
Technical Advisory Committee Meeting Agenda 
Thursday, May 9, 2019 10:00 am – 4:30 pm 

Training Room, Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 
11020 Sun Center Drive #200, Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 

Remote Access: 
Phone number: (415) 594-5500 Access Code: 808-941-519# 

Screen Sharing: https://join.me/sfei-conf-cw3 

# Agenda Item and Desired Outcomes Attachments Start & Lead 

1 Introductions and Agenda 
Review and agree on agenda and desired outcomes. 

10:00 
Stephen 
McCord 

2 Decision: Approve TAC Meeting Summary for Jan 17, 2019 
meeting and confirm/set future TAC meeting dates 

Upcoming Scheduled Meetings 
(Please bring your calendar) 

Proposed to reschedule previously planned TAC
meeting on Jun 11, 2019. 
Schedule in-person meeting for the fall.

Desired outcome: 
Approve TAC meeting summary
Confirm future TAC/SC meeting dates

Draft TAC Meeting 
Summary from 

Jan 17, 2019 

10:05 
Stephen 
McCord 

3 Information: Steering Committee Update 
TAC co-Chair will summarize the Feb 22, 2019 SC meeting 
and Apr 23, 2019 SC Teleconference, including the 
decisions and action items relevant to the TAC.  

Desired Outcome: 
Inform TAC regarding SC decisions and activities.
Explain the rationale and context for agenda items
below.

Draft SC Meeting Summary 
from February 22, 2019 

Teleconference 

Draft SC Meeting Summary 
from April 23, 2019 

Teleconference 

10:15 - 10:30 
Stephen 
McCord 

Matt Heberger 
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# Agenda Item and Desired Outcomes Attachments Start & Lead 

4 Technical Subcommittee and Monitoring Updates 

Brief updates on subcommittees, monitoring activities, and 
special projects.  

Desired outcome: 
Review running table of past and upcoming sampling 
events. 
Inform TAC of subcommittee activities and 
recommendations. 

Dashboard Tables (PDF in 
agenda package, live link 
here):  
 
1. Status of Delta RMP 

Datasets 
2. Past & Planned 

Monitoring Events 

10:30 – 11:00 
 
Mercury: Jay 
Davis 
 
Nutrients: Matt 
Heberger 
 
Pesticides: Jim 
Orlando 
 
Aquatic 
Toxicity: Marie 
Stillway 

5 Discussion: Ranking for monitoring proposals for FY17/18 

TAC members will have an opportunity to fill in the decision 
grid on their own. Due by May 16. By having each TAC member 
to fill in the decision grid questionnaire, we will create a 
package of information to forward to the Steering Committee 
showing (1) strengths and weaknesses, (2) level of support 
among technical advisors and (3) supporting and dissenting 
viewpoints. We successfully piloted this approach last year; 
this presentation will review the process for filling in the 
ranking questionnaires.  

Desired Outcome:   
Demo the use of the “Decision Grid” questionnaire 

Remind committee members of the conflict of 
interest policy in the Delta RMP Charter (duty to 
disclose and to recuse) 

Questions for Ranking 
Monitoring Proposals (the 

“Decision Grid”) 
 

Delta RMP Charter, 
Sections 7.B.1 and 8.E, 

Conflict of Interest Policy 

11:00 - 11:10 
Matt Heberger 

6 Discussion: Review monitoring proposals for FY 2019-20 (1) 

This spring, the technical subcommittees crafted proposed 
monitoring designs that help answer the Delta RMP’s 
management and assessment questions within the planning 
budgets set by the SC. We have planned 1 hour for 2 
presentations plus questions and answers before lunch, then 
2 hours after lunch for 2 more presentations followed by 
time for discussion.  

Presentations:  

Nutrients: Janis Cooke and Lisa Thompson (30 min.) 
Mercury: Jay Davis and Wes Heim (30 min.) 

Desired Outcome:  

Inform committee of proposed monitoring and 
special studies, plus question and answer.  

Draft Monitoring Design 
proposals 

 
(distributed separately to 
TAC members via email) 

 
1. Nutrients 
2. Mercury 

11:10 – 12:00 
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# Agenda Item and Desired Outcomes Attachments Start & Lead 

 Lunch  12:00 – 1:00 

7 Discussion: Review monitoring proposals for FY 2019-20 (2) 

Presentations: 
Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CECs): Matt 
Heberger and Brian Laurenson (30 min.)  
Pesticides: Matt Heberger / Stephen McCord (15 
min.)  

Desired Outcome:  
Discuss proposed monitoring plans, and answer any 
questions to form the basis for scoring by TAC 
members. 

Draft CEC Quality 
Assurance Project Plan 

(Google docs link) 
 

Memo on updates to 
Monitoring Design for 

Year 2 

1:00 – 3:00  

 Break  3:00 - 3:15 

8 Study Planning Timeline 

Several TAC members have proposed a draft study 
development process in order to make the process more 
efficient and provide enough time for QAPP development and 
review before sampling begins. The goal is to create and follow 
a process that reduces the need for last minute changes and 
results in the QAPP being finalized before a study begins. 

Desired outcome:  

Consensus on the appropriate timeline for planning 
future studies.  

Flowchart on proposed 
study development process 

3:15 – 3:30  

Tessa Fojut 

9 Update on the Pesticides Interpretive Report 

Our consultant Deltares has produced three sets of 
deliverables, including the database and a technical memo 
describing their planned approach. We will review the timeline 
and milestones for completing the study, including further 
opportunities to provide input and feedback.  

Desired outcome: 

Informed committee 

 3:30– 4:00 

Matt Heberger 
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# Agenda Item and Desired Outcomes Attachments Start & Lead 

d10 Management Drivers for Regional Monitoring 

At the previous TAC meeting, a group of volunteers presented 
the 2019 Management Drivers table, intended to provide 
information and context for the forthcoming long-range 
planning workshop in the Fall of 2019. The TAC provided 
suggestions and feedback, and the table has been completely 
revised.  

Desired outcome:  

Informed committee; further feedback on the table of 
management drivers.  

Table of Management 
Drivers for Water Quality 
Monitoring in the Delta 

4:00 – 4:15  

Stephen 
McCord 

11 Information: Status of Deliverables and Action Items 

 
Desired outcomes: 

Inform TAC about the status of RMP deliverables. 
Review action items from today’s meeting. 

Delta RMP Stoplight 
Reports 

4:15 – 4:20 

Matt Heberger 

13 Updates and wrap-up 

Desired outcomes: 
Recap of message points (TAC to SC) 
Plan agenda items for future meetings 

 4:20–4:30 
Stephen 
McCord 

 Adjourn  4:30 
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Materials for Agenda Item 2 
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Note that draft meeting summaries are made available only to TAC members and alternates.



Materials for Agenda Item 4 
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Materials for Agenda Item 5 
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Delta RMP Proposal Ranking Questions 
aka the “Decision Grid”
 

A. Study Plan Responsiveness 
1. Does the study proposal identify the management question addressed? 

2. Are the Data Quality Objectives (DQOs; EPA 2006) clearly defined? 

3. Does the study provide testable hypotheses (written as assessment questions or otherwise)? 

4. Does the proposal demonstrate how the results will be presented?  

5. Does the proposal adequately demonstrate how the results will be  interpreted? 

6. Does the proposal contribute to a larger body of data that can be used to answer Management 
Questions in the future? 

7. Does the proposed study plan include an estimated budget that is responsive to Steering 
Committee guidance? 

B. Technical Foundation
1. Geographic scope. Does the location selection support the study objectives? 

2. Geographic scope. Does the study adequately characterize an area relevant to the Delta RMP?  

2. Geographic scope. Does the study adequately characterize an area relevant to the Delta RMP? 

3. Comments on the geographic scope: 

4. Temporal resolution. Is the temporal scope and resolution of the study justified based on 
available data? 

5. Temporal resolution. Does the study clearly define the conditions of interest (e.g. high flows)? 

6. Temporal resolution. Can the results of the study be used to evaluate trends over the 
timescale of interest or target magnitude of change? 

7. Comments on temporal scope: 

8. Sample collection. Does the proposed data collection method introduce biases or errors that 
are not adequately mitigated or measured? 

8.5. Comments on sample collection: 

9. Monitoring tools. Where do the analytical tools fit on the ‘established methods’ spectrum?  
(1 = experimental, 5 = long-established, known, reliable) 
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10. Monitoring tools. Are additional information/data outside of the proposed study required to 
interpret study data and outcomes? 

11. Comments on monitoring tools: 

12. Interpretation. Are study condition controls adequately considered given the study 
timeframe, data collection frequency, and proposed interpretation to answer study hypotheses 
reliably? 

13. Interpretation. Does the study have statistical power sufficient to answer study hypotheses 
reliably during the study timeframe?  

14. Interpretation. Is the basis for outcome assessments technically supported?  

15. Interpretation. Does the  proposed study create new information to evaluate beneficial use 
attainment? 

16. Interpretation. Does the proposed study’s assessment questions and outcomes address 
specified management questions? 

17. Comments on interpretation: 

18. Technical Merit: Does the proposed study overall have technical merit? (New question 
added at the request of the TAC in March 2018.)  

C. Budget, Priority, and Coordination Considerations
1. Budget. Is the proposed budget scalable in size? 

2. Budget. Is the proposed study modular? 

3. Comments on budget: 

4. Priority. Is there urgency to conducting the monitoring, such as to inform planned policies or 
regulations?  

5. Priority. Does the study timeframe allow it to inform time-sensitive decisions? 

6. Comments on priority: 

7. Coordination. Can the monitoring be coordinated with other efforts to increase they study's 
power or to reduce overall cost or duration? 
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Materials for Agenda Item 7 
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MEMO 

From: Matthew Heberger 

To: Delta RMP Technical Advisory Committee 

Date: May 2, 2019 

Subject: Updates to the monitoring design for pesticides and aquatic toxicity testing for Year 2 
or Water Year 2020 

In 2018, staff of the Aquatic Science Center (ASC), in collaboration with the Delta RMP 
Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) and its technical subcommittees, created a new 4-year 
monitoring plan for pesticides and aquatic toxicity in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta. The 
monitoring design was created from the ground up, and is based on probabilistic, or random, 
monitoring locations across Delta subregions. The monitoring design is described in detail in 
the current Delta RMP FY18-19 Workplan, Attachment C, Pesticides and Aquatic Toxicity 
Monitoring. Detailed information can also be found in the Delta RMP Quality Assurance Project 
Plan, v. 4.3.  

We are currently mid-way through half of the first year of this study, having recently completed 
the third of six planned monitoring events. While the monitoring design covers four years, it 
was always intended to be “adaptively managed,” where adjustments could be made as we go 
along.  

This memo outlines one relatively minor change recommended by the Pesticides Subcommittee. 
In addition, we discuss changes to how aquatic toxicity testing will be funded when the existing 
contract between the State Water Resources Control Board (hereafter State Board) and the 
Aquatic Health Program Laboratory at UC Davis expires.  
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Recommended changes to triggers for monitoring during wet-weather/ high-flow 
In the fall/winter 2018, we received quite a bit of rain before the river rose enough to meet the 
“trigger” for sampling. The USGS crew first mobilized to sample on December 19. As a result, 
we may have missed non-point source pollution from local runoff. 

The subcommittee recommended updated triggers for Water Year 2020 as follows: 

1. The first event shall be an “urban first flush” event. The trigger shall be 0.5” of rainfall 
forecast in 24 hours for the basin.  

2. There should be at least 10 consecutive dry days between sampling events. This allows 
pesticide applicators time to go out and spray. 

 
Changes to funding for aquatic toxicity testing  
 
For the past 3 years, all of the program’s aquatic toxicity testing has been performed by the 
Aquatic Health Program Laboratory at UC Davis (AHPL). This work has been funded directly 
by the State Water Board through the Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program (SWAMP). 
This contract is set to expire in March 2020. As a result, the SWAMP funding will likely only 
carry us through half of Water Year 2020’s planned monitoring.  
 
We propose to continue the tox. testing program as designed through the end of Water Year 
2020, with funding for the final 3 events coming from the Delta RMP, i.e. funds contributed by 
Delta RMP participants and managed by ASC. This will maintain continuity and allow us to 
finish up year 2 of the study. Sufficient funds should be allocated to allow for toxicity 
identification evaluations (TIEs) if they are called for. The estimated cost to the Delta RMP is 
$167,500. This is one half of the annual cost shown on the next page. (These costs may go up 
somewhat, as the university’s overhead rate is scheduled to increase, however, actual expenses 
may also be lower depending on whether TIEs are run.  
 
We may wish to open a competitive bidding process for toxicity testing in Year 3, or Water Year 
2021. In the instance that we do switch laboratories, it may be appropriate to send split samples 
to both old and new labs for a period of time to evaluate intercomparability of the results. A 
Steering Committee member has suggested inviting labs from around the state to participate in 
a round-robin style lab intercomparison exercise. The suggestion was that labs will participate 
in this for free, as a condition for being eligible to bid on future work with the Delta RMP. These 
are both ideas that should be considered by both the TAC and SC to determine if this is the 
direction we would like to go.  
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Table. Annual costs for aquatic toxicity testing at UC Davis lab.  
 

Toxicity Lab Analysis Number Unit Cost Total Cost
Ceriodaphnia 7-day test¹ 57 $1,160 $66,120
Hyalella 10-day test² 51 $1,160 $59,160
Selenastrum (algae) 96-hr test 51 $960 $48,960
Chironomus (midge larvae) 10-day test 51 $1,160 $59,160
Pimephales (fathead minnow) 7-day test 51 $1,200 $61,200
Toxicity Testing Subtotal $294,600

Toxicity Identification Evaluations (TIEs) Planning Budget³
Phase I TIE 4 $6,600 $26,400
Phase II TIE 1 $14,000 $14,000
TIE Subtotal $40,400

Toxicity testing total $335,000

¹Budgeting for 6 extra samples with a nutrient addition, to test whether this is having an impact on the test 
results. 
²48 samples, as noted above, plus two field blanks and one field duplicate
³TIES may or may not be necessary, pending results of toxicity testing
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Materials for Agenda Item 8 
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Materials for Agenda Item 
10 
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Materials for Agenda Item 11 
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