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Municipal Regional Permit

Monitoring Work Group Meeting

November 7, 2005  9:15-12:30

Attendees:  Arleen Feng-ACCWP, Chris Sommers-EOA, Inc., Larry Johmann, GCRCD
, Susan Schwartz-Friends of 5 Creeks, Dale Bowyer-RWQCB (part of the meeting), Jan O’Hara-RWQCB, Steve Moore-RWQCB

Action items are highlighted in yellow. Consensus points are highlighted in blue.

Note:  These minutes attempt to provide a record of the topics discussed.  Some points of agreement and disagreement are captured herein, and others are placed directly in the group’s work products.

Status & Trends Monitoring elements

Chris opened the meeting by briefing the group on the Indicator/Parameter Table he had put together and revised based on the work and discussions of the group in the previous meetings.  Explanations for the column headings are in footnotes on the Table.  Chris also distributed tables 5-4 and 5-11 from the Model Monitoring Program for Municipal Separate Storm Sewer Systems in S. California.
  These tables give a framework for interpreting data and determining when actions are necessary based on the data.  Some of the discussion points include:

· Regarding a prioritizing scheme in the S. CA Table 5-11, Susan stated that an episodic condition in a stream can be just as deadly as a persistent condition, so one can’t determine outright that an episodic event is not a high priority.

· Steve disagreed with that concept, saying that prioritization is necessary when looking at a boatload of data, and this is a weight of evidence approach: when 3 elements are elevated it is deemed a high priority

· Chris agreed with Steve, saying that #7 on table 5-11 shows that if both toxicity and benthos exceed triggers that indicates a high priority finding.

The group set the tables aside to look at between meetings and discuss at a future meeting.

Monitoring elements for MRP

Dale wanted to discuss types of monitoring (e.g., Status & Trends, Special Projects), because he considers Watershed Assessment as the cyclical looking at watersheds on a rotating basis, which is a particular type of monitoring and must have its own heading in the monitoring section of the permit.  Also, general Surveillance, which Dale said includes looking for hot spots as opposed to cycling through watersheds, must have its own heading.  Dale was also concerned that the Indicator/Parameter table does not show the # of stations.

Arleen responded, and referred back to Susan’s statement that information comes from other sources than data, like people seeing things.  She suggested surveillance is a type of Special Monitoring Project, because it doesn’t fit in the tabular format used for Status & Trends Monitoring. 

Susan and Dale do not agree with the Watershed Assessment approach that Jan and Chris seemed to be using.  Dale stated that Watershed Assessment is the data you collect, not the reporting of data, so it shouldn’t be saved to a later place in the permit.  Jan and Arleen suggested that the Watershed Assessment data are embedded in the Indicator/Parameter Table in several places, and the approach of using different headings could be accommodated fairly easily.

Dale reiterated that the permit must have separate sections for Watershed Assessment monitoring in addition to the core (Status & Trends) monitoring, and that Surveillance monitoring can’t get lost in special projects or traded off with them.  At this time, no one in the group objected to organizing the permit with headings (etc.) for Status & Trends, Surveillance, Watershed Assessment, and Special Projects.  

Status & Trends Monitoring elements

The group returned to discussing the monitoring elements currently in the Status & Trends section of the Indicator/Parameter table, with the idea that we will delineate all the elements to be obtained (e.g., finish defining some basic monitoring elements) and later distribute them properly between the types of monitoring.

1.  Physical Data Collection

Susan stated that Status & Trends must include profiles – stream cross sections to determine whether a stream is incising.  This should be done at the monitoring stations, so it can be done while sampling personnel are out collecting the other data.  Include characterization of bed and bank material and chlorine/chloramines. [Susan later clarified that these data tie in with data she advocates collecting (see further discussions below): Continuous monitoring of flow, temperature, and conductivity for one year or some other long interval – a gross measure of intermittent pollution incidents and storm peak flows. If you can determine long-term changes in storm peak flows and bed incision, you are on your way to finding out what is going on with hydromodification.]
Jan asked if different people would be needed to collect the two kinds of data.  Others said not necessarily.  Chris said it depends on the goal – do you want to know rate of incision?  Do you want to know whether your sediment sample is in a good location?

Steve stated that SWAMP tried for 3 years to find or develop a simple method for getting physical stream attributes for geomorphology, a method student interns could complete in about an hour.  This was never accomplished.

Susan said she didn’t expect volunteers to be able to collect the physical data.  But it should be done with the other monitoring at a reasonable cost.

Arleen mentioned a channel study template being developed for the ACCWP HMP, that outlines a generic scope of work for evaluating channel stability in “typical” urban or urbanizing watersheds.  This would provide a starting framework for consistent scoping and contracting of one type of study.  Arleen will ask ACCWP consultants for clarification on terminology and techniques for data collection for geomorphic assessment, with some guidelines as to specific data uses and relative cost.
Susan summarized her point, that in Status & Trends monitoring we need to have boxes that tell us whether a stream is incising or there are changes in the profile or type of sediments (fine, coarse) or nature of the stream profile.  This will enable us to track changes in important conditions over time. 

Chris noted that Susan has described substrate characterization and stream geomorphology to answer question of effects of upstream land use changes.

We’ll put the physical data collecting (cross sections and/or other list of parameters to be refined) back into the indicator/parameter table, (it had been moved when the table format changed) with footnotes as need.  If later the group finds it fits better elsewhere, we’ll discuss it further then.  Chris noted that Palo Alto is starting a pilot study to determine the effects of new development, and that may have a methodology that we might want to consider for collecting physical data.

2.  Flow Data Collection

Larry noted that flow measurement is not in the Status & Trends section of the Indicator / Parameter table.  Members of the group referred Larry to the general water quality element, where flow is measured.  The group discussed the timing of flow measurements.

Susan noted the good experience Friends of Five Creeks has had with data loggers.  It’s important to have data loggers in stream for a year.  This will also tell us whether there are deadly episodic incidents.

Arleen mentioned that flow meters can stay in a creek, but not the multiprobes being used for the “water quality” data.  So we should pull out flow as a separate item under Status & Trends.  

Susan did not think the flow/temp/conductivity meters have plugged over the course of a year’s monitoring.  Arleen noted that in larger streams loggers risk washout or damage during rainy season.

(Further discussion of flow below.)

3.  Mass Loading Information

Steve reported that Water Board TMDL staff has said mass loading must be included in the new stormwater permits.  This can’t be left entirely to the RMP.  Stormwater program monitoring should tell us the contribution of urban runoff to the Estuary, and how it is changing over time.  Others in the group agreed that we’ll have to figure out how to write this into the permit.

Susan asked if this will lead to monitoring outfalls.  Others responded that it means sampling at the bottom of the watershed.  The permit will need to explain or reference the rationale.

The group started back at top of the Indicator/Parameter Table to see if we have more changes to make based on our discussions.

1.c.  General Water Quality:  Susan stated the one year of continuous monitoring of temp/conductivity/flow should be specified here.  Steve thinks this mixes surveillance and status/trends monitoring and is a big commitment.  The group discussed the technology and logistics to monitor temp/flow/conductivity.  Susan suggested we place it in permit with the ability to have it waived, because it is the only way to find out about episodic problems.  We agreed to have two options for 1.c. because we do not have a consensus.  

Larry asked about whether anyone has studied the leaching potential of trash in creeks.  Some discussion of this issue.  Steve suggests a narrative approach to monitoring for trash in the permit.

Back to 1.c. General Water Quality – The group discussed sampling location.  The locations should be important areas that are potentially being or potentially will be impacted.  Steve suggested going beyond a minimum 1/year to 3/year to pick up each hydrological season.

1.d. Temperature – 2 options again, as discussed above.

1.e.  Pollutants of concern in the water column:  The sampling done so far on the water column has not yielded fruitful information.  The group determined that sampling “pollutants of concern in the water column” should be removed because the sampling for toxicity in water column will trigger further sampling for pollutants of concern under Special Monitoring Projects-Extent and Magnitude.  It is also triggered under A.1 Mass Loading to the Bay.  So, by removing the Pollutant of Concern Water Column sampling, we will still find, in a more definitive way, the need to do more POC in water column.  Steve stated that dissolved oxygen and other indicator parameters better serve to give us the info we need.

1.f.  Pollutants of Concern in Bedded Sediment:  Chris suggested sampling at the beginning of dry and end of dry season, and to sample synoptically as triad (i.e., sample/analyze for chemistry, toxicity, and benthic community alteration at the same time).

Flow:  Some members advocate measurement of stream flow as a way to determine the impacts of adding impervious surface in the watershed or effectiveness of BMPs to reduce those impacts, as well as gross detection of certain pollution incidents.  Chris suggested that, instead of measuring flow, the response indicator for flow should be bugs, i.e., do bioassessment instead of measuring flow.  If there is an effect on bugs and not other indicators, and based on other info, we could conclude that the increased flow is affecting the bugs.   Further, if we wish to evaluate the effectiveness of the HMP, we need to tie in with the new development work group.  Steve said that measuring flow could lead to getting lots of data with lots of variability that we don’t know what to do with, and he has seen no utility for this information.   The group decided to put this in as an item that we disagree on.  It will stay on the table for consideration.

2a Pathogen indicators:  see changes to the Indicator/Parameter Table

2b Trash assessment:  Steve stated that, from SWAMP’s experience, further trash assessments should be conducted before and after a trash management action, not as a Status & Trends sampling.  Maybe some sites at the bottom of the watershed could be used for Status & Trends trash monitoring.  Steve thinks the Water Board protocol is best for evaluating a management action. Trash can be found during the stream walk (done at planning stage of watershed assessment).  Chris thought the trash monitoring must be linked with Municipal maintenance work group, which is looking at the trash issue.  Steve stated that trash assessments have been done, and trash is known to be ubiquitous.  It’s time for management action.  Chris wondered if every program could use the trash assessment method as a Status & Trends measure once they’ve determined their hot spots.  Steve agreed this could be done, especially at bottom of watershed.  Susan stated that findings of trash should trigger management action as opposed to just further or more detailed monitoring.

To do before next meeting:

· Look over the tables Chris passed out today.  Chris finds them to be useful background material.

· Chris and Arleen will update the status/trends section of Indicator/Parameter table to reflect today’s discussion

· Arleen will consult re practical method of measuring changes in stream aggradation or incision.

· Steve will follow up on trash

· Chris will try to write up a preliminary list of watershed assessment actions for the work group to use as a start for our next discussion

At the next meeting the group intends to compile a list of what watershed assessment entails.

� Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District


� A report from the Stormwater Monitoring Coalition’s Model Monitoring Technical Committee, August 2004, Technical Report #419.





