Stormwater Work Group


Stormwater Work Group

Technical Expert Groups 

Tuesday through Thursday February 17-19, 2009, from 9:00 a.m. to 3:00 p.m.
U.S. Geological Survey Office in Tacoma

Draft Summary 

of the Meetings’ Key Discussions, Decisions, and Agreements 

Attendees on Tuesday February 17, 2009 (Impacts to Beneficial Uses)
Scott Collyard (Wash. Dept. of Ecology), State Agencies; Ken Currens (NWIFC, for Puget Sound Partnership), State Agencies; Tim Determan (Wash. Dept. of Health), State Agencies; Jonathan Frodge (Seattle), Local Governments; Thom Hooper (NOAA Fisheries), Federal Agencies; Heather Kibbey (Everett), Local Governments; DeeAnn Kirkpatrick (NOAA Fisheries), Federal Agencies; Andrea LaTier (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service), Federal Agencies; Joan Lee (Parametrix), guest; Char Naylor (Puyallup Tribe), Tribes; Kit Paulsen (Bellevue), Local Governments; Tom Putnam (Puget Soundkeeper Alliance), Environmental Groups; Jim Simmonds (King Co.), Local Governments and SWG Liaison**; Heather Trim (People for Puget Sound), Environmental Groups; and Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager.
Attendees on Wednesday February 18, 2009 (Efficacy of Management)
Allison Butcher (Master Builders Association of King and Snohomish Counties), Business Groups; Mindy Fohn (Kitsap Co.), Local Governments; Jeff Fisher (Environ, for NMFS/NOAA), Federal Agencies; Doug Navetski (King Co.), Local Governments; Ed O’Brien (Wash. Dept. of Ecology), State Agencies; Carol Smith (Wash. State Conservation Commission), Agriculture; Bruce Wulkan (Puget Sound Partnership), State Agencies and SWG Liaison**; and Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager.
Attendees on Thursday February 19, 2009 (Characterization and Loads)
David Batts (King Co.), Local Governments; Jill Brandenberger (PNNL), guest; Doug Hutchinson (Seattle), Local Governments; Bob Johnston (US Navy), guest; Jim Maroncelli (Wash. Dept. of Ecology), State Agencies; Dale Norton (Wash. Dept. of Ecology), State Agencies; Tom Putnam (Puget Soundkeeper Alliance), Environmental Groups; Tom Sibley (NMFS), Federal Agencies; Randy Shuman (King Co.), Local Governments; Jim Simmonds (King Co.), Local Governments; Gary Turney (USGS), Federal Agencies and SWG Liaison**; Dean Wilson (King Co.), Local Governments; and Karen Dinicola (Ecology), Project Manager.
Technical Expert Groups Identify a Common Priority Among the Categories

Each group, in the course of its discussions, agreed to focus its efforts on questions that inform targeting and allocation of resources to both fix existing problems related to stormwater from developed and developing lands and to prevent or minimize impacts from areas of new development.  Specifically, each group agreed that the regional monitoring program should help identify the locations where we should focus our management resources and the most effective combinations of management actions (retrofit, source control, and other practices) to apply under various conditions.  
Technical Expert Groups Identify Priorities for Monitoring
Each of the three groups of experts discussed and refined a list of assessment questions.  The questions were generated in earlier Stormwater Work Group discussions and included in Appendix 1 of the Work Plan adopted on January 27, 2009.  Each group of experts was assigned a particular category of questions: assessing impacts to beneficial uses (Tuesday’s group); evaluating the efficacy of management actions (Wednesday’s group); and characterization & loads (Thursday’s group).  Each group decided which of the questions are priorities for an ongoing regional monitoring program, and identified important questions for targeted studies or research.  All three groups also proposed additional questions for the other groups.  The revised list of questions is attached at the end of this document and is proposed to replace Appendix 1 in the Work Plan pending approval by the Stormwater Work Group. 
For impacts to beneficial uses, the priority questions are:

· Where does stormwater significantly impact receiving waters, resources, species, or beneficial uses in the lowland streams, lakes, rivers, ground, and marine waters of the Puget Sound basin?  
· What is the current condition of streams, lakes, rivers, and nearshore marine waters, by representative land use?
· What are the worst spots, when, and why?

· What areas should be targeted for protection?

· Over time, how effective are source control, prevention, and retrofit efforts?  Are beneficial uses improving in response to our stormwater management actions?

For efficacy of management actions, the priority questions are:

· Are our stormwater management actions preventing and reducing future disruption of natural hydrologic conditions and minimizing pollutant loads in areas of new development in Puget Sound?
· What is the effectiveness of subbasin-scale to watershed-scale combinations of stormwater management actions (techniques) at reducing impacts?  
· Among the most widely used practices and promising new practices that are available, what specific retrofits or restoration practices are most effective in reducing pollutant loads, restoring hydrologic function, and recovering damaged habitat?
· To what extent can retrofits and application of BMPs at redevelopment sites reverse past impacts? To what extent can the water and sediment quality and hydrologic conditions necessary to support beneficial uses of water bodies be restored in sub-basins that already have some degree of development? At what degree of development, or under what other specific conditions, is a particular retrofit strategy most likely to be successful?  

· How effective are source control and other programmatic stormwater management practices in reducing pollutant loads from existing development and from other specific land use activities such as agriculture?

· The answers to the prior overarching sets of questions will feed into answering the following two high-priority questions:

· Given limited resources, what combination of targeting new development and retrofitting existing development is most effective in minimizing the impact of land use/stormwater to receiving waters?  

· How effective are the Clean Water Act permit-mandated municipal (including highways), industrial, construction, livestock, and dairy stormwater programs?

For characterization and pollutant loadings, the priority questions are:

· How does land use influence pollutant concentrations, flow volumes, and loadings?  What land uses or land use combinations are of greatest interest for applying and improving our stormwater management actions? 

· What is the variability in stormwater pollutant concentrations and flow volumes by land use and geographic area? 

· What is the variability within and among WRIA level basins for similar land uses?

· What factors within a land use control pollutant concentrations and flow volumes? 

· How do differences in stormwater infrastructure (i.e., pipes versus ditches, developments built at different times under different standards) affect pollutant loads and flows from similar land uses?

· What proportion of the pollutant loads reach receiving waters and what are the explanations for the differences (i.e., due to losses)?

· What proportions of the pollutants in stormwater are from various sources such as air deposition and transport, spills, erosion and resuspension?

· What variables influence the temporal distribution of pollutant loads?  (seasonal & trends)
For research, the priority questions are:

· What are the best indicators of stormwater impacts to water or sediment quality, streamflow, habitat, and biota?

· What are the best indicators of various categories of chemical pollutants?  Of solid-phase versus dissolved phase chemical pollutants?

· What are the synergistic effects of pollutants from stormwater?

· What is the toxicity in surface waters impacted by stormwater?  
· What is the seasonal and annual variation and the variation within the hydrograph?
· What are the effects of stormwater up through the food chain/food web?

Considerations and Suggested Next Steps

· Design a program to tell us whether and why certain management practices have worked.  Test our assumptions.
· The various components/categories of the regional program should be integrated and coordinated.  The overall program should build on existing monitoring efforts, include mining existing data, and establish standard data collection, analysis, & management protocols for future monitoring efforts.
· Learn more about the Chinook recovery status and trends monitoring program (State EMAP) and consider building upon it
· Apply to wadeable streams, lakes, large rivers, and nearshore marine

· Will require new indices for different receiving waters

· Perhaps stratify receiving waters by land use 

· Perhaps densify at WRIA or sub-basin level and rotate continually

· Continue to communicate with the Toxic Loadings work group
· Learn from Kitsap Co/US Navy monitoring and modeling (ENVEST) work in Sinclair and Dyes Inlets

· The following types data will be needed to be collected and analyzed in an integrated fashion to answer the priority questions:

· More biotic sampling

· Continued chemistry sampling

· Land use/land cover

· Impervious surface

· Date of development (or other infrastructure indicator)

· Changes

· Flow (particularly in smaller streams and for stormwater runoff volumes)
· Storm characteristics (i.e., rainfall intensity)

· Sediment toxicity
· Receiving water toxicity
· Baseflow contributions of pollutants

· Ancillary data about management practices

· A group comprised of representatives of the three groups that met this week should convene to prioritize specific (1) pollutants and (2) management practices to address

· Ask Ecology to reinstate the monitoring program for evaluating new treatment BMPs (TAPE).

· All of the questions in the list are important and we should continue to look for ways to inform the answers by coordinating with other monitoring, modeling, and research efforts.

Upcoming Meetings

The Stormwater Work Group’s next meeting is on February 24 from 9 am – noon at the Rhodes Center in Tacoma.  
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