Stormwater Work Group Regional Workshop
November 10, 2009 
Summary Report
Overview

The Puget Sound Region’s stormwater managers gathered for an all-day workshop on Tuesday, November 10, 2009 in Federal Way. Approximately 115 people attended the workshop. This was the second regional workshop sponsored by the Work Group; the first workshop had taken place in May 2009. 
The day began with introductory comments from David Dicks of the Puget Sound Partnership. After these remarks, Jim Simmonds, chair of the Work Group, provided an overview of the Group’s Draft Monitoring and Assessment Strategy. Following this presentation, participants divided into small discussion groups to answer a series of questions about the draft document and their suggestions for improvement. Each discussion group was facilitated by a Work Group member. 

After lunch, participants focused their discussions on the next phase of the Work Group’s deliberations: implementation of the new monitoring and assessment strategy. 
At the end of each session, the facilitators reported on the discussion results. 

Detailed notes from each session will be used by the Work Group to edit and refine the Draft Strategy document. What follows is a very brief summary of the group discussion sessions. 
Morning Session: Review of the Draft Monitoring and Assessment Strategy Document 

1)
Are we focusing on providing the most important and useful information related to stormwater in the Puget Sound region? 

General Consensus: Yes. But, the group had a number of additional questions, and highlighted where more work was needed. 

Representative comments on the positive side:  

· “The document does a good job of addressing this. Permit managers need to know if their programs are working.” 

· “From a Phase II perspective, the strategy hits it pretty well. Did a good job of pulling all the information and hypothesis together.” 

· “Good direction – the strategy is more scientifically based with biological endpoints rather than simply permit compliance based (which was the impression many got at the May 2009 workshop).” 

The concerns expressed included: 

· “We understand why you may have selected an emphasis on nearshore and small streams, but we are concerned that lakes and the larger rivers appear to be left out for now. You could be missing a lot of valuable data by not focusing in those areas with an equal emphasis. And, if you are not going to focus there at this time, what is your plan for doing so in the future?” 
· Likewise, concern was expressed about the lack of apparent emphasis on forestry, agriculture, and highways:  “These have significant impacts – when and how will they be addressed?” 

Also, as was true for the May workshop, there was concern about the amount of data that already exists, how it is accounted for, whether or not it is accurate. Most of the discussion groups continued to express a desire to leverage existing programs – “there is a lot of local monitoring capacity.” 
Another concern expressed from several groups: “Some of the current hypotheses are very broad; need to narrow them down, and also need to determine what we already know so we aren’t being repetitive or redundant.”
All of the groups emphasized the need for public/social information and involvement: “Ask groups to volunteer to collect samples; get involved in monitoring; this needs to have a ‘social’ element; the public has to be brought in, engaged, and fully involved to make this really work.”
2) 
Have we clearly defined and articulated a specific monitoring goal for the Puget Sound region? 

Several of the groups felt that the articulation of a specific monitoring goal had not yet been achieved, although one group said “the general goals and framework are clear at a higher level.” 

Other groups had questions such as: “What are the reference conditions? Can we better articulate what the goal actually is?”  
One of the groups said: “An obvious way to restate the goal is: “Are we improving beneficial uses by reducing adverse impacts of stormwater?” 

3)
Have we described a program that is scientifically defensible? 

The general consensus among the groups was “yes”, but as mentioned above, there were concerns about the integrity of existing data, and almost all of the groups said that wetlands, lakes, and larger streams could not be ignored. Participants understood why the Work Group may have initially selected  the nearshore and small streams as priority areas of concern, but also wanted to make sure that lakes, wetlands, and larger rivers are not completely left out of the strategy.   
Also as mentioned above, a number of groups commented positively on the use of adaptive management and biological endpoints:  

· “Like the use of adaptive management and biological endpoints, especially because there will always be new chemicals and impacts to beneficial uses/biota will show when there is something occurring at a biologically significant level – then we can chase it with further studies.”
· “Like shellfish bed as an endpoint. Like macroinvertebrates as an endpoint – both are better than salmon. “
4)
Do our three categories of monitoring – status and trends, effectiveness, and source identification – make sense? 

Yes. In general most of the groups agreed with the three categories of monitoring. A typical comment: 
· “It’s important to balance all three types of monitoring – need source identification because that is where critical change/improvements can occur, need effectiveness to know what to do when, and need status/trends to know whether the efforts are making an improvement.”   

5) 
Does our proposed strategy appear applicable at both large and small scales? 

Opinion appeared to be divided on this one. Several of the groups noted an emphasis on small scale monitoring, and thought that was the right approach. A couple of groups were concerned about this emphasis, however, with one noting that “the design overemphasizes small scale monitoring.”  

6)
Does our proposed strategy appear applicable across the multiple land uses within the Puget Sound region? 

As noted previously, there was widespread concern among participants that forestry, agriculture, highway and commercial uses had not been sufficiently addressed in the proposed strategy. Virtually all of the groups called this out as one of their key concerns.  

7)
Have we adequately accounted for the most important stormwater impacts – both water quality and water quantity? 

Not all of the groups had time to answer this question, but the few that did generally answered yes.  One group wondered, however, whether water quantity had been addressed as thoroughly as it should be.   

8) 
Does the proposed strategy allow for an understanding of the influence of climate change and population increases over time? 

It appears that only one group got around to this question, and their answer was “no.” 

9)
Have we addressed your concerns regarding the development of a stormwater monitoring and assessment strategy? 

Virtually all of the discussion groups said the Work Group was still on the right track, and that the draft document “was a good start.” 

10)
If you were looking at the results of the monitoring and assessment that is described in this plan, would you be able to decide if the impact of stormwater was changing? 

Answers to this question were generally, yes, with the caveat from some that the strategy needs to be clearly linked to goals/indicators – a “baseline” that could then help the region determine if and how water quality improvements are actually being made. 
11)
What have we missed? What else do you want us to know about the Draft Monitoring and Assessment Strategy? 

As was true for the May workshop, participants wanted to make sure the Work Group understood the importance of implementation, and the pressing need to match up the monitoring/assessment realities with the ongoing decision-making by agency managers and elected officials. Participants expressed the concern that a gap generally exists between these managers/elected officials and the data generated by monitoring and assessment, and they are eager to see this gap closed. 
Afternoon Session:  Suggestions for Implementation  

The discussions on implementation were remarkably consistent among all of the groups present. Seven key themes were suggested in every group discussion:  

· The need for better data collection and management. Comments on this issue were wide-ranging, and it was clearly a pressing need for those present. Concerns were expressed about the quality of existing data, especially older data. A number of comments were made about the need to thoroughly understand the data that already exists, to build on that data, and to not reinvent the wheel. Participants also emphasized that Standard Operating Procedures for both data collection and analysis are sorely needed for the region. 

· Participants asked the Work Group to be innovative in its thinking about the ways in which the new stormwater monitoring strategy might be implemented. They asked for consistent and comprehensive Best Management Practices. They urged the Work Group to promote the use of incentives for residential/business participation in effective stormwater management programs.  

· As was discussed at the May workshop, participants reemphasized that the current permit lacks flexibility and serves as a strong disincentive for regional cooperation. It is impossible to manage to a “watershed-wide” basis, and there is not enough flexibility for adaptive management. The current permit discourages collaboration between jurisdictions. The implementation program/strategy must be designed with more flexibility than the current permit allows. 

· The need for a new, independent monitoring board was strongly unanimous among all of the discussion groups. This board would be responsible for managing data, sharing information, promoting collaboration and guiding implementation. All groups expressed frustration at the inability of separate agencies and jurisdictions to adequately share and benefit from acquired data, BMPs, and management approaches.  One group described this as “a forum for multiple entities; a means of pooling resources; a focus for accepting responsibility.” 

· Every group emphasized the need for stronger citizen participation in stormwater monitoring. A number of the groups suggested “citizen monitoring”, a broader sharing of information, more education and incentive programs. One comment: “Could the strategy be citizen based somehow?”   

· All of the groups emphasized that monitoring must be linked to something more concrete – monitoring has to show that it is actually accomplishing something in order to maintain strong public and political support for monitoring efforts. As mentioned previously, there was widespread concern about the “gap” that exists between the data generated and the subsequent decisions required from both agency managers and elected officials. 
· Funding continues to be a concern for all participants; there was widespread concern that the funding would not be available to effectively implement the new strategy. Many of those attending again noted (as they had at the May workshop) that “without public and political support – funding will not be available.” 
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