MRP Monitoring Work Group

10/26/05 Meeting


Attendees:  Jan O’Hara-RWQCB, Steve Moore-RWQCB, Karen Taberski-RWQCB (1st part of meeting), Arleen Feng-ACCWP, Chris Sommers-EOA, Inc., Susan Schwartz-Friends of 5 Creeks

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

1.  Karen gave a brief report on the SWAMP redesign workshop earlier this month.

2. Discussion of general permit requirements and organization, with a focus on watershed assessment:

Susan distributed a short write-up (attached) of feedback she’s gotten and concerns from her and Trish Mulvey, including suggestions on coordination of watershed assessment & watershed management with “core monitoring”, and making data available in GIS and on the Web.  One of One of Susan’s main points is that we have some idea what is wrong with our creeks, and our monitoring should enable us to address those problems. An example is monitoring of potable-water-line breaks and leaks. These are frequent, so chlorine/chloramine testing should be part of any battery of standard tests. The problems of urban creeks are complex and include temporary and illicit discharges. Monitoring should include these to the extent practical, for example with data loggers that continuously (15 minute intervals) record temperature, flow, and conductivity. Monitoring should include stream profiles that make it possible to assess whether streams are being incised. These profiles are required as part of accurate flow monitoring. Susan also is concerned about including monitoring of BMPs required under C.3. Susan would like monitoring to focus on correcting known problems in creeks and on making it possible to assess the condition of watersheds, which she doesn’t see the Working Draft doing.  
Jan clarified the terminology assumed in Working Draft:  monitoring describes the collection of data of various types listed in the Core and Monitoring Project tables, while assessment is the activity of assessing all the data on hand including characterization information used in planning the sampling, and data from other sources, agencies, and years.  Reporting is where the results of assessment come out, in addition to the data.  So, our work on watershed assessment requirements could be captured in the reporting section of the Working Draft – or we can change the format.

Further discussion points included:  

· Some information needed for watershed management doesn’t fit into Working Draft “Required BMP” schedule/format.  Basic watershed characterization, reconnaissance, design and planning of monitoring are all necessary activities that provide background and context to the assessment step, but are not listed in permit tables.  If the permit does not include these items, it can be difficult to get funding to complete them.  Knowledge and information from residents in the watershed should be solicited in understanding the watershed but formal volunteer monitoring programs are not necessarily the best way to involve people.

· In some watersheds, there is high involvement and consensus about what the priority problems are, can decide that specific management actions or targeted surveillance are warranted without more data collection.  In other watersheds more monitoring at either a core or project level is needed to inform stakeholders and recommend management actions.

· For monitoring to be an iterative process, there are different levels of feedback to management or implementation, e.g. direct feedback to other program components such as Illicit Discharge, appropriate intervals of surveillance, longer term evaluation of trends & success of actions.  Need a process to make relevant connections and inform the design for a particular study or watershed.  Data needs and management recommendations are 2 main endpoints for each iteration.

· Some activities are best designed adaptively, but the permit must have some specific lists for Type, Frequency, Interval.  We should identify minimum (longest) recurrence needed for core monitoring that can address basic questions, and free up resources to do the assessments. In summarizing existing effort for SCVURPPP, Chris defines Frequency as number of sites sampled annually and Interval as number of sampling iterations within a given year for each particular site.

3. Discussion of the specific “what (monitoring data to collect or other action to take)” for Part I-Core Monitoring, which we are now calling “Status and Trends” in order to use the same terminology as the Regional Monitoring Program.

Chris distributed a draft “potential indicator/parameter framework” table (attached, referred to as Indicator/Parameter Table) that reorganizes the Working Draft BMP table Column 1 to list the elements in Working Draft Table 2.1 as “indicator types” according to waterbody scale and broad groups/categories of uses.  All agreed to use this as the outline for discussing individual elements, with modifications, which can include additional types of monitoring.
I.A.1  SF Bay Estuary, Human Consumptive and Aquatic Life Use Indicators:

Just have one box for both Chemical/Physical/Biological AND Mass Emissions categories—all implementation for this will be via participation in the RMP.
I.B.  Local Watersheds, 2 groups of indicator types are

1) Aquatic Life Use and 2) Recreational Use and Multiple Uses 

Group I.B.1 indicators are best evaluated on a watershed basis.  I.B.2 includes indicators that can be used for either evaluation of Aquatic Life or Recreation uses.  Also includes approaches that integrate several types of data and/or concerns, like Trash.  Stream Survey (e.g. from Center for Watershed Protection) was added under this category.

4. Discussion of potential monitoring requirements for Status & Trends Monitoring, Aquatic Life Use Indicators (I.B.1 of the Indicator/Parameter Table) [Note: we didn’t get to I.B.2-Recreational & Multiple Use Indicators]

Following the order established in the Indicator/Parameter Table, the group discussed the definition of each indicator type (or type of monitoring, some of which include more than one possible data type, parameter or collection method), relative sampling costs and other implementation issues, potential data uses, and priority for this section of permit.  Agreed to remove several individual data types or parameters as noted below, keeping them on menu for Part II-Monitoring Projects where appropriate.  Data collection for the indicators (or types of monitoring) in the Table focuses on conditions in stream or riparian corridor; this table doesn’t include planning and characterization activities such as estimating impervious surface in watershed.  

· Biological assessment:  fish methods vary depending on status of stream resources or populations:  anadromous or not, existing or potential status of support.  Benthic Macroinvertebrates (BMIs) are important for broad integration, but hard to link to specific stressors in urban areas; there is more potential for discrimination (i.e., the data will show more variability) at less urban sites but also more interannual variability (Karen noted BMIs are one of priorities in SWAMP redesign). 

· Physical Habitat is deleted as a separate category in this section (Status & Trends) of the Table; it remains in the next section, Monitoring Projects.  Physical Habitat assessments are conducted under Status & Trends along with both fish and BMIs, where physical habitat assessments are specifically associated with sampling for these assemblages.  All agreed at this time that this is the appropriate level of Physical Assessment for Status & Trends Monitoring; more expansive physical assessments could be completed more effectively under “Monitoring Projects.”

· Geomorphic—a range of methods, generally costly, may be used for basic characterization or in long-term monitoring of HMP implementation.

· General Water Quality—oriented to in-situ time-series measurements, generally in dry season/base flow conditions; distinguish 2 subapproaches: a) low-cost temperature loggers that can be deployed throughout dry season as surrogates for the others;  b)  full parameter suite usually measured for 1 week with probe, with more siting constraints and higher costs for equipment maintenance and deployment.   General parameters also typically spot-checked as part of sampling routine for other indicators, but isolated grabs have limited interpretive value, not to be specified here.  Flow/level loggers are also potentially in full suite, need institutional coordination. [[but some of these may be year round, maybe should be 3rd subtype “c” instead of part of 2nd?—AF added comment]  SS added: Yes, year round loggers of flow, temperature, and conductivity need to be a third subtype.]
· Conventional Water Quality—This suite of spot sampling is a traditional carry-over from sewage plant monitoring using lab analysis, but review of regional data
 indicates that exceedances or problems are unlikely to show up when these parameters are sampled during dry weather or base flows.  Conventional Water Quality should focus on a few basics, which can be included under General Water Quality: [temperature, TDS/conductivity, turbidity, pH, flow, and chlorine??] because: a) resources are better spent on more integrative parameters, such as toxicity testing, and b) long-term spot checking of metals against Water Quality objectives will be addressed by the state or through other means.  Steve pointed out that a large part of the value in keeping basic spot checks is the general surveillance effect of having personnel in the field.  Hardness measurements are only needed in association with samples specifically targeting metals in water column--see next category.  Chlorophyll a and nutrients spot sampling very rarely captures problems in streams.  What sampling is done, important to coordinate with toxicity testing.

· Pollutants of Concern:  Need to coordinate with TMDL or WQ Attainment Strategy work.  Most metals and organics are sediment-bound and it is generally believed that analyzing water column grab samples for POCs is not as informative as analyzing bedded sediment samples from receiving waters.  There are questions about methods and what bedded samples represent, what are appropriate uses of data—Chris will contact Lester McKee to ask his opinion on the utility of using bedded sediment as a stressor indicator of aquatic life use impacts.

Toxicity:  Water column tests during dry weather show very few acute effects, difficult to determine the cause of low-level chronic effects, while storm event sampling is showing reduced toxicity since phase-out of diazinon.  Permit should keep long intervals ~5 years for both wet and dry weather water column toxicity testing, and place higher priority on sediment toxicity testing or triad approach.  Design should coordinate with CEP creek monitoring plan for pesticides.  

Chris will incorporate changes from the discussion above into the Indicator/Parameter Table.
5.  Next steps:

Next meeting November 7:  finish going through indicators list

Meanwhile Chris & Arleen will complete companion table on estimated current effort levels for BASMAA programs and distribute for work group consideration.  May discuss phasing in of some requirements, not all to be started in Year 1 of permit.

Watershed Management:  Jan will get clarification from Steering Committee how linkages to other components will be addressed.
� To be documented in supporting text with references to SWAMP data, BASMAA fixed-station data analyses 1988-96, other? 
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