MEMO 11/04/2022

FROM Paul Cereghino, NOAA Restoration Center
TO Max Lambert (WDFW), Josh Chamberlin (NOAA), Stephanie Ehinger (NOAA)
RE SCIENCE SPRINTS TO SUPPORT REGULATION WORKSHOP 11/4

Attendance varied with 28 people reporting attendance. Attendees were well distributed among
regulators, field scientists and others. The following notes are adapted from handwritten
conversation notes, Jamboard™ sticky notes, and the chat record. Where inputs were cryptic |
created whole sentences based on my best professional judgment and remembrance of
conversations. All groupings are my own. Numbers in parentheses show where multiple
comments were condensed into a single item during grouping.

BARRIERS TO COLLABORATION AT THE SCIENCE/REGULATORY INTERFACE

CROSS CULTURAL ISSUES
e We lack good communication channels between scientists and regulators (2)
e Scientists judge and describe regulation as a failure reducing trust. (1)
e It's difficult to know what science team can actually help (1)
e Regulatory staff may lack expertise in relevant areas of study (1)
e Scientists may not be able to translate how science fits into the regulatory framework (1)
TEMPORAL CHALLENGES
e The time frame for science synthesis does not match regulatory needs. (2)
e Updates to regulations or rules move very slowly and the legal costs are high
e (2)Science synthesis quickly becomes out of date. (1)
FUNDING/CAPACITY ISSUES
e We lack the capacity to spend the time on science synthesis (4)
e We lack sustained funding to do this work. (2)
e Staff turnover (at regulators) can undermine collaboration (1)
INSTITUTIONAL DIFFERENCES
e The differences among regulatory authorities undermines shared work (2)
e |Institutional silos keeps us apart and increase the cost of collaboration (1)
e Regulatory departments in local government are siloed from science in local
governments (1)
e The regulatory objectives (baseline) among authorities differs (1)
POLITICAL BARRIERS
Agencies might not be following BAS creating risk (1)
Political power to allow development overrides BAS (1)
Leadership may not support needed work to allocate resources (1)
Agencies may have different goals or legislative strategies (1)
We've become enamored with restoration and have forgotten that regulation is the
backbone. (1)
ECOLOGICAL ISSUES
e Project sites are specific where best available science is so general and thus difficult to

apply (2)
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Regulatory questions may not be answerable with existing evidence, or even possible to
answer (1)

SCIENCE SYNTHESIS ATTRIBUTES

FRAMING THE PROJECT

Clear and transparent process that can be repeated and updated over time with new
evidence.

Clearly define the question (e.g. beach nourishment as mitigation for armoring, not
beach nourishment in general). Organize around answering specific specific questions.
Don’t conduct synthesis without addressing a relevant management question. Offer
ways to apply analysis in likely situations.

Recognize and honor scientific integrity when a regulatory question cannot be answered
due to complexity and lack of data.

Engage regulatory staff early in the structure of the synthesis.

EVIDENCE DISCOVERY AND CLAIMS

Don’t hide behind uncertainty. Develop an informed opinion based on the available
evidence and what we know about ecosystems. Tell the story we know. (3)

Possibly organize information into what we do know, what we think we know, and what
we don’t know. Clearly document levels of certainty in understanding, and where we
have gaps in knowledge. Potentially consider the IPCC framework of certainty.

Include both qualitative and quantitative evidence into an analytical framework that can
be updated.

Don’t presume that a model is best available science. Models are just representations of
their underlying assumptions, which may or may not be BAS.

Be careful not to misrepresent precision or accuracy from small relicates or a small
sample size.

Don’t ignore local science because it is different from a well-studied area of Puget Sound
(for example, how heavy study of the Skagit informs opinions about the rest of Puget
Sound without considering the range of observations).

Describe the bounds of the literature review and what was left out and why.

Describe the limitations of the evidence and the limitations of specific publications.

Take extra care in summarizing and presenting data and where those data can be
found.

Avoid directing specific regulatory changes, as how a regulation responds to evidence
will vary.

Gather and apply knowledge from other ecosystems that can appropriately inform Puget
Sound decisions.

REVIEW AND DISTRIBUTION PROCESSES

Minimize jargon and technical terms.
Get to the point of the story in an executive summary, and then point ot where in the
document to go for more detailed information.
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Involve field scientists in reviewing science synthesis findings.
Include syntheses in Ecology (SMA) and Commerces (GMA) periodic update guidance
information so they are easy to find by local teams.

NEXT TOPICS FOR SCIENCE SPRINTS

COASTAL STREAM MOUTH RESTORATION - What is the mitigation value of
reconnecting fish passage at coastal stream mouths that are blocked (by transportation
infrastructure?)

WOODY WRACK - What is the value of large wood on upper beaches (restoration of
drift log wrack).

MACROALGAE/KELP - What are the effects of development on macroalgae, where
does it live, what impacts it. It is unclear if there is evidence to synthesize?

SHELLFISH AQUACULTURE - What are the benefits or impacts of shellfish aquaculture
practices to juvenile salmon.

TIRE REEFS - What are the impacts of tire reefs, particularly from leaching of toxins
such as 6PPD.

CREOSOTE REMOVAL - How do we quantify the effects of removing creosote,
particularly in mitigation banking associated with the calculator.

MICRO RESTORATION - To what extent can eco-engineering and small restored
shorelines in developed shoreliens contribute to restoration goals under sea level rise.
NEARSHORE REARING VALUE - How should nearshore projects be assessed for their
benefits to multiple salmon stocks across the region.

BANKING - How effective are mitigation banks and what is needed to establish a
mitigation bank.

POCKET ESTUARY (COMMENT) - there are insufficient data in south and central puget
sound to augment extensive high quality north puget sound data.

ARMOR REMOVAL BENEFITS - How is the value of armor removal affected by shore
form and other shoreline attributes. How do we develop a more nuanced metric to
describe the value gained by armor removal.

REQUIRED HARD ARMOR - When is hard armoring actually necessary to meet
requirements under the law? When is soft armoring a feasible alternative.

OFFSETS FOR DOCKS - What kinds of mitigation are effective at offsetting the impacts
to docks. How can overwater structure be sited and designed to avoid and minimize the
impacts of docks.

ISSUES THAT EMERGED IN CHAT

There is specific guidance for use of BAS in GMA implementation that limits local
governments, and that does not currently include TEK:
https://apps.leq.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-195

It could be that the generalized world of scientific evidence does not match the messy
project-scale decisions happening in permitting. What would support this kind of decision
making?
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The Commerce Critical Areas Handbook provides description of BAS in the GMA
context starting on page 16: https://www.commerce.wa.gov/serving-communities/growth-
management/growth-management-topics/critical-areas/

The approach we are describing matches how NMFS conducts status reviews when a
species is petitioned for listing.

Agencies are struggling to devleop language around Indigenous Science or Traditional
Ecological Knowledge, Multiple Knowledge Systems.

Restoration practitioners and their monitoring work provides valuable insight into how to
do mitigation effectively. The right kind of mitigation plan may still not result in effective
mitigation.

How will "scientific" work that is not peer reviewed (or peer-reviewed but not for journal
publication fit into our shared methods? This material is often a large portion of our
scientific understanding and includes relevant data sets.

The Nearshore Calculator offers credits for beach nourishment to avoid putting
applicants in a situation of having to provide double mitigation, one kind for WDFW
another for NOAA.

One of the challenges has been to provide guidance on how to incorporate climate
change into project designs. What information, what is the standard for incorporation and
presentation?

Mason County struggles with GeoTech reports for armoring as well as we have to trust
what the geo engineer is saying that this is needed. All we have is a checklist of topics
they have to cover including why softer armoring won't work.

With the crazy amount of planner turnover in local govt's. We cant rely on the innate
planner knowledge to review permits with this knowledge.

| believe it would be very helpful to provide inform folks about wiki. | am not sure how
many regulators and practitioners know about this resource.
https://www.coastaltraining-wa.org/ Coastal training program provides a variety of
resources to support professional development. (Can the wiki be used to archive
information and evidence used in these programs?)

The State Academy of Sciences' report was pretty clear that No Let Loss "has not been
an effective approach for ecosystem or habitat management and protection nor for the
maintenance of ecosystem services."
https://washacad.org/portfolio-items/net-ecological-gain/?portfolioCats=61%2C60%2C65
Helping regulators determine if a particular development or restoration treatment is
appropriate in a particular location is a critical task. Often science guidance is so
generalized. Applying information to specific circumstances is difficult.

Local development advocates provide regular professional support training to local
jurisdictional staff. Agencies instead provide a barrage of guidance and provide no
coordinated or integrated professional support in a way that supports and serves the
needs of local teams.

In local permitting the primary goal is not to protect ecosystems, but to follow the
regulations to avoid getting into trouble. This means that the slow turnover of ordinances
may have more effect than improving the capabilities of permit staff.

Ecology is increasing local staffing to support implementation of SMA.
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IMAGES OF BOARDS

Who Are You?

Other?

Regulator

Julie Lewis-  Misty Blair, Ecology
oreline
Mason County management Policy
Planner Lead Regulatory,
(former field = Policy and technical
B assistance,
scientist) guidance
bonnie
hori Carolyn Chase,
shorin, Ecology, SMA
branch Compliance
chief
Colin
Maycock,
=i San Juan
ivision
Manager County
- Hannah
Liz Faulkner,
Bockstiegel 'WDFW, new
'WDFW HPA regulator with
Training and a history of
Guidance field science
Terri
Strandberg
Development

code writer,
Snohomish
County

Kara Whittaker,
Land Use
Conservation &
Policy Section
Manager, WDFW

Stephanie
Ehinger,
regulator and
developer of
regulatory
support tools.

Ahren
Stroming,
PSP, State
Restoration
Bureaucrat

Federal
Restaration
Bureaucrat

Analiese
Burns, local
gov't

Local Govt.

Field Scientist

Max Lambert:

Ecologist--some
field, mostly tied to

Peter Kiffney, field, lab, &
NOAA computer
research agency
scientist scientist
Josh Jason Toft,
Chamberl UW research
NWFSC, scientist, plus
Research PSEMP
Ecologist Nearshore

Correigh Greene,

NW Fisheries
Science Center

Jessica Cote, Coastal
Engineer/
Geomorphologist,
Data Collection,
BMP, and Design

and
T ! (Ecology)
manager
Jenna Judge, Dawn,
PSP/PSEMP, Chris Waldbillig monitoring
convener, Former Regulater Foth
funder, turned Restoration it
Coordi coor
enviro
consultant
Katrina
Radach,
Convener /
Coordinator, Kara Whittaker,
PSP/PSEMP Pl
Conservation &
Poliey Section

Manager, WDFW

jameal
samhouri
nwfsc,

scientist

Why Not Coordinate More on Regulatory Science Synthesis?

What are the barriers?

4 categories
appear to be
time, money,
staffing and
regulatory
conflict

Short
time

frame

Potential
site/project
specificity

Variable baseline
goals amongst
agencies-No Net
Loss versus
recovering species
vs managing
population growth

I think we have
become enamored
with evaluating
restoration projects
and positive actions
and have lost sight of
your comment--that
the regulations are
the backbone

Time and
funding: need
the resources
to connect the
dots

Not
enough
time

Different regulatory
authorities and
priorities - so it can
be difficult to find
enough common
ground to pull
together mutually
beneficial efforts.

Reg staff dramatically
underfundedjres

d. Can't engage with
science staff

Don't always
have the
regulatory
authority

Not
enough
time

Dont know which
science team to
engage. Who
should we approach
and fund that help?

Regulatory side
does not like be
‘judged’ by the
science types. So,
not happy to be
called out that their
approach is a failure.

barriers -
siloed
information vs
time to
actually reach
out

Don't have
sustained funding
for this work - doing
it once and then it

will soon be eut of
date again

Regulatory part of

Deing this work

Your assumption here
s that regulatory
actions are science

o Updates to Local Govt is highly
Different P lati disconnected from
regulatory regulations Science/field parts
requirements move too of Local Govt

slowly

Staff resources to
review existing
information, time to
amend the
regulations, process
and legal costs

Scientists and
regulators don't
have

Not all
regulatory
staff have the
knowledge of
where to even
start

Staff and
organizational
changes over time
can break or

frequently enough
to engage on these
questions.
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Many science types
are not good at
recognizing the
regulatory
framework--how to
translate science
into pelicy

Some information is
available through
talking to experts or
practitioners only;
ACCess 10 experts is
an issue.

oy gt St
regulations aren't backed by the science
following BAS -risk g0 toS 0L R
for agencies? pressura to aliow
development.
Site/project
specificity
Regulations can some of the
conflict, don't needs are not really
always align with research needs,
each other. meaning the
Agencies have needed to
different answer the regulatory
directions L e
declining leadership
support for noaa the regulatory
P R frameworks are not
topiesin tha puget Eorn e
seund region suited to the
science frameworks



Attributes of a Science Synthesis
Things That Help? Things That Frustrate?

Ensure Ecology a recent synthesis Having to answer
(SMA) and that | like--broke

Commerce (GMA) “Bucket" neatly fits information on cach  Clearly defined Analysis/synth - l‘::;:;m
include these BAS regulatory needs / topic into what de question (e.g., for that doesn't directly Lots of jargon fEeninn thnt are’
syntheses in their answers specific we know, what da LSRRI I address relevant and hnical " & challenging to be
“Periodic Update regulatory we think we know LonEEr e management L Chmr A et o
Guidance" questions. (logic chains, etc,) TR questions. terms complexity and
documents 5o they and what don't we forany purpase) limited relevant
are easily found know. available research.
Documenting B

assumptions and Bounds of the An analysis that . Having the

certainty around a c iterature search are calls L [ thesis be limited

current science Havingthe timeand 0,1y dofined. regulatory change. expectations 1o Puget Sound

understanding of a of science L Obvious what was e material. There's

topic. Identifying Goosstmihy included and what on each i Y from

where there are gaps S gt was left out, and and comfort with hori that can

gaps In ey certainty , w apply

understanding.

not explaining what - o Not clearly stating
o e - Clear e e we think we know, s e Siemee prhen conclusions are
E=maees ways to "Pluggability" helpful (way to :::l'f.:;;:’l;'d'"" = s oo
T ITHNE o cuantiative ] | o NS | e
BAS over time app y e syntheses R wiling “":‘:P out of ';‘:::i?'r;‘i':““'“ and then regulators
H our comfort zone can decide if they
synthesis strangth of the around certainty aystems want to use it

Including regulatery Needs to be asmuch asis when s smell sample o i
folks in the early ceds to possible bring Tews . T e ument being
stages to review targeted towards qualitative and B Ak Clear summary / Assuming a mod = very long and
proposed answering a ion of data like Noaa's life cyc! dense, without an

ization and i ic vs is into and info about i executive summary
synthesis structure something good, or framework that is some where to find the synthesis, vs a for folks who need
to ensure it is what do we know . data. model - to get right to the
helpful and won't be about X? repeatable, and publications size of 10 may not be point

meaningful)

problematic.

Research on where

being a science

What is the sprint candidate

mitigation value of o ey
pal

ly Pocket est
pacts/potential topic-currently not
leaching of 6PPD, encugh datajinfo for
ete. central/south sound
and you have to base
iton high quality
North Sound
data-that may not
applicable in rest o PS.

passage/access to
currently blocked
coastal stream
mouths, pocket

Quanti
effects of removing
creosote - thinking

DEVEIOpment in the contexts of
impacts on site-specific
itigation, and the
u 9 mitigation bank
associated with the
calculator.

KC/WRIAS 8 and 9
would like to work
with various South
Sound LEs/groups to
replicate north PS
study in the
Central/South
Sound.

Restoration actions
What is the along urban Puget

Sound shorelines: to
value of large what extent can

wood on eco-engineering and

upper small restored
shorelines contribute

beaches to resteration goals, Armor removal value -
SLR, management +1! o

How do you
value/evaluate the
amount of sediment
sources needed by
drift cell--so a
N ) regulator can weigh

How should projects ST in on impact of

address "credits” of mitigation banks - bulkheading of a Overwater structure

w nearshore how effective are feeder bluff siting, design,
B S they, what is whether and how
by shsllﬁ;: and rnstlnraltmn m‘hl e Tt S P——— e can mitigate for
:ﬂiﬂ‘s m P‘J:Sv "“I‘ ple P“": e mitigation bank on e impacts
flo; rﬁcks,..] salmon stoc! ] other ecosystems or armor IS. B
juvenile salmon. across the region? e . . appropriate/sufficient
information to address erosion
on when hard goncerns of Need
S landowner. Need a

armoring Is practical hew to guide
Y for i

Summary document
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