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Monitoring Work Group – Municipal Region-wide Permit

October 14, 2005,  9:15-11:15

Meeting Minutes - Revised

Attending: 

Dale Bowyer, RWQCB 

Arleen Feng, ACCWP and BASMAA monitoring chair

Steve Moore, RWQCB - Basin Plan and development of monitoring programs

Jan O’Hara, RWQCB

Susan Schwartz, Friends of 5 Creeks

Chris Sommers, EOA, Inc. and developer of several stormwater monitoring programs

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

Following introductory remarks by Jan, each person stated his/her primary goals, concerns, or interests related to stormwater monitoring requirements.

Arleen Feng:  One goal is to determine where we ultimately want to be and what are stages in getting there.  Supports Chris’ SMAG
 approach.  Need to have management questions set up, not just sample indiscriminately.  Monitoring design should consider the ultimate use/presentation of the data?  Like to see more coordination w/SWAMP
 and across stormwater programs, building on efforts that are already working, e.g. BAMBI and regional creek monitoring for pesticides.  Want these meetings to focus on what we CAN do.  In addition, we should develop a laundry list of associated items (that we may not be able to tackle) to bring to Steering Committee’s attention, like watershed management, which is a different part of the permit.

Chris Sommers:  Every year when it’s time to draw conclusions based on monitoring results, it’s hard to say, “here’s the problem” or “there is no problem”.  We need a higher level of confidence in making such statements.  Currently in yr 4 of about 10 yr program in Santa Clara Valley, screening level monitoring has been conducted in just about all the creeks in the SC Valley.  This is progress, and Chris would hate to see this momentum drop.  On the other hand, some other stormwater programs may need to supplement/augment their monitoring.  Arleen and Chris put the SMAG together based on work in Southern CA
.  Things are going in right direction there, at least everyone is using same terminology, and Chris is hearing good things.  We talk past each other here, and it would be useful to agree on the process and terminology, especially “watershed assessment”- what does that mean?  It (watershed assessment) should be useful and meet the intent.

Steve Moore:  We are under pressure to be accountable to the public, so we must be able to demonstrate that we can clean up urban runoff.  Note that the lawsuit charges that the permits’ monitoring requirements are too vague – that’s part of our challenge.  Also (#2), we need to tie into statewide efforts (SWAMP, data management, science review of SWAMP program).  And #3, we want monitoring to feed back to management actions-things done to improve water quality – results-based management approach.  Structurally, we’d like a non-profit to be a administering a regional program, like the RMP.  Synthesize lessons learned (e.g., in watershed assessment, in Southern CA, BAMBI…) Tie into Basin Plan, existing water quality standards.  We’ve found through SWAMP that dissolved oxygen & temp are good indicators of water quality.  Think in terms of our upcoming stream protection policy – incentivizing stream restoration projects as a method of achieving water quality.  Also, not everything in monitoring is a long-term project – certain indicators need more rapid response (like DO and temp) to find the source and remove it or enforce against the polluter.

Susan Schwartz:  One goal is to serve as a conduit to similar groups so they have a chance to comment.  Not many environmental advocates can come to meetings because they are working during the day, or they may lack background knowledge.  Also, many groups are supported by Water Board, thus may not feel free to comment.  One issue is the time lag between monitoring and management actions:  if you find fecal coliform one year, you’d write a plan the next year, then deal with it in third year – not OK.  Southern CA work has a strong component of cooperation - Susan doesn’t want to see each city have its own requirement, but instead for the permit to encourage all to work together, even non-permitted entities who do monitoring.

Jan:  One goal is practical – she is responsible for eventually completing this portion of the permit.  Regarding Chris’ proposal to create a conceptual model via SMAG, Jan is not opposed to it, and is encouraged that Chris proposes this as a parallel process, so it won’t hold up permit.  Also, suggests that past work – BASMAA regional monitoring strategy – and the work in Southern CA can be used to streamline the creation of the document.  Eventual goal for the structure of stormwater is for all the stormwater programs to cooperate, similar to the RMP.

All like the idea of a region-wide coordination and consistency for stormwater monitoring. The RMP is one program to look at as a model for developing this coordination/consistency but we need to recognize differences between looking at watersheds.vs. the Bay
Susan:  Need web site to post our work or an effective email chain, or else this is a waste of time because we can’t complete the work in a few meetings, and we need to keep others informed.

END POINTS TO WORK TOWARDS:

1. Tables – need to complete “what to do” column 1(define what and how), column 2- need to enter at least some ideas of how much to do of each, column 3- we should discuss at least some reporting

2. Complete some text to augment the tables

3. Susan:  we want to know purpose of monitoring, allow flexibility & initiative. We could use a fact sheet with background on this. &/or Chris could make his conceptual model lay person-friendly so it also serves the purpose of a fact sheet.

Discussion of management questions – Steve: we should all agree that one of the purposes of monitoring is to evaluate whether discharges are causing water quality standards to be exceeded.  [Plz confirm whether this was a consensus item.]

We also all agree that monitoring must be adaptive to lessons learned.
Dale:  Regarding the structure of the permit, we need to make each city responsible for some water quality monitoring, even though they can do the monitoring on a program or region-wide level.  We have to able to enforce on each city, which has not necessarily been possible under the existing permit.

Susan:  Is concerned about the future existence/direction of county consortia.  EB Parks is collecting data – there ought to be a way to use these data, and not make cities get the same data.  Wants to explicitly encourage cooperation, like San Diego does.

Chris: a goal for him is to keep in context of watershed, mentioned participation in Santa Clara Basin WMI.

Dale:  needs us to quickly agree on basic management questions, then look at monitoring actions and decide on whether they are ok, then second column (how much monitoring) is the primary challenge for this work group.

Jan led a discussion of the working draft, its structure, purpose, and terminology.  All agreed that core monitoring = status & trends, and also surveillance.  Chris worked thru his management questions and how they fit into the 3 levels of monitoring.

Regional monitoring-RMP can be thought of as a subset of core monitoring.  So we agree there are 2 main types of monitoring categories, which we are calling “core monitoring” and “monitoring projects” for now, because these are neutral terms (not used in other ways to our knowledge).  During our drafting, we should adopt the terminology of the RMP (where applicable), so that we achieve consistency between programs.
Dale:  would like us to capture current level of effort, fill in column 2 on a county-wide basis, somehow break that down to individual cities.  Agreed this (the city-specific accountability) is a legal question and should be broached at the Steering Committee level, not at the Work Group level.  Chris and Arleen can capture the current level of effort for several of the SW programs (Alameda, Contra Costa, Santa Clara, and probably San Mateo & Fairfield-Suisun).
Chris stated we should organize the two monitoring categories (core monitoring and monitoring projects) by categories of beneficial uses (e.g., aquatic life, recreational, etc.) .  This will allow us to better describe monitoring parameters for each category based on the beneficial use(s). Steve said he just reorganized the Basin Plan this way.  All like this structure.
Monitoring projects:  how to write so it explains what to do for specific kinds of projects?  how to define comparable effort levels among very different types and scales of projects?

Dale suggested another way to organize core monitoring:  boxes for different types of questions. [Did anyone get more detail on this idea?]

Chris has an idea for structuring the monitoring projects category; he will write it up and send it to us.  He will also send management questions; and column 1 with the types of monitoring included in core and monitoring projects. 

Susan will send her detailed questions.

Next meeting:  October 26, 9:15 – 11:15 at Water Board office.  

Before the next meeting, we should all have a chance to look over Chris’ write-ups (see yellow highlights above).  Jan will prepare an agenda by Oct. 23; if you have a particular topic you think should be addressed next, let Jan know.

� BASMAA has proposed a Stormwater Monitoring and Assessment Guide (SMAG) as a conceptual document to guide development of monitoring programs.  


� Statewide Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program, monitoring conducted by the Water Boards


� Stakeholders and regulator s from 3 Regions jointly developed the Stormwater Monitoring Consortium, which developed a Model Stormwater Program for Southern California.  See � HYPERLINK "http://www.sccwrp.org" ��http://www.sccwrp.org� .





