Municipal Regional Permit

Monitoring Work Group Meeting

November 16, 2005 1:30- 3:45

Attendees:  Arleen Feng-ACCWP, Chris Sommers-EOA, Inc., Larry Johmann, GCRCD
, Susan Schwartz-Friends of 5 Creeks, Jan O’Hara-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.

Jan distributed two items for the group to consider on their own time:

1) list of items (at end of minutes) the group has yet to discuss, which can be topics of future meetings

2) Center for Watershed Protection methodology, “Methods for Detecting Illicit Discharges in the Field.”  Some in the group were familiar with this methodology.  Jan distributed it because the topic of finding/acting on intermittent or illicit discharges has come up in group discussions, and this method might (or might not) help us to focus such discussions.

Watershed Assessment

The group discussed the 2-page Watershed Assessment Outline, which Chris had prepared.  [This paper was edited while we worked, and is included below in these minutes.]  The paper was originally based, to some extent, on the California Watershed Assessment Manual, which does not focus on urban streams.  Some discussion points that aren’t captured in the Watershed Assessment Outline below include:

· Definition: 5 existing definitions of watershed assessment were presented; the group developed and agreed upon a hybrid definition.

· Assessment Process:  This may seem common sense, but is needed in the permit so that funds can more readily be allocated to it.

· Types of Data That May be Needed:  The group discussed the level of detail needed. We focused on developing a list of “sufficiency criteria” (i.e., what must be done in a watershed assessment), to be followed by a longer list of the possible types of data to include.

· Reporting:  Consistent and accessible reporting is needed; a report template would help.  We agreed this is a goal for all of monitoring, and that we’ll save this topic for a later mtg.

· Management Questions:  Susan stated a watershed assessment should answer the questions:  Should we put effort into restoring the creek?  Is there a human health problem?  Are there condition that keeps the waterbody from supporting types of life that should be there?    These questions are considered the management questions that a watershed assessment is trying to answer, and were placed in the outline.

· How Many Watershed Assessments to Require:  The group briefly discussed how many and how often will watershed assessments be needed/required?  Susan suggested that Arleen and Chris come back with wording on this, because they have more information on the level of effort required, etc.  Chris asked if a list of which watersheds will be assessed over the life of the permit and beyond wouldn’t be better, and the group agreed that such a list would be more straightforward within the permit.  Arleen mentioned that the schedule for watershed assessments eventually would best be completed with regional collaboration.

· What Monitoring will be Necessary in a Watershed Assessment:  Many of the monitoring elements we’ve been discussing under the heading “Status & Trends” (a.k.a. “core monitoring”) are necessary elements of a watershed assessment.  The group briefly discussed how the format of our draft “permit” is evolving and will continue to evolve.  Next we will place a list of monitoring elements in the Watershed Assessment Outline.

· Due to time constraints, the group did not finish discussing the entire Outline.

Surveillance Monitoring

The topic of Surveillance Monitoring came up as the meeting was nearly over.  Arleen reiterated (from earlier meetings) that ACCWP
 did lots of “screening point” monitoring for “hot spots,” or illicit discharges, and repeatedly got the same results; the conclusion was that other types of monitoring were better for finding problems in the creeks.  Susan basically agreed, saying that the best way to find illicit discharges is to let everyone know (publicize widely) what you are looking for. Example – Oakland fire prevention efforts are harming creeks by removing vegetation.  Also, Susan suggested that perhaps we should be looking at groundwater plumes and their interaction with creeks.  This discussion continued informally after the close of the meeting, and will be continued at a future meeting.

Next meeting: Monday, November 28

· Complete the Watershed Assessment Outline

· Discuss illicit discharge monitoring – Arleen mentioned needing to capture a trigger between illicit discharge folks and monitoring/lab personnel, it might be best to put something about this in the permit.  Susan – finding problems is common sense and it’s best to make it very public.

Watershed Assessment Outline (Analysis, Integration and Translation)

Preferred Definition:

1. The collection and analysis of watershed information to draw conclusions concerning conditions in water bodies and aimed at supporting decision making and watershed management actions.

Conduct a Watershed Assessment to Answer the Following Management Questions:

Is the water body functioning properly?

· Are hydrology changes affecting function? 

· Are there areas that can be restored and to what level?

· Are there risks to human health?

· Do water bodies currently support types of aquatic communities?What types of aquatic communities do water bodies currently support?

· Is the water body dimension, pattern and profile stable? 

· Does ongoing or intermittent pollution (including groundwater) affect water quality?

· What are the flood conditions
 of the water body?

End Points: 

· Recommended Management Actions 

· Data Gaps (identify or fill? jbo) Both. SHS.
Assessment Process (taken from CWAM
): 

1) Organize assessment team

2) Define the 
purpose [the work group wants to add examples or boundaries to indicate appropriate purposes], scope and develop a plan for the assessment

3) Collect existing and new (if needed) data and manage appropriately

4) Analyze the data

5) Identify the Influences on Condition - Data Integration and Synthesis

6) Report the data to inform decision-making (recommendations)

Sufficiency Criteria (Data Requirements): 

· Historical and Existing Land Use, Channel and Habitat Conditions 

· Historical and Existing Conditions of Aquatic Biota

· Channel Habitat Type

· Geomorphic Condition

· Existing and Potential Beneficial Uses 

· Water Quality Problems

· Hydrology and Water Use 

· Riparian and Wetland Conditions

· Sediment Sources and Types

· Pollutant Sources and Types

· Channel Type, Modifications and Trends

· Watershed/Landscape Level Data/Information: 

Data Categories:

· Data on human activities and land uses (Spatial Data)– the location, type, intensity, areal extent (acreage), and proximity to or linkage to the waterways (such as via storm drains)

· Data on the physical, chemical, and biological properties and potential sources of impacts in the watershed (Environmental Data and/or Spatial Data) – in-stream and riparian habitat characteristics, water quality data, animal/plant population abundance and diversity, etc./

· Data on alterations in watershed processes – (Environmental Data) changes in the hydrological cycle, nutrient cycling, etc., particularly as they are affected by past and current water and land use and by climate change.

· Data on potential effects of potential impacts on watershed functions (Environmental Data)

General Categories:

· Geography
· Hydrology
· Climate
· Flooding and Stormwater
· Geology, Soils, and Sediment in Watersheds
· Water Quality
· Aquatic Ecosystems
· Terrestrial Landscape and Habitats
· Human Land Uses
· Water Management and Uses
· Social and Economic Setting
· Historic Context and Analysis
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Monitoring Work Group Tasks

as of November 14, 2005

· Finish with monitoring elements – some do not have method or frequency yet
· Establish Watershed Assessment elements  Began 11-16-05
· Delineate Surveillance elements (many or all are on the Status & Trends Table) per Dale’s suggestion

· Suggest language for the RMP in the permit (see first section of Status & Trends Table)

· Determine how mass loading info will be obtained per Steve’s comments

· Suggest permit language that facilitates regional collaboration

· Special Projects – this type of monitoring not yet discussed

· Data Analysis & Reporting – a huge topic.  This is where Chris’ tables from the S. CA Model Monitoring Program come into play, I think.  Includes

·  QA/QC; 

· data analysis, data interpretation, and evaluation (what do the data mean?); 

· link to management actions; 

· electronic reporting; 

· timing of reports; 

· content of reports.

· Work Planning stage – determine what needs to be submitted for Board staff review, what and how should public be offered opportunity to review / comment  

· Suggest wording for adaptive monitoring to minimize the need for Board actions/approvals, i.e., set up a structure for planning ( sampling ( evaluating ( taking action ( reporting ( planning that is adaptive to new information.

· Opportunities for public input

· Volunteer monitoring

� Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District


� Alameda Countywide Clean Water Program


� California Watershed Assessment Manual http://cwam.ucdavis.edu/





�Needs clarification


�Need Examples to Clarify!!!!





