Stormwater Work Group

Tuesday, 23 June 2009    9:05 AM – 12:05 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:

Allison Butcher (Master Builders Association of King and Pierce Counties), Business Groups; Shayne Cothern (Department of Natural Resources), State Agencies; Dana de Leon (City of Tacoma), Local Governments; Tim Determan (Department of Health), State Agencies; Emmett Dobey, (Mason County), Local Governments; Dick Gersib (Department of Transportation), State Agencies; Heather Kibbey (City of Everett), Local Governments; DeeAnn Kirkpatrick (NOAA Fisheries), Federal Agencies; Andy Meyer (Association of Washington Cities), Local Governments; Bill Moore (Department of Ecology), State Agencies; 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; Carol Smith (Washington State Conservation Commission), State Agencies; Gary Turney (USGS), Federal Agencies; and Bruce Wulkan (Puget Sound Partnership), State Agencies. 

Guest Presenter:

Scott Redman, Puget Sound Partnership
Meeting Observers:


Fred Bergdolt, Department of Transportation; George Fowler, citizen; Mark Weaver, Thurston County.

Work Group Staff:


Karen Dinicola (Department of Ecology), Project Manager; Jim Reid, facilitator.  

Ecology to Help Fund Continuation of Stormwater Work Group Into 2010

Bill Moore of the Department of Ecology and Scott Redman of the Puget Sound Partnership announced that Ecology will use state toxics account funds to pay for the Stormwater Work Group’s process through at least 30 June 2010.  The agreement between Ecology and the Partnership is likely to take the form of an interagency memorandum.  Ecology’s financial support includes continuing to employ Karen Dinicola as the Work Group’s project manager.
Governance Committee Invited to Meet with Scott Redman on 7 July to Advise on Initial Launch of Ecosystem Coordinated Monitoring Program for Puget Sound 

As a result of the Puget Sound Partnership Leadership Council’s decision on 28 May to house the coordinated monitoring and assessment program for Puget Sound in the Partnership, at least initially, Scott Redman has drafted proposals to address some of the key issues in launching the Coordinated Ecosystem Monitoring Program for Puget Sound. (Scott’s paper is the Attachment at the end of this document.)  

Scott has invited members of the Puget Sound Monitoring Consortium’s Governance Committee to meet with him on Tuesday morning, 7 July, to discuss issues that are addressed in the paper, including establishing a steering committee and hiring a program coordinator.  The exact time and location of the meeting is still to be determined.  Scott invited members of the Stormwater Work Group to attend or provide comments on the proposals through Governance Committee members.  

In discussing the issues briefly with Scott, Stormwater Work Group members raised these issues:

· It is vital to define the relationships between the variety of entities and committees that exist or are being proposed.  Foremost among them is the relationship between the Steering Committee that is proposed to oversee the operations of the coordinated monitoring and assessment program, the technical committee, and the work groups (the Stormwater Work Group, for example) that either exist now or will be created in the future to help implement the monitoring program’s mandate and work plan.  

Other examples of relationships between entities that need to be defined are the relationships between the Steering Committee and Science Panel, and between the Steering Committee, as a representative of the monitoring program, and the Washington Forum on Monitoring.  

· Another type of relationship that must be defined is the relationship between the variety of work plans, such as work plan that is reflected by the Action Agenda, and those of the work  groups.

· In defining roles, responsibilities and relationships, a primary interest of both the Partnership and stakeholders is to reduce duplication of effort.  

May 19th Workshop Summary will be Finalized in Late June or Early July

Jim Simmonds reported that only a few Work Group members have provided suggested edits to the draft summary of the 19 May workshop.  Some Group members expressed concern that some of the detailed discussion they remember from their groups was not captured in the notes that were provided.  Jim hopes to be able to synthesize the comments by the end of the week (Friday, 26 June) and forward that synthesis to Margaret Norton-Arnold, the lead facilitator at the workshop, who is producing the report.  The report should be ready by the end of the month or early July. 
Work Group Identifies Next Steps in Finalizing Report from the “Sprints” 

The day before this meeting, Work Group members were sent the draft report summarizing the June 11th and 16th “Sprints,” at which a group of consultants, working with Work Group members, provided advice on key questions that will help guide the development of the monitoring and assessment strategy for stormwater.  The Work Group expects to adopt or approve the strategy by December 15th, following tentative adoption around Halloween and a second public workshop in November.

In general, Work Group members agreed to not devote a lot of time and resources to editing and perfecting the draft report because (1) the document, as is, provides a very useful “jumping off” point for the next steps in developing the final strategy, and (2) Work Group members wish to ensure that when those who participated in the “Sprints” read the final version, they will recognize it as accurately reflecting the meeting they attended.  Because the draft report is over forty pages, the Group agreed that an abstract or cover letter should be developed to briefly explain the “Sprints,” key findings or suggestions that resulted from them, and how the input will be used in the near-term and long-term future.  This last point is important because some input was not directly relevant to the questions asked at the “Sprints,” but the Work Group does not want to lose those ideas, thoughts and suggestions.  

In addition, these improvements will be made to the draft report:  1) improve the formatting by inserting page breaks and starting the section that presents each question on a new page; 2) add brief summaries of discussions that were not captured in the draft, such as the discussion about the impacts of agriculture that some small groups had; and 3) fix any inaccuracies.

Finally, a suggestion that seemed to be appealing to everyone was that when the report is sent to the consultants who participated in the “Sprints,” the Work Group should ask them for a response to this question:  If there was one thing you want us to know (from the “Sprints” or based on what you understand that we are trying to achieve), what would it be?   
Work Group Identifies Pathway Forward Between Now and June 2010

As the Work Group members considered moving forward between now and the end of June 2010, 

they considered both how to capitalize on the progress reflected in the May 19th stormwater workshop and the two June “Sprints,” and how to most effectively and efficiently use the funding Ecology will provide over the coming year.  

In terms of building on recent progress to develop and implement a stormwater monitoring strategy, the following is the general pathway forward that was identified:

· Develop a general strategy, not a specific plan, for each of the ten assessment questions.  Set priorities first.  Keep to the schedule indicated in the “Additions to Task 4 in the Work Plan” document dated April 30, 2009.
· Select key questions around which to develop an implementation plan.  A primary criterion for selecting the questions might be to select questions that are “stand alone” and not dependent on the other questions. 
· In addition, a related way to further narrow the questions is to put them into two “bins:” how well we are addressing stormwater problems we know about, and what we don’t know about stormwater.  The first bin would relate to known and anticipated programmatic activities that address problems we know result from stormwater runoff. The second bin would consist of research questions that help us identify problems resulting from stormwater runoff that we do not yet know about.  Use the hypotheses and other information and findings the consultants developed at the “Sprints” to help make these distinctions.
· In evaluating the hypotheses, look at how to be efficient in answering the numerous related questions.  As the hypotheses are “mapped,” establish priorities and be strategic so that the Work Group operates in a “lean and mean” fashion.   

To move ahead in this fashion, the Work Group established subgroup to narrow the questions and “map” hypotheses.  Those who volunteered to serve on it were:  Dana de Leon, Karen Dinicola, Jim Simmonds, Gary Turney, and Bruce Wulkan.  In addition, the Work Group members stated that they would ask the following people to join:  Derek Booth, Leska Fore, Jonathan Frodge, John Lenth, and Heather Trim.   That group would determine how to include others in future steps.
To determine how to allocate resources, the Work Group must define the relative need among categories of services and how the group would use funding if received.  Bill Moore stated that he could use this information in the next couple weeks as he works to gain permission to use toxics account funds to support the Stormwater Work Group.  The Work Group members discussed that resources are needed primarily for four sets of tasks: research and technical assistance; writing; facilitation, including development of the November workshop; and communication and outreach, including web design as a tool to effectively communicate with interested parties.  Regarding the November workshop, there was agreement that to cut costs, Work Group members should serve as small group facilitators.  A subgroup was identified to develop some scenarios for allocating between $100K and $200K in funds.  Those who volunteered to serve on this budget subgroup were:  Allison Butcher, Karen Dinicola, Heather Kibbey, Andy Meyer, Kit Paulsen, Jim Simmonds, and Bruce Wulkan.  Neil Aaland and Heather Trim will be asked to join as well.
The Group also agreed that the emphasis or priority for using resources in the upcoming year should be on substantive technical assistance.  A number of people suggested that Leska should play a major role in supporting the Work Group given her vital role in organizing the “Sprints.”   
Finally, the Group discussed launching an implementation task group in January after the strategy is adopted on or near December 15th.  Facilitation and perhaps mediation will be the priority for that stage of the Group’s efforts.

To successfully frame the discussions about developing and implementing the strategy, roles and responsibilities need to be defined and agreed upon for the chair, project manager, Work Group members, technical consultants, and the facilitator.  The Group also needs to keep abreast of the development of the coordinated monitoring program at the Partnership.   The project manager and chair need to work to ensure that all caucuses, and in particular the tribes and environmental groups, be engaged in and informed about our process.  Some members have asked to participate in Group meetings by phone, but the Group members present today did not think such arrangements would be helpful to the group process.
The discussion of the Group’s communication strategy was tabled for the next meeting.
The Work Group’s Next Meeting:

Tuesday, 28 July Meeting, 9 am – Noon,

King Street Center, Seattle

Attachment 

Scott Redman’s 23 June 2009 Proposal

Integrated, Coordinated Monitoring and Assessment Program for the Puget Sound Region

Hiring Initial Staff and Forming a Steering Committee

The Puget Sound Partnership will develop and begin implementing an integrated, coordinated monitoring and assessment program for the Puget Sound region beginning in mid-2009.  The purpose of setting up and operating this program is to: 

· develop and share information about the status of the ecosystem and the effects of ecosystem recovery efforts that the Partnership will use in decisions about ecosystem recovery and implementation strategies

· serve the ecosystem monitoring and assessment interests of other entities in the Puget Sound region

· pursue more coordinated and efficient approaches to developing and sharing ecosystem information

· integrate across various scientific disciplines, ecosystem recovery issues, and management programs

This purpose combines interests in monitoring expressed in the Partnership’s authorizing statute and articulated by the Puget Sound Monitoring Consortium and the Washington State Forum on Monitoring.

A first step in developing this program as authorized by the Partnership’s Leadership Council is to establish a steering committee for the program and hire one new Partnership staff person to shepherd program development.  Additional steps authorized by the Leadership Council – establish a technical committee and work groups; hire additional staff; define roles and relations and develop institutional documents, develop cost-sharing arrangements – will be led by the steering committee and new staff.  This document discusses these first steps and suggests an approach for the Partnership to proceed with advice from stakeholders, including the Puget Sound Monitoring Consortium (sunsetting in June 2009) and the Puget Sound Assessment and Monitoring Program (PSAMP, whose functions will be incorporated into the new coordinated program).

STAFF:  Staff that report to the Partnership’s Executive Director will shepherd the development and implementation of the program.  The Partnership’s staff efforts to convene and shepherd the monitoring and assessment program will be overseen by the Partnership’s Science Panel and the monitoring program’s steering and technical committees.

Initially, the Partnership will hire a monitoring program coordinator.  The Partnership will develop and fill additional positions to ramp up implementation of the program as priority functions are identified and as resources allow.   

A draft position description for the monitoring program coordinator is attached [RESERVED]; the Partnership will begin recruitment in late June or early July 2009 with the intent of having the position filled by August or September 2009.  Science Panel members will assist Partnership staff in evaluation of candidates. (Possible role for stakeholders – view and evaluate finalist presentations; participate in interview panel(s), etc.?)

STEERING COMMITTEE:  A steering committee will be convened to provide strategic direction for the integrated, coordinated monitoring program.  This committee will 

· oversee the work of the program’s technical committee and work groups to integrate and coordinate science needs across the ecosystem

· initiate science-policy interface discussions based on scientific findings

· coordinate with others on statewide and regional data collection and management approaches, in particular with larger-geographic-scale coordination entities such as the Washington Forum on Monitoring and Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Program.

Interested parties will formally engage and advise the coordinated monitoring and assessment program through participation in the steering committee.  Exhibit 1 suggests a list of interests and expertise to be represented on the steering committee.  The committee should have 12 to 18 members who, as a group, represent the interests and areas of expertise outlined in Exhibit 1.   Individuals invited to join the steering committee will be asked to work collaboratively with their colleagues, program staff, and other engaged parties to advance to achieve the purpose of the program as articulated above.

The steering committee should begin meetings as soon as July 2009 (is this still possible?).  The first year’s work of the steering committee will include:  developing program charter and bylaws, developing program work plans, proposing cost sharing arrangements, and evaluating options for proceeding with program development as a program of the Partnership or by transitioning to an independent institute.

Issues to be discussed about the formation and role of the steering committee include:

1. Should the Partnership solicit candidates for SC membership?

2. Who in the Partnership makes invitations to join the SC?

3. Should SC members have responsibility to reach back and fully “represent” a caucus or do they represent interests and caucuses less formally?

4. What is relationship of SC and SC members to PSP’s Science Panel and to science-policy advisory groups?

5. What is relationship between SC and monitoring program coordinator?

	Interests to represent on the Steering Committee – DISCUSSION DRAFT

Entities whose resource management & environmental protection missions & interests depend on information from ecosystem monitoring & assessment: 

· local governments

· tribal governments

· state agencies

· federal agencies

· private land owners

· businesses

· conservation and environmental NGOs (salmon enhancement groups, land trusts, etc.)

Entities who coordinate monitoring and assessment at the scale of the Puget Sound basin and over larger geographic areas:

· Puget Sound Assessment and Monitoring Program

· Puget Sound Chinook Recovery monitoring and adaptive management program

· Forest & Fish CMER program

· Washington State Monitoring Forum

· Puget Sound Georgia Basin ecosystem collaboration leaders

· Pacific Northwest Aquatic Monitoring Program

· National Estuary Programs, U.S. Coastal Conditions, Great Waters

Individuals and entities with expertise and/or interest in geographic or topical areas:

· Geographic sub-areas:  action areas, WRIAs and other watersheds, PSRC area

· Strategies for ecosystem recovery:  protection of ecosystem processes, structures, and functions; restoration of ecosystem processes, structures, and functions; prevention of pollution

· Threats to ecosystem recovery:  habitat alteration and land conversion, pollution, harvest, artificial propagation, invasive species, surface and groundwater supply and availability, climate change

· Ecological and human dimensions of the Puget Sound ecosystem, including:  terrestrial habitats & species; freshwater systems, salmon, marine and nearshore habitats and species, working lands and waters, built environment, recreation, aesthetics, cultural values, human health. 

? Entities who contribute to regional learning, communications, and information flows related to Puget Sound ecosystem-based management

· colleges and universities

· government agency information managers

· science writers & environmental journalists

? Entities with accountability interests in information from monitoring & assessment

· science-based program reviews

· environmental and other NGOs with “watch dog” functions

· government audit and accountability functions (e.g., joint legislative audit review committee)




Attachment 1:  Other Aspects of the Integrated, Coordinated Assessment and Monitoring Program – recommendations from the Puget Sound Monitoring Consortium (April 2008 through May 2009)

Technical Committee:  The Technical Committee will integrate and coordinate science needs for the ecosystem and across the Work Groups.  This committee will recommend who will monitor what, where.  This committee will provide synthesis and inter-disciplinary approaches; analyze data and write reports; and propose monitoring plan changes to the Science Panel.  The Technical Committee is comprised of chairs of the Work Groups.  This is a very large committee that probably doesn’t meet often – though the subcommittees do.  The work of this committee is transparent and accessible (e.g. meeting notes are posted on the program webpage).  

The committee should be formed before October 2009. 
Work Groups:  Work Groups collect the data that helps improve our understanding of the ecosystem.  They determine science needs by geography or issue, with numerous sub-groups likely formed.  These work groups are somewhat organic: some are ongoing while others are convened to meet a specific need.  Many if not most of the work groups already exist in some form and will be built upon; some will be created to meet the needs of the Action Agenda.  Each work group is chartered and the chair 
sits on the Technical Committee. The work of these groups is transparent and accessible (e.g. meeting notes are posted on the program webpage and provisional data are available). 

Two to five existing monitoring efforts will be commissioned as work groups of the coordinated program with key staff and participants identified and relationships defined before the end of 2009.  The stormwater work group convened by the Puget Sound Monitoring Consortium will be one of these work groups and its effort to develop a coordinated stormwater monitoring strategy and implementation plan will be one area of early focus by the coordinated program (with deliverables by June 2010).

Staffing: Dedicated program staff would include (1) a director with recognized scientific credibility and (2) staff with expertise, experience and in-depth knowledge of specific topics to conduct analyses, support work groups and provide continuity. These staff will support and coordinate the work groups, steering committee, and technical committee.  They also support the science-policy interfaces.  Day-to-day functions of staff include managing, compiling and analyzing data (topic analyses and cross-topic synthesis) and writing reports, doing GIS and other mapping analyses.  Staffing and hiring should ensure:  

· some depth of expertise to do the cross-topic coordination and interpretation of findings, integration, and synthesis.  

· data are managed in a manner consistent with state/regional/national programs

· critical cross-topic coordination, integration and synthesis are completed

Agency and other staff continue to participate in the work groups (e.g., continue to collect and analyze data as they do now).   The program relies on staff contributions from many participating entities.  


Other Transition & Start-up Considerations:  The following concerns about setting up a program at the Partnership should be addressed in the start up and implementation:

· Get going immediately – a primary benefit of this approach is that it can be initiated without setting up new structure

· Staffing should be topical experts &/or dedicated agency staff on loan; and should provide dedicated contract oversight; suggestion is to consider a separate staff group within PSP (since current PSP staff perform multiple functions).

· Arrange for program access by others. Note that PSP is not the only client of the coordinated program.  Need to define how other entities commission work by the program.

· Trust and Transparency: Interested parties want a voice & some control over how their money is spent.  Provide (in setup & execution) clear opportunities for meaningful engagement of interested parties in the steering committee and in the work groups and technical committee.

· Provide for long-term stability: if future focus shifts away from monitoring? How are functions carried out if state money disappears? 

· Given this will be a program at the Partnership, how will we optimize: accountability of independent review
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