Stormwater Work Group

Wednesday, January 27, 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; Tim Determan (WA Dept. of Health), State Agencies; 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; Dick Gersib (WA Dept. of Transportation), State Agencies; Heather Kibbey (Everett), Local Governments; DeeAnn Kirkpatrick (National Marine Fisheries Service), Federal Agencies; Bill Moore (WA Dept. of Ecology), State Agencies; Kit Paulsen (Bellevue), Local Governments; 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; Gary Turney (U.S. Geological Survey), Federal Agencies; 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


Work Group Continues to Make Decisions on Major Issues Raised in Comments
The work group has been aiming 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.
Conceptual Model (formerly “New Figure 2 and Table 1”): The group continued the discussion that began at our last meeting, and reviewed a new figure developed by the subgroup.  The group agreed to modified boxes and arrows for this figure; and agreed to have the subgroup continue to work on the detailed content of the boxes.  There was general acceptance of the value new figure to depict stormwater impacts in a format similar to the Driver/Pressure/State/Impact/Response (DPSIR) models the Partnership developed and that it is good enough to meet our purpose, but concern remained that it does not do this well: we are having trouble connecting the state and impact for all aquatic ecosystems and processes in a single figure.
The group agreed to include the “Watershed Characteristics” figure as an example of a more specific conceptual scientific model for evaluating stormwater, with highlighted areas where our hypotheses are targeted.  The text should describe it as a useful approach and be clear about our intent. 

A new version of Table 1 is being developed but is not yet ready for the group to discuss.

Hypotheses: there were a lot of comments on both this approach and on the individual hypotheses; today’s discussion focused on how to move forward with hypotheses for all three categories of monitoring.
The group agreed that we want to have recommendations appropriate for the municipal permits included in the strategy by June.  Municipal permittees are only a part of our plan, but a key component of implementation.  The group asked Bill Moore, as the Ecology representative, to describe what level of detail is needed.  He stated that we need more detail than was in draft volume 1, actually as much as possible, and should learn from the Phase I experience, especially with regard to protocols.  For the permits Ecology needs the number of samples required, and clear assignments with accountability.  For effectiveness monitoring, the current Phase I permit requirements do not need to be continued since those studies should be completed.  In general, the monitoring expectations and capacity of permittees need to be aligned.  Bill suggested that we narrow down to a manageable scope and explain how permittee monitoring fits into the broader universe.  The connection of this group to the umbrella monitoring program for Puget Sound will need to be more clearly defined.  Local government representatives asked what might be minimum monitoring requirements that are applicable to all permittees?  The onus is on the work group to make a workable proposal.
Group members also expressed concern that we are treating the three categories of monitoring so differently, and pondered whether we might view hypotheses as questions we’d like to be able to answer, rather than as the studies we are going to design.  Most of the group was comfortable with staying with assessment questions in the scientific framework and moving to credible, testable, actionable hypotheses later.  Some were concerned that giving examples infers priorities.
The group agreed to cite earlier successful studies relevant to all three categories of monitoring as examples in the text, and to look to these studies and the work of others to identify initial areas of concern and to know what SOPs are needed.  

The status-and-trends hypotheses were the best in the draft document, with generally favorable comments, and to address concerns with the indicators.  The group agreed to keep this set of hypotheses (with modifications) for small streams and the nearshore in the scientific framework.
The effectiveness hypotheses were too detailed, too quickly, without background work and information (literature review).  The group agreed to be more vague about these in the revised scientific framework and refer back to assessment question process; and to include a hypothesis as an example for each category of effectiveness monitoring. 

· The group agreed that the three subcategories of effectiveness hypotheses (for studies to test effectiveness of Low Impact Development, retrofit techniques, and non-structural BMPs) should be used in the revised text.

· The group agreed that a 4th bullet should be added for studies to test new and emerging techniques as needed for both new and existing development, in coordination with the TAP-E program (set up to test proprietary techniques).
· The group agreed that a 5th bullet should be added for studies to continue to fill key data gaps for existing techniques; the text should state that this is not currently a priority but that depending on Phase I monitoring results and other research, we should evaluate needs for this type of information.
The group tabled a proposal to convene a separate subcommittee to develop hypotheses to include in the revised scientific framework and inform the permits (this idea was discussed further with the implementation plan outline and writing assignments).  The work group discussed whether we need to do a literature review to inform the development of hypotheses, and many members felt that we got good information from the public commenters and can do targeted searches, so hypotheses can be developed and then refined as needed when we do a broader literature review.  
The group agreed that source identification hypotheses need background work and information (literature review); that we should drop all four hypotheses in the draft scientific framework and be more vague about these in the revised scientific framework; and that we should include a couple of hypotheses as examples.  
The group agreed that the implementation plan section subgroup working on source identification should try to identify hypotheses for regionally significant source identification efforts; what collective analyses could be done; and how to connect this to watershed-specific efforts.  The work group came up with some possible categories: e.g., copper, phthalates, fecal coliforms, locally-determined sources, specific land-use issues, and agreed that the subgroup should develop example hypotheses for each of these categories. 

The group agreed that Tom Putnam should write up language to recommend for adding to Section 2.6.3 a sentence along the lines of “An essential component of the monitoring program will be to identify and characterize sources and loadings of pollutants in stormwater throughout the basin.”  

The group agreed to add to Section 2.6.3 this sentence: “Data from compliance monitoring, characterization data, and illicit discharge survey information will be used to help diagnose reasons water quality/beneficial use conditions are not met” with the following modification: change the “compliance monitoring” term because it is confusing, it means both sampling data and implementation of actions to different people (both are needed), and also include the idea of both source and conveyance of pollutants (source ID is finding the problem). 
The group agreed to include as part of the implementation plan: addressing the data management structure, literature review, framework for SOPs, and data reporting for collective regional assessments.
For source identification, the group agreed that we need to discuss known sources of key stressors in the text.  Looking at the toxics loading steering committee work will help to identify initial areas of concern.  The revised text should clearly articulate the different roles of stormwater sources and conveyances relative to source identification and source control.

Experimental Designs: the group briefly discussed whether to write a short appendix for source identification or to drop the other two appendices.  It is likely that all of the detailed study designs will be retained as examples of possible starting points to use in developing QAPPs.
Group Agrees to Implementation Plan Outline, Schedule, and Writing Task Assignments
The Implementation Plan Approach Subgroup presented a draft outline and schedule for completing volume 2 of our monitoring and assessment strategy.  The group agreed to the major section headings below, to be written by the named group members and others as needed or interested.  The entire work group will own the content of each section, learning from our experience in writing the scientific framework.  Each section subgroup will start by writing an expanded outline and will then identify key proposals and recommendations, and decisions that need to be made by the work group.  The group also agreed to discuss the major recommendations included in each section at upcoming meetings as indicated with each section heading.  All of the expanded outlines will be posted by February 17th, and for the work group discussions on February 23rd and March 24th some sections may be more developed than others.  
1. Introduction: Karen Dinicola, to be completed after the rest of the document is done, by April 21.

2. Program Design: Karen (lead), Tom, and Dick Gersib; key proposals and recommendations posted by 2/17 for work group discussion on February 23rd. 

3. Gap Analysis: Heather Trim (lead), Bruce Wulkan, and Tom; key proposals and recommendations posted by 3/17 for work group discussion on March 24th.

4. Status-and-Trends Monitoring: Kit Paulsen (lead), Shayne Cothern, Tony Paulson, Jay Davis, Tim Determan, and someone from Ecology’s Environmental Assessment Program; key proposals and recommendations posted by 3/17 for work group discussion on March 24th.

5. Effectiveness Monitoring: Bruce (lead), DeeAnn Kirkpatrick, Kit, Heather Kibbey, Tom, and Carol Smith; key proposals and recommendations posted by 2/17 for work group discussion on February 23rd.

6. Source Identification Monitoring: Mindy Fohn (lead), Jon Frodge, and Dana De Leon; key proposals and recommendations posted by 2/17 for work group discussion on February 23rd.

7. Data Management – Jim Simmonds and someone from Ecology; key proposals and recommendations posted by 2/17 for work group discussion on February 23rd.
8. Data Collection – Jon (lead), Julie Lowe, and Dick Gersib; key proposals and recommendations posted by 2/17 for work group discussion on February 23rd.
9. Analysis – Jim (lead), Jon, Tony, and Dana; key proposals and recommendations posted by 3/17 for work group discussion on March 24th.
10. Communications/Outreach – Karen (lead) and Allison Butcher; key proposals and recommendations posted by 2/17 for work group discussion on February 23rd.
11. Summary of Roles/Responsibilities – Alison Chamberlin (lead), Mindy, Julie Lowe, Shayne Cothern, and Carol; based on content in earlier sections and to be done at the end, or by April 21.
12. Cost – Karen; summary of content in earlier sections and to be done at the end, or by April 21.
Additional Meeting Scheduled for Early February

Work group members agreed to hold an additional meeting in the first week of February to finish making decisions on the major topics identified from the stakeholder and peer review comments.  Karen will send out a “doodle” poll to schedule this meeting.
The group tabled today’s scheduled discussions of external communication, writing/editing assignments, and formal response to the peer reviews to its next regularly scheduled meeting on Tuesday, February 23rd.
Legislative and Other Updates
Ecology and the Partnership are co-sponsoring legislation to reduce copper in vehicle brake pads (SB 6557/HB 3018).   Rob Duff and Michael Grayum are the contacts.  There is another bill addressing phosphorus in lawn fertilizers.  The work of this group should aim to inform future legislative action on ubiquitous sources.
David Dicks wrote a letter to Reps. Rolfes and Upthegrove about the Partnership’s intent to review decisions about governance of a monitoring program in June 2010 and consider the Stormwater Work Group’s recommendations.  Karen will email a copy to the work group members.

EPA’s latest RFP is out and applications are due March 2nd.  The SOP group is developing a proposal and would like to have the work group’s support.  The Partnership and King County are submitting a number of proposals as well.  The SWG might also consider submitting a proposal; this will be discussed at our next meeting.
The group sang a fond farewell to Gary Turney, who is retiring from USGS next week.  Good luck, Gary!!

The Work Group’s Next Scheduled Meetings Are: 
Thursday, February 4th, from 9am-3pm at the USGS Office in Tacoma (brown bag lunch)
Tuesday, February 23rd, from 9am-3pm at the USGS Office in Tacoma (brown bag lunch)
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