Notes on discussion of Key Recommendations at March 24, 2010 meeting

For Status-and-Trends Monitoring:
1. We recommend that status and trend monitoring occur in wadeable streams and marine nearshore areas initially. Previously agreed Other water body types will be added to the monitoring program in the future.  agreed
a. Rivers and lakes will be the next resource types added to the monitoring program.
2. We recommend that for wadeable streams, the status and trend monitoring design will visit 30 randomly selected streams sites within each of 13 Puget Sound WRIAs. Those same sites will be revisited within one or two years. The survey design and site selection for trend monitoring will be derived from those data. agreed
a. Weighting? Will get to later
3. We recommend that indicators for streams include water quality, benthic macroinvertebrates, physical features, fish diversity and abundance, and sediment chemistry. agreed
a. Jay to write up some discussion of sediment triad value to measure protectiveness
b. Caution about including diagnostic indicators in S&T
c. Jon/Tom want to add a FW mussel watch program for bioaccumulation; placeholder?
4. We recommend that continuous flow and temperature measurements be monitored at existing (non-random) gauging stations; these sites are monitored in addition to those selected for biological and water/sediment quality monitoring. agreed
5. We recommend that the monitoring strategy partner with Department of Ecology’s status and trend monitoring program and use common protocols or develop a crosswalk between data collection methods as needed. agreed
6. We recommend for nearshore areas that the monitoring strategy will partner with the Mussel Watch Program to develop a probabilistic survey approach. agreed
a. Volunteer data collection QA/QC
7. We recommend that indicators for nearshore areas include fecal coliform, sediment chemistry and <insert Mussel Watch Indicators>. agreed
For Source Identification Monitoring:
1. We recommend that source identification monitoring occur for local sources using a basin or subbasin approach, as opposed to a jurisdictional boundary approach for shared waterbodies, which must be addressed cooperatively. mixed; needs work; ubiquitous sources
2. We recommend that all jurisdictions within each WRIA cooperate in source identification monitoring by pooling resources.  Each jurisdiction can provide funding to a lead jurisdiction within the WRIA for source identification monitoring, or to a regional independent entity with revolving fund that will ensure source identification monitoring is conducted. Needs further discussion; haven’t addressed resource pooling for S&T and effectiveness yet.  To what extent can this be a local decision?
a. Concern about ramifications – impact to other areas of permit (require watershed based permitting?
b. Look at this with program design.
3. We recommend that source identification monitoring occur based on observed occurrences of surface water impairment (e.g., water quality, flow, tissue quality, community health, sediment quality, etc) as identified in TMDLs, 303d lists, Superfund listings, basin plans, shellfish protection district data, etc. agreed
4. We recommend that watershed-specific priorities are followed to initially target source identification monitoring on those impairments of greatest local concern. agreed
5. We recommend that the source identification monitoring occur as part of a program for identifying and eliminating pollution sources.  agreed
a. How does this relate to IDDE?  To what extent can these recommended activities replace the current permit requirements?
b. What is best means to identify AND fix problems?
6. We recommend that source identification monitoring and source control activities occur in an iterative process, to ensure that improvements are realized in receiving waters following different control activities or to identify the need for additional control activities. agreed
7. We recommend that status and trends, effectiveness, and source identification monitoring results be reviewed to assess progress and to reprioritize source identification monitoring within each WRIA. Agreed 
8. We recommend that source identification monitoring data be housed in a well-designed, publicly-accessible database with appropriate meta-data and data descriptors and qualifiers. agreed
9. We recommend a regional database be developed to track source removal actions.  Mixed, needs a little work
a. Who would do this?
b. How would data be used? (correlate with S&T improvements?)
c. Make data accessible to everyone
d. Require local governments to submit data to the system
For Effectiveness Monitoring:  

Recommendations 1-2 were added today but not voted upon.  Recommendations 3-9 below were not discussed today; instead we reviewed the questions teed up by the subgroup in their powerpoint presentation.
1. We need a public, transparent process to identify and prioritize hypotheses for effectiveness monitoring
a. Need a deadline from Ecology for completing this process to inform the permit
2. Go back to the assessment questions we agreed to last fall as our starting point
a. Offer some more specific examples within the entire suite of recommendations
3. We recommend that effectiveness monitoring efforts be directed to evaluating effectiveness of entire programs, as well as specific practices and activities.  
4. We recommend that information derived from effectiveness monitoring be used as part of an adaptive management approach to use of BMPs, and development and implementation of programs. 
5. We recommend that a literature review be conducted as soon as possible to focus data collection efforts on studies that are needed and to avoid addressing questions that have already been answered.
6. We recommend that a governance structure be created that  would sponsor an annual regional conference to invite, evaluate and select the most promising proposals for effectiveness monitoring projects that will address the requirements of the stormwater permit.
7. We recommend that NPDES permits allow permittees to either 1) pay into a fund (e.g., based on population, per capita income, etc.) that would fund monitoring activities, or 2) conduct effectiveness monitoring themselves. 
8. We recommend that all effectiveness monitoring projects follow regional protocols. 
9. We recommend that specific hypotheses be derived from the following more general questions related to effectiveness monitoring. 
We did not discuss the following two categories of recommendations
For Program Design:
1. Maintain ongoing SWG roles of decision making and leadership, coordination, and advising the regional stormwater control strategy
2. Create an independent structure for collective pay-in to a revolving fund dedicated to stormwater-related monitoring and assessment
3. Populate a library with an extensive set of SOPs 
4. Create a data repository, storage, and management structure administered by the state with independent QA/QC officers

For Communication:
1. We recommend that the SWG develop a communication plan to implement for the next two years. 
2. We recommend that the communication plan describe the multiple audiences to reach, and general and specific approaches for communicating with each audience. 
3. We recommend that the communication plan utilize multiple communication strategies to ensure that communication is effective. 
4. We recommend that the communication plan generally follow the outline presented in 3/9 draft version.

