodes Center

949 Market Street, Tacoma
Draft Summary

of the Meeting’s Key Discussions, Decisions and Agreements  

Attendees:

Work Group members and the organizations or groups they represent:

Pam Bennett-Cumming (Mason County), Local Governments; Shayne Cothern (Wash. Dept. of Natural Resources), State Agencies; Jay Davis (USFWS), Federal Agencies; Dana de Leon (City of Tacoma), Local Governments; Emmett Dobey, (Mason County), Local Governments; Jonathan Frodge (City of Seattle), Local Governments; Heather Kibbey (City of Everett), Local Governments; Bill Moore (Wash. Dept. of Ecology), State Agencies; Kit Paulsen (City of Bellevue), Local Governments; Jim Simmonds (King County), Local Governments, and the Work Group’s chair; Carol Smith (Washington State Conservation Commission), Agriculture; Gary Turney (USGS), Federal Agencies; and Bruce Wulkan (Puget Sound Partnership), State Agencies.
Meeting Observers:


Neil Aaland, Washington State Association of Counties; Abby Barnes, Kennedy/Jenks Consultants; Mindy Fohn, Kitsap County; and Mel Oleson, The Boeing Company.  

Work Group Staff:


Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager; Leska Fore (Statistical Design), facilitator for the upcoming “sprint” workshops; and Jim Reid, facilitator.  

Work Group Cites Three Common Interests with PSP While Reviewing Leadership Council’s Decision on a Governance Structure for the  Regional Monitoring Program

Karen Dinicola began the meeting by briefing the Work Group on the Puget Sound Partnership Leadership Council’s meeting on 28 May at which the Council decided to house the regional monitoring program for Puget Sound at the Partnership, at least for the next year.  Karen reported that a reason for the Council’s decision to place the program in the PSP, rather than establish a new, independent non-profit to administer it, was an analysis provided by an attorney at the Attorney General’s Office that stated the Partnership does not have the authority to create a new entity.  Another reason for the decision was the feeling on the part of some Leadership Council members that the Legislature would not support the creation of a new entity in this challenging economic and budgetary climate.   

As the Work Group discussed the Council’s decision, it became apparent that while some members of the Puget Sound Monitoring Consortium, including members of the Work Group, do not agree with the Council’s decision, the Consortium shares three interests with the Partnership:  1) keep the momentum of the Consortium going by launching the program as soon as possible, and making tangible progress; 2) to every extent possible, keep politics “at bay” in making decisions about the monitoring and assessment program; and 3) enable the Partnership to capitalize on the interest, energy and talents of Consortium members, who comprise a solid base of support for and implementation of regional monitoring in Puget Sound.  

Despite Fiscal Challenges, Ecology and PSP Agree Stormwater Work Group is a High Priority 

Karen also provided the Work Group with a brief update on the newly adopted State budget for the 2009-’11 biennium as it affects the work of the Stormwater Work Group.  Her primary message was that both the Department of Ecology and the Puget Sound Partnership believe that the work of the Stormwater Work Group is a high priority.  The Partnership has requested the ability to use $415,000 of National Estuary Program (NEP) funds to launch the regional monitoring program for Puget Sound and support work groups, and Ecology is in the process of identifying funds to support the Stormwater Work Group for the coming fiscal year.  Many decisions are yet to be made, and Karen will strive to keep the Work Group members informed.
At our Work Group meeting on 23 June, we will take additional time to discuss our goals and process during the upcoming biennium.  
Work Group Incorporates Findings from Workshop Into Assessment Questions

The Work Group reviewed a draft report from Margaret Norton-Arnold, lead facilitator of the 19 May workshop on stormwater that the Work Group sponsored.  Here are the Work Group members’ primary reactions to the draft report and their decisions related to it:

· The main message from those who attended and participated in the Workshop is this:  The assessment questions are the right ones to ask, and they are, for the most part, worded correctly. 

· Regarding the priority questions for impacts to beneficial uses, add the question “What are the impacts to biota?” immediately after the question “What are the worst spots, when, and why?”  (See 24 March 2009 “Proposed Priority Assessment Questions,” bottom of page 1.) 

· Regarding the priority questions for characterization and pollutant loadings, replace the question “What variables influence the temporal distribution of pollutant loads? (seasonal & trends)” with this question:  “What are the seasonal variations and long-term trends in pollutant loads, and what variables influence the temporal distributions?” (See 24 March 2009 document, middle of page 2.) 

· Others comments by workshop participants reflect important things to consider in the future as the Work Group moves forward, so the report will be useful in helping remind us of guidance and suggestions from the workshop participants.   

· The editorial commentary in the draft report should be eliminated. For example, the use of italics should be eliminated.  

· Karen will send to the Work Group members the “raw” notes from each small group discussion at the workshop.  Using the draft report and the “raw” notes, Work Group members will send to Karen and our chair, Jim Simmonds, their proposed “track change” edits to the report.  Jim will take primary responsibility for reviewing the proposed edits and making changes to the report, and he will then send the revised report to us all.

· Gary Turney offered to review the twenty key themes from the draft report, reduce their number and produce a handful of one sentence summaries of key issues and themes.  These will be provided to the consultants who attend the two “sprint” sessions on 11 and 16 June as this product is likely to be easier to digest and use in those meetings.  

· Leska Fore suggested that a “road map” should be produced to illustrate how the comments obtained at the workshop will be used leading up to the next workshop in November.  There appeared to be agreement among the group that this step should be taken.

· Mindy asked the group to consider how and when themes 16-19 of the draft report will be addressed as the Work Group makes progress and heads toward the November workshop. Those themes address issues of funding, economic realities, political and public support, and program implementation.  

Work Group Reviews Proposed Agenda for “Sprint” Sessions 

Leska Fore, who is taking lead responsibility for designing the process and agendas for the two “sprint” sessions on 11 and 16 June, reviewed the sessions’ agendas and discussed how the process will work.  The primary purpose of the sessions is to enlist the expertise of consultants in helping the Work Group develop an integrated monitoring strategy that answers the assessment questions.  

Following a brief discussion as to whether the agendas sufficiently address the project goal, the Group decided that at the end of day #1 (11 June) the Work Group members in attendance and the lead consultants will review the process used that day and decide on process or agenda changes for day #2 (16 June) that appear necessary to ensure the project goal is achieved.  

The Work Group also decided to defer to Jim Simmonds and Karen Dinicola in making the decisions about which consultants should serve as technical leads and the compensation they should receive for serving in this role.  But the Group did provide some criteria as guidance:  1) don’t select more than one or two consultants from the same firm; 2) interest and expertise; 3) available both days is preferred; and 4) must be able to stay after adjournment on day #1 to participate in the debriefing session.

Work Group’s Next Meeting is 23 June, 9 am – Noon in Tacoma 
The Work Group’s 28 July Meeting will be from 9 am - Noon in Seattle
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