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The Strategy’s seven iterative steps to ensure our Bay work is

aligned with the most important goals and highest priorities:
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|dentify key beneficial uses and key areas;

Conduct assessments;

Set priorities;

Set measurable goals;

Realign work;
Strategy for a Healthy

Track progress; and | | San Diego Bay

Periodically reevaluate priorities.

CALIFORNIA REGIONAL WATER QUALITY CONTROL BOARD e
SANDIEGO REGION SEFge- . -




Key Beneficial Uses

Key beneficial uses are categories of water quality-
dependent uses that are most critical to consider.

Key beneficial uses of the Bay are:
1. Water recreation; contact and non-contact
2. Human consumption of fish and shellfish; and

3. Habitats and ecosystems.




Strategy Steps
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|dentify key beneficial
uses & key areas;

Conduct assessments;
Set priorities;

Set goals;

Realign work;

Track progress; and

Reevaluate priorities.
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Monitoring & Assessment Framework
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|ldentify key BUs & key
areas;

Conduct assessments;
Set priorities;

Set goals;

Realign work;

Track progress; and
Reevaluate priorities.



Bay Unified Monitoring
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Stakeholders =

regulators, dischargers, monitoring agencies, & NGOs




2017 Objectives

1. Assemble FSC Workgroup




Next Steps- long term

Wb~

Engage stakeholders;
Memorialize FSC monitoring;
Revise permits as necessary;

Repeat effort for Recreation and
Ecosystem Health

Evolve M2-M4 through Stakeholder
Groups
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
A status update…


What We'll Cover

* What’s REC-2 & major challenges to monitoring?

*Examples of existing data sources in SD Bay, &

insights gained

*New resources available for REC-2 monitoring

- help inform how to craft unified monitoring program


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Keep it high-level in the intro: 
Just doing broad strokes right now to get a general idea about information out there and maybe some insights. The stakeholders for the eventual program will delve in deeper where needed
Ultimate goal is no trash (at least not affecting BUs)… How do we accomplish that (can cite resources from the workshop and resulting guidance materials)?
Monitoring is required to track progress toward achieving goals and see what’s working and what’s not. 
What’s being presented today represents what we currently know and will hopefully help us begin to strategize for eventual long-term, unified monitoring to quantify the trash problem and implement and test abatement strategies. They’re like a bunch of somewhat disparate vignettes representing the efforts of multiple parties with a stake in the Bay, using different methods to answer related questions. This is a challenging topic to work on, and in most cases, there are limitations to the degree to which conclusions can be reached, but nonetheless, results can help us understand how to develop the future program.
Challenges include the fact that there’s currently no “regulatory bright line” for levels of trash, and still many unanswered questions (which will be detailed and pointed out as we go through the presentation).
Highlight throughout the talk how the example studies both reveal challenges and help us ID solutions
Get familiar with:
recent/current magnitude “REC-2 problem”
who the stakeholders are
what resources are already in place
Gain insights into what does/doesn’t work:
inform how to craft unified monitoring program




What is the REC-2 Benefici Use?

Non-contact Water Recreation (REC-2): uses of water for S N Lo T i i

recreational activities involving proximity to water, but not
normally involving body contact with water, where ingestion
of water is reasonably possible.

- S

* picnicking * hunting
*sunbathing  *sightseeing

* hiking * aesthetic

* beachcombing enjoyment in

* camping conjunction

* boating with the

* tidepool & above
marine life activities

study


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Mention Basin Plan also has narrative objective for floating material, and provide the definition of “nuisance”


What is the REC-2 Beneficial Use?

Non-contact Water Recreation (REC-2): uses of water for

ty to water, but not
Y

recreational activities involving proxim

normally involving body contact W|/w r, where ingestion

of water is reasonably possible.

O

* picnicking * hunting

*sunbathing  *sightseeing

* hiking * aesthetic

* beachcombing enjoyment in

* camping conjunction

* boating with the

* tidepool & above
marine life activities

study


Presenter
Presentation Notes
It’s not about whether you can get sick from ingesting/touching the water (that’s REC-1’s job), but rather about aesthetic enjoyment, which entails visual and olfactory effects on the recreator


Examples of Stressors to REC-2



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Emphasize that trash was selected as our focus because it’s probably the biggest overall threat to REC-2, and also a lot of data, from varied sources, was available and hasn’t been looked at in any other contexts yet (e.g., we already looked at bacterial levels during the REC-1 assessment). Can note also that trash is important b/c it’s related to other BUs, too, like ecosystem health and potential fish/shellfish consumption (due to transport of contaminants that can biomagnify)
Note: fecal coliforms objective For Non-contact Recreation: In waters designated for non-contact recreation (REC-2) and not designated for contact recreation (REC-1), the average fecal coliform concentrations for any 30-day period, shall not exceed 2,000 organisms per 100 ml nor shall more than 10 percent of samples collected during any 30-day period exceed 4,000 organisms per 100 ml. Focus on trash partly due to data availability, and partly due to our perception of how relevant it is



s not our topic today

Idlife, too
...but that’
(to be addressed next round)

Trash can harm w



Presenter
Presentation Notes
SDB very important for wildlife habitat, and trash affects wildlife in many ways (entanglement, blocking alimentary, transport of toxins…), but that’s our focus for next year. Will include ocean-bottom sediment trash (e.g., Bight, RHMP), when we look at SDB ecosystem health next year


Challenges to Monitoring Trash for REC-2

* Trash presents a unique situation:
* widespread effects: everyone can be directly affected by it
* diffuse sources: everyone can contribute to it

* can move through environment by water, but also by wind


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Lack of a numeric objective will make determining REC-2 attainment difficult – will R9 make its own objectives?


= : inadequate
Potential Sources — wast'-éd" o

some pretty tough to control... EEFYErETTS

| Encampment Trash: Sweetwater River being
treated like a dump

littering
(onshore &
offshore)

SAN DIEGO (CBS 8) - The Sweetwater River's South Bay river
walk is being trashed, apparently by the homeless, and in this

| Your Stories report, a CBS News 8 viewer wants to know when
the trash will be cleaned up.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Mention that SD Bay used to be the dump for the City and various industries in the Bay (until the 50s or 60s); see historical report on desktop


Challenges to Monitoring Trash for REC-2

* Unclear how__’ro bes’rquqn’rlfy (& standardize effort, & classify...)

* Unclear how to bes’r se’r ’rqrge’rs/de’rermme attainment

* What is an acceptable level of trash?


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Standardization is key for making comparisons (IDing hotspots, doing trends analysis, testing the success of institutional measures at reducing trash: bans, street sweeping, etc.)
If we want to make any sort of comparisons (e.g., over time, to get trends, between places to determine hot spots, or before and after implementation of institutional measures (i.e., street sweeping or bag bans), we need to standardize trash measures—very challenging, but necessary! Remind audience about limits of interpretability of a lot of the existing data sources. Standardization is critical for M1 vs. M4
Mention SWAMP trash protocol and how we have some tools we have been able to begin testing (and perhaps refining, as well)


Worth Remembering...

e Ultimate goal: reduce trash levels to
where they don’t impact beneficial uses

* Monitoring is but a tool to determine
whether our efforts are succeeding...

and, if not, to help us understand what
needs fo change



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Keep it high-level in the intro: 
Ultimate goal is no trash (at least not affecting BUs)… How do we accomplish that (can cite resources from the workshop and resulting guidance materials)?
Monitoring is required to track progress toward achieving goals and see what’s working and what’s not. 
What’s being presented today represents what we currently know and will hopefully help us begin to strategize for eventual long-term, unified monitoring to quantify the trash problem and implement and test abatement strategies. They’re like a bunch of somewhat disparate vignettes representing the efforts of multiple parties with a stake in the Bay, using different methods to answer related questions. This is a challenging topic to work on, and in most cases, there are limitations to the degree to which conclusions can be reached, but nonetheless, results can help us understand how to develop the future program.
Challenges include the fact that there’s currently no “regulatory bright line” for levels of trash, and still many unanswered questions (which will be detailed and pointed out as we go through the presentation).
Highlight throughout the talk how the example studies both reveal challenges and help us ID solutions
Get familiar with:
recent/current magnitude “REC-2 problem”
who the stakeholders are
what resources are already in place
Gain insights into what does/doesn’t work:
inform how to craft unified monitoring program




Examples of Recent/Current Trash Monitoring
in San Diego Bay/Watershed

 Citizen monitoring * Regulatory (co-
* | love a Clean San Diego  permittees)/Institutional
* Ocean Conservancy * Port of San Diego
* San Diego Coastkeeper e Port Tenants Association
* Research * Navy
* San Diego Water Board * Cities of
* San Diego

* Amec Foster Wheeler Chula Vista

e Chu i
* SCCWRP e National City
* Sea Grant * Imperial Beach


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Can’t promise this is exhaustive!
No easy answers for dealing with the challenges, but by looking at what data are available and learning what has and hasn’t worked for others, we can make progress on developing a program to effectively monitoring trash; I’m going to highlight just a few examples today, insomuch as they provide some insights that can help us move forward (e.g., what monitoring approaches look like they work well for our purposes, and where hot spots are)
Refuse Study is an appendix in the back of the first SDB WMA WQIP report I got from Christina



foster
wheeler

San Diego Bay Debris Study

SAN DIEGO
COASTKEEPER % PORTof

Goals:

* Complete 15" comprehensive survey of plastic trash in
Bay /watershed receiving waters (Apr 2014 — Oct 2016)

* Establish a baseline to assess against future changes

* Assist municipalities in prioritizing locations for future
trash controls



Debris Study Questions

* (Status) How do the quantities and types of debris in
ifferent habitats vary during dry and wet season?

* (Transport) What types of riverine debris do wet
weather flows transport to the bay?

* (Fate) What species caught in the bay has ingested
plastic pieces? [...will discuss in ecosystem assessment]


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Will say a little bit about data from the intertidal zone, Bay surface water, and tributaries to the Bay


Debris Study Sampling Locations

Hot spots:

e 5/29 sites in rivers
(58% of trash
abundance)

* 16/71 sites in
intertidal (14 of

__ which were
Habitat ! : ' ‘ mudflat and
Beach L ot .
Marina Skimmer \ 1 saltmarsh habitat —
Mudflat/Saltmarsh e i ' 1)
sesibr S 80% of trash
RiverTrbutary | y s ' - abundance)
Trawl l rac ok

Rivers/Streams



Presenter
Presentation Notes
1/6, 1/5
Show hotspots on map?


Debris Study Intertidal Trash Survey Method

* Select sites (probabilistically)
in sandy beaches,
mudflat/saltmash, & riprap

* Set up 2 side-by-side transects
at each site: 30m x 5m

* Count/volume all “macro-
debris” (>25cm) within transect

* Count/volume all “meso-
debris” (25 cm - 4.75 mm)
within 5, Tm? plots (objectively
selected) per transect

...based on NOAA Shoreline Survey Method

Sy, ==

e

Sagdy Beagﬂ Surveyarea

- Wraekline SUIVey aig? .
B T el W s W
Photo: Amec Foster Wheeler



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Keep in mind how the data were collected in order to understand next data slide


B
Trash Characterization within SDB Intertidal Zone

pre- vs. post-storm
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micro-debris not % torm)
10
included in .
estimates) & e & e o&* & Similar results for
R & amount of trash
& S
& & (counts & volumes)
Pre-storm Post-storm


Presenter
Presentation Notes
In any habitat surveyed, debris was present in more than 70% of habitat wrack lines
Total abundance of plastic debris in San Diego Bay is greater than 20.4 million (±7.4 million) plastic pieces
*Most of the plastic debris was concentrated in only a few sites
Not only did mudflat have the greatest extent (shown) but also the greatest magnitude, and beach magnitude was also lowest

Qualify that there may be a way to get more resolution and be more informative (rather than ending up with a conclusion that “practically the whole Bay” is trashed), e.g., by using smaller grid sizes or less draconian means for scoring the presence of trash within a quadrat. The way it was done, it seems like even sparse trash, as long as it’s fairly homogenously distributed, would result in probability results that look like this (and therefore the results are not very informative)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Trawl locations were selected randomly within 4 strata: open ocean, north, central, and south Bay


Floating Trash — Volume & Weight Results
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Good correspondence between weight and volume (just mention the relationship between dot size and color) – suggests that when focusing on the limited category of “floating trash”, units may not make such a big difference, and as such, it may be sufficient to look at only one way of measuring trash, for this “habitat type”
Micro debris very important for wildlife (esp. fish)


dry weather — 2014

Floating Trash — Volume & Weight Results

wet weather — 2015
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Presentation Notes
Some possible, seasonally distinct hot spots evident (exercise caution when generalizing, since only 1 round of data collection in each season…)


Trash Characterization in Chollas Creek <
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Presentation Notes
Point things out for color-blind audience members
Because of new trash provisions, City of SD commissioned Amec FW to see if they could tell whether pilot trash controls could be associated with trash-level improvements in the Creek. So, in May/June 2014, conducted RTA (quantitative survey) at 30 sites within the creek. Was nearly impossible to count all the trash using that protocol, and took forever. So they also did a Visual Assessment Survey for comparison. Involved walking from Thalweg to embankment 


San Diego Bay Debris Study

amec
foster
wheeler

San Diego Bay Debris Study

Special Study Plastic Debris Monitoring Report

SAN DIEGO == PORTof
COASTKEEPER 2. PORTof

https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water issues/
programs/sdbay strategy/doc/FINAL San Diego Bay Deb
Prepared by: ris Study Oct2016.pdf

San Diego Bay Debris Study Workgroup

Prepared for:

Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program of the
State Water Resources Control Board

and

Southern California Bight 2013 Regional Marine Monitoring Survey
Bight "13 Debris Planning Committee

October 2016



https://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/sdbay_strategy/doc/FINAL_San_Diego_Bay_Debris_Study_Oct2016.pdf

San Diego Bay Watershed Summary of Highest and Focused Priority Conditions

Trash: A Priority Stressor
in the San Diego Bay Water Quality Improvement Plan

Table ES-1

HU Condition Pollutant/ Stressor Geog;‘:lﬁl;ll_&l)ixtent Responsible Parties
City of La Mesa
_ Rictitia: City of Lemon Grove
S Water Dissolved co’ o Chollas Creek City of San Diego
S | Quality! Pper, (908.22) County of San Diego
o lead, and zinc .
= Port of San Diego
& Caltrans
X Copper and zinc Airport Authority jurisdiction | . .
Water Quality (Wet Weather) within HA 908.21 Airport Authority
- Riparian Area 3 Paradise Creek—lower : . .
§ = Quality Various Sweetwater, HA 909.12 City of National City
88| Physical @ T()hi(:yﬁ%ﬁmap\c;g;n vﬂr:?: City of Chula Vista
& Aesthetics HA 909 1 Port of San Diego
Swimmable Applicable RP jurisdiction :
— Waters Bacteria within (F:’g)rft g:: gz:]og?goo
S | (Beaches) HA 910.1 g
> _ ; .. ... .| City of Chula Vista
= Physical Applicable RP jurisdiction in | ~. :
© | Aesthetics HA 9102 SOL IMDeti BEE
Port of San Diego
Notes:

HA = Hydrologic Area; HU = Hydrologic Unit; RP = Responsible Party

1.

2.

The conditions in bold are the Highest Priority Conditions for the San Diego Bay Watershed. Pollutants in regular font are
the Focused Priority Conditions.
For the purposes of the Water Quality Improvement Plan, Paradise Creek is considered to be part of the lower Sweetwater area,

for which the San Diego Bay priority condition analysis has identified potential impacts to beneficial uses such as habitat and
non-contact recreation.



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Trash is a baseline required monitoring element for the MS4 permit
Trash has been named in the SDB WMA WQIP as a priority stressor for both SW and Otay Hus (meaning they have to establish numeric goals and also have a set schedule for progress because it’s deemed a priority; trash is also on the 303(d) list for Chollas
There’s no street sweeping requirement, per se, but co-permittees are required to keep the MS4 trash-free to the Maximum Extent Practicable
Outfall Monitoring Program / WQIP 



Port of San Diego outfall and ol B

PORT OF SAN DIEGO
ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT
3165 PACTFIC HWY, SAN DIEGO, CA 91101

[ [ J [ [
receiving water monitoring: Trash Assessment Form
) Sme 1D: DATE:

# of pieces of trash

None No trash visible

Optimal On first glance, no trash visible. Little or no trash (1-10 pieces) evident when evaluated area is
closely examined for litter and debris.

Suboptimal On first glance, little or no trash visible. After close inspection small levels of trash (~10-50 pieces)
evident in evaluated area.

Marginal Trash is evident in low to medium levels (~¥51-100 pieces) on first glance. Evaluated area contains
litter and debris. Evidence of site being used by people: scattered cans, bottles, food wrappers,
blankets, or clothing present.

Submarginal  Trash distracts the eye on first glance. Evaluated area contains substantial levels of litter and debris
(>100- 400). Evidence of site being used frequently by people: many cans, bottles, food wrappers,
blankets, or clothing present.

Poor Site is significantly impacted by trash. Evidence of trash accumulation behind a constriction point

or evidence of excessive dumping. Evaluated area contains substantial levels of litter and debris
(>400 pieces).
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Presentation Notes
NOTE: similar hotspots to Chad’s study! Also spell out for color blind
Outfall monitoring involved looking either just within the MS4 outfall itself, or the receiving water (RW), or both (depending upon what could be accessed/examined); RW monitoring looked at 10’ of riprap on either site of the outfall (for the full width of the rip-rap from upland to where it drops into the ocean – no predefined depth limit for underwater); overland was done if they couldn’t look at the other two, for whatever reason, and involved just basically in the vicinity of the outfall (i.e., no predefined assessment area, though sounds like it was similar in breadth to the distance used for RW). It depended upon the location/configuration of each specific outfall whether they looked inside the outfall, in the rip-rap (RW), or the overland.
Structural condition was just the condition of the outfall itself (for their own use—not for anything regulatory)
They didn’t attempt to select only for trash that may have come from the MS4 (would be hard to tell). They just scored any trash in the indicated area, period.
Monitoring was largely focused on dry-weather (only a couple of visits occurred <72h post rain.
For some outfalls (i.e., that are completely inundated at high tide), the planned their visits to occur at low tide, for optimal visibility; also tried to space visits out seasonally (not having visits too close together in time)
Did not clean up trash following observations (was not part of the protocol), but it’s unlikely that residual trash from previous assessments would still be in place for subsequent, because of long periods between visits and tidal influences + wind moving trash around.
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Presentation Notes
Similar hotspots to where Chad’s study indicated
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* San Diego Bay & shoreline

* summertime, yearly

* volunteers (civilian, military)
onshore, & Harbor Police
divers

* sponsored by:

O San Diego Port Tenants
Association (SDPTA)

O Port of San Diego

O Navy Region Southwest

0 SDG&E

0 US Coast Guard Sector San
Diego

0 EDCO Disposal

O dozens of SDPTA member
businesses



courtesy of Port Tenants

0
2011 2012 2015

Is
e
O

Rt

-
(V)
O
-
e

e
O
(7
c
O
e

g

D



Presenter
Presentation Notes
From an “en masse” perspective, anyway, a decrease is suggested in recent years, perhaps due in part to the cumulative effects of past cleanups, but we won’t make much of the potential “trends” in the data, as they are not normalized in any way, and reflect somewhat different parts of the Bay. Nonetheless, still gives an idea of the magnitude of trash out there
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- California
gﬂﬁé)m Coastal

Commission
f‘&:}h

2= n
=® < Ocean Conservancy
&y ...and local municipalities

*waterway cleanups (beach, coastal, inland)

epart of International Coastal Cleanup

(facilitated by The Ocean Conservancy)

*volunteers record debris types & counts on

data cards or phone app

*The Ocean Conservancy compiles, analyzes,
& tracks the data


Presenter
Presentation Notes
International Coastal Cleanup (3rd Saturday of September)
network of coordinators in >100 countries & most U.S. states



Ocean Conservancy - ““Clean Swell” app
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ECSESIT
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* 3 Ocean Conservancy
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Review Your Cleanup

Date
Jun1,2017

Duration

0 hours 05 minutes

Number of People
1

Group

@ App St... eeeco = 11:57 AM 0 3} 100% mmm 4

Land (beach, shoreline...)

Total Pounds Collected
0.65

Comments

<+ Items Collected

Submit My Data!

Edit Items or Collect More

http://archive.coastalcleanupdata.org/datacollection
/index.php?event=locationDashboard&



Presenter
Presentation Notes
in the past, volunteers have been asked to fill out “Data Cards” (now there’s an app)
allows you to tally (by pressing "buttons" on-screen) the various types of items you find, and even take photographs
estimates the weight of trash collected by the number of each type of item tallied
uses the mobile phone's GPS to determine starting and ending locations
keeps track of start and end times for the user's trash collection effort
distance covered is based on start and finish locations (but not sure if as crow flies, or actually following the user’s path)
can manually add the number of ppl in the group, the group name, and the type of location (land, underwater...) where the collection took place


Coastal Cleanup Day Results:



Presenter
Presentation Notes
County Ordinances: 
Bookmark SEC. 41.118.5.  
SMOKING.
It shall be unlawful for any person in a County park to carry a lighted pipe, cigar, or cigarette; to use an electronic smoking device or other smoking device, containing tobacco or any other substance; or to light, smoke, activate, or in any way use a pipe, cigar, cigarette, or electronic smoking device or other smoking device, containing tobacco or any other substance. (the Port and other Bay municipalities also seem to have ordinances against smoking within parks/beaches)
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Point out the all the percentages are pretty small.
Hot spots for hygiene: Chollas at 54th St. & Chollas Pkwy and Switzer Canyon just each of Balboa
Shows that even the rather coarse and un-standardized-effort count data that can be collected by a mass of volunteers can provide some information about sources (fishing and hygiene patterns both make sense), and thus allows for some interpretation, for relatively little cost
Remember to point things out for color-blind audience members


Recap: Insights from Monitoring Efforts to Date

Candidate hotspots in/around Bay => where to focus cleanup /prevention
efforts and/or plan future targeted monitoring
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Presentation Notes
Just about all the efforts provide suggestions for hotspots, and there is congruence among studies, where possible


Recap: Insights from Monitoring Efforts to Date

Pros/cons of varying levels of standardization & effort:

* crowd-sourced data (volunteers) is generally coarse, but can be useful

* rapid surveys can be almost as informative as more detailed/costly ones
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Recap: Insights from Monitoring Efforts to Date

Insights into sources:

* classifying trash suggests origin > helps with strategizing for source control

* strategic timing and/or siting of sampling spots can reveal trash movement via water
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Recap: Insights from Monitoring Efforts to Date

We saw what probability data look 100

90 U

like, for trash in different habitats... 80 T
some food for thought: "
* |s this the best approach for REC-2, or s jz
is targeted better? 30
* What about ecosystem health? iz
* is it worth including micro-debris, too 0

(especially for wildlife)? & @*?Q @f



Quick Note on The Trash Amendments
* statewide Ocean Plan & ISWEBE Plan - April 2015

* discharge prohibition:

“The discharge of trash to surface waters of the State or the

deposition of trash where it may be discharged into surface waters
of the State is prohibited.”

* narrative water quality standard for trash, all state waters:

“Trash shall not be present in [state] waters, along shorelines or
adjacent areas in amounts that adversely affect beneficial uses or
cause nuisance.”

* monitoring requirement contingency (= further impetus for
unified monitoring)


Presenter
Presentation Notes
In June, an Investigative Order was issued to inform co-permittees about the trash amendments and that the R9 SW permits would be amended next round (2018) to include them. For now, they have until 5 September (3 months from IO date) to let R9 know whether they’ll take Track 1 or 2 (and larger municipalities will probably choose 2), 
See Gayleen’s email. No objectives on the horizon. Compliance determined based on whether Track 1 or Track 2 has been implemented (and based on monitoring results in the case of Track 2)
ISWEBE: Inland Surface Waters, Enclosed Bays, and Estuaries
Statewide, 73 water bodies are listed for trash or debris impairments. Based on lessons learned in Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area, California adopted a statewide policy to address trash uniformly in areas without trash TMDLs and/ or permits. 
Unlike Track 1, MS4 permittees that elect to comply with Track 2 are required to develop and implement monitoring plans that demonstrate the effectiveness of trash-reduction strategies (e.g., multi-benefit projects, other treatment controls, and/or institutional controls) and whether these strategies are as effective as FCS (i.e. full capture equivalency). Each year, monitoring reports must be submitted to the relevant permitting authority for review. Monitoring reports shall also include the GIS-mapped locations and drainage area served for each of the full capture systems and other trash-reduction strategies installed or implemented by the permittee. One incentive to encourage the implementation of FCS is that Track 2 permittees that implement a combination of FCS and other track 2 trash-reduction strategies are only required to monitor locations or areas where FCS were not implemented (e.g., locations where other Track 2 strategies were employed).


Trash Monitoring Workshop — April 2017

State Water Board & California Ocean Protection Council & Ocean Science Trust

* experts develop a conceptual model
to inform trash monitoring efforts

* identify key unresolved issues/
tradeoffs

* articulate management questions into
scientific monitoring questions

* provide recommendations for future

field testing efforts


Presenter
Presentation Notes
We have a big challenge re: how best to monitor trash for the unified program, but luckily some resources now exist to help us plan/implement


New Trash Monitoring Webpage @ OPC

Search @
X State of California = ———=eva
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ﬁ Meetings Programs Funding Documents

Trash Monitoring Projects

Quick Links

In 2015, the State Water Resources Control Board (Water Board) adopted an amendment to its water quality control
plans for both inland waters and ocean waters. Collectively, these are referred to as the Trash Amendments. The Trash

Amendments prohibit the discharge of trash larger than 5 mm into stormwater systems. The Ocean Protection Council . onuN

supported the adoption of the Trash Amendments and values the use of scientific measures to track and verify program © OPC Strategic Plan
effectiveness. Currently there is no agreed-upon scientific method to monitor for trash in water. This makes assessing

progress on reducing trash in state waters difficult. To that end, the Ocean Protection Council is working with the Water © Approved Resolutions
Board on a series of projects to develop, validate, and educate interested organizations about scientific trash monitoring

methodologies. Information about the projects addressing this topic can be found below. © Funding Opportunities

© Documents Open For Public Comment

Monitoring Considerations for the Trash Amendments

The Ocean Protection Council funded Ocean Science Trust to d op Monitoring Considerations for the Trash © Contact the OPC
Amendments, a report synthesizing information from past research toring to provide i 2 :
considerations and guidance for permit writers and permittees when developing trash monitoring programs. ® UPCIECC Fiojoct Viewar

Workshop Addressing Trash Monitoring Science Needs

On April 18-19, 2017, the California Ocean Protection Council and the State Water Resources Control Board hosted a
workshop to:

- Develop a shared understanding of the key and unresolved issues surrounding trash monitoring

- Develop a list of the main management questions that would guide trash menitoring and examples of the scientific
monitoring questions that would provide the parameters to select monitoring methodologies and protocols.

» Provide recommendations and input to the trash monitoring methods field testing, validation, and standardization
project (described in the section below).

http://www.opc.ca.gov/programs-summary/land-based-impacts/trash-monitoring-projects/



http://www.opc.ca.gov/programs-summary/land-based-impacts/trash-monitoring-projects/

Workshop Report: Monitoring Considerations for Trash Amendments

Monitoring Considerations for
the Trash Amendments

July 2017

EALIFORMNIA

OCEAN SCIENCE TRUST

EaLinmenia g

Water Boards

Table 1. The pros and cons of qualitative, semi-quantitative, and quantitative trash assessment approaches.

Measurement

Type

1. Qualitative

Pros

Helps to identify sources of trash

Cons

May be less accurate than other measurement types
{or “the least accurate method®)

2. Semi-quantitative

2.1 Rapid Trash
Assessment

3. Quantitative

for a given effort
Logistically easy to implement, particularly for sampling
locations that are challenging to access

M t error s relats

Iy low, with sufficient training

Cost-effective compromise if quantitative methods
are infeasible

Provides a systematic approach for non-catchment systems
(e.g., streams and shorelines)

Examines types of trash and identification of sources

Cang te consistent and comparable results

Most useful for identifying site-specific management actions
to reduce trash loading in streams

Precise

Higher data comparability
Amenable to statistical analyses

1.1Trash Helps to identify sources of trash Time constming to implement

Characterization May be required for assessment of product bans Weathering of debris can make it difficult to identify trash type and
may result in under- or mis-classification

1.2 On-Land Visual Requires less time to implement Limited application and validation in receiving waters

Assessment Reduced sempling time enables more sites to be monitored

Requires an initial paired quantitative assessment in order to
develop a conversion factor from qualitative scores to quanti
values

Categorical score definitions need to be consistent in order for data
to be comparable to other OLVA monitering programs

With out established conversion factors, OLVA data alone prevent
the calculation of a percent change in the amount of trash over s
given time period

Less accurate and lower data comparability than
quantitative assessments

Risk of observer biss
Does not measure loading of trash downstream

Can be time consuming, difficult to implement, or may
require technical training

3.1 Counts Easy to train staff and other volunteers Time constming
Established protocols developed Many trash items break apart during the collection process (e.g.,
A common assessment type, particularly for marine habitats Styrofoam), introducing nt error and/or bias into
: ; : 3 e measurements
Method more informative relative to weight for light items
{e.q., styrofoam and plastic bags) Small items are weighted equally to large items, unless the
method categorizes counts by litter size
3.2 Weight (dry) Reduces bias due to trash water absorption Limited application
Trash items vary significantly in weight (heavy items are less
mobile, lights materials are more mobile and, generally, pose a
higher risk to species)




—
o Vi —

Upcoming Project: at
Field Test & Validate Trash Monitoring Methods &=

R & D of trash monitoring methods to effectively implement the trash
amendments:

OCEAN PROTECTION COUNCIL

* 3 years

* Goal: develop, validate, & field test scientific trash monitoring methods in
water and stormwater channels
* Convene technical advisory committee
* Field test ~4 methods to monitor trash in receiving waters

 Communicate with stakeholders & provide opportunity for co-permittees to learn how
to effectively monitor receiving waters

e Stakeholder meeting — Fall 2017

e Contact: Holly Wyer, Program Manager @ OPC
(Holly.Wyer@resources.ca.gov)
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Next Steps
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Betty Fetscher, Ph_D., Senior Environmental Scientist
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" | Wanna talk trash?

Betty Fetscher —
 betty.fetscher@waterboards.ca.gov

Ty 619.521.3358
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These uses of water serve to promote ourtangible and intangible economic, social and environmental goals. L
Habitats & eoosystems is the key beneficial use for which protection and restoration of the health of waters is
mast complicated and difficult. They span from the oc=an to ephemeral headwater streams.

1. Key BenerioaL Uses L. KEY AREAS

Key beneficial uses are the beneficial Eey areas are the places where protection and restoration
uses that are most critical to protecting of the chemical, physical, snd biologicl integrity of waters
human and environmental headth. is most important for a key beneficial use.

3. Apruviia KEY BEMERICIAL USES. AND KEY AREAS
‘W here the Board has flexibility, such as efforts to restore degraded waters, the key beneficial uses f key aneas
concept can help the Board decide which work to undertake. In programes with less flexibility, such as

permitting, the concept can help the Boand decide which aspects of that work warrant greater attention.

KEY AREAS in the San Diego Region for

HABITATS & ECOSYSTEMS
. San Diego Bay
Iﬁ] Lagoons & Estuaries
Stream Systems
KEY WATER BDIDMES second E—
Rank Stream Mouths
Third Pomds
Rainik Harbors
Areas with habitats Areas used [or
or ecosystems of potentially usad) by . . .
special importance a special status or Dﬁlml T.Ea“:mmmnh
[or where such areas vulnerable native ECosystems
could be restored) speCies
= 2., aregs with e.q., areas used by eq,
= Vemaol pools =  Endangered, = Notional wildilife refuges
= Wetlonds thregtened, rare, | = National monuments
= Eepgross beds or special =  Notional estugrine research reserves
= Rocky intertidol CORCEM Species =  Critical habitat pursuant to federal
= Subtidal rocky = Bird species Endongered Species Act
reefs, includin protected under = National Forests
e R T kelp forests ! federal ~  Wilderness aregs pursuant to fedenal
Tregiy Act =  Stole MOrine reserves
= Stole Marine CONservotion oreas
= Stote ecological reserves
For exampies of spedific key oreas, please see | . cpate wildlife areas
mﬂﬂfﬂﬂhﬂfmm = State notural preserves & reserves
Lises gnd Kev Aregs: Focusing on What is - State beaches & parks
Most Impertant (2017]. - Stote water quality protection areas
dentifying key beneficial uses and key areas is the beginning of helping the Bosird foous on what
is maost important. For more information see:
] : Healthy Waters, Healthy People (2013)
. : Focusing on What is Most important (2017
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Trash Implementation Plan Requirements

Compliance may be demonstrated through either:

* Track 1: Permittees install, operate, and maintain a network of certified Full
Capture Systems (FCS) to capture trash in the storm drains, located in

priority land use areas for municipal systems, and the entire facility for
industrial and commercial permit holders

* Track 2: Permittees install, operate, and maintain any combination of

controls (structural and/or institutional) anywhere in their jurisdiction as long
as they can demonstrate that their system performs as well as Track 1 (e.g,,
Full Capture System Equivalency)

Permittees shall also demonstrate interim milestones, such as average load
reductions of 10% per year or other progress to full implementation


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Priority land use (i.e., high trash-generating) areas include:1) high-density residential areas (10+ dwelling/acre), 2) industrial and commercially-zoned land, 3) mixed urban, 4) public transit corridors, 5) on- and off- ramps in high trash areas, and 6) rest areas and park-and-rides
The statewide policy also allows local regulators the option to require trash controls for non-point sources of trash, such as heavily used campgrounds, picnic areas, beaches and marinas. This approach is more efficient since it doesn't require a TMDL for each water body, which can be time consuming and expensive. It does require immediate action for controlling stormwater sources of trash, which are the main transport pathway.

Institutional controls that may be implemented under Track 2 include non-structural best management practices such as street sweeping, sidewalk trash bind (BINS?) and collection, anti-litter educational programs,
producer take-back for packaging, and ordinances. Other strategies include, but are not limited to, litter booms and curtains, auto-retractable curb inlet screens, and pump station racks.

Statewide, 73 water bodies are listed for trash or debris impairments. Based on lessons learned in Los Angeles and the San Francisco Bay Area, California adopted a statewide policy to address trash uniformly in areas without trash TMDLs and/ or permits. 


Determining Attainment of REC-2 Vis-a-vis Trash

Knowing when we’ve achieved REC-2
may require identifying “acceptable”
amounts of trash, as was done with
algae in Montana
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Algae Level (mg Chl a;’mz) and Corresponding Photograph Letter

JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN WATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION

Vol. 45, No. 1 AMERICAN WATER RESOURCES ASSOCIATION February 2009

HOW GREEN IS TOO GREEN? PUBLIC OPINION OF WHAT CONSTITUTES
UNDESIRABLE ALGAE LEVELS IN STREAMS?

Michael W. Suplee, Vicki Watson, Mark Teply, and Heather McKee®

ABSTRACT: A public opinion survey was carried out in Montana to ascertain if the public identifies a level of
benthic (bottom-attached) river and stream algae that is undesirable for recreation. The survey had two parts;
an On-River survey and a By-Mail survey. The On-River survey was conducted via 44 trips randomly scheduled
throughout the state during which recreators were interviewed in-person at the stream. Selection of stream seg-
ments and survey dates/times was based on known, statewide recreational use patterns. By-Mail survey forms
were sent to 2,000 individuals randomly selected from Montana’s Centralized Voter File (CVF) available from
the Montana Secretary of State. The CVF was current through 2004 and represented over 85% of the state’s eli-
gible voting population. In both surveys, eight randomly ordered photographs depicting varying levels of stream
benthic algae were presented, and participants were asked if the algae level shown was desirable or undesirable
for recreation. Survey form design, selection of photographs, and pretesting followed acceptable protocols that
limited unintentional bias through survey execution. There were 433 returned forms (389 complete) for the
By-Mail survey, while the On-River survey documented 563 interviews. In both surveys, as benthic algal chloro-
phyll a (Chl a) levels increased, desirability for recreation decreased. (Other measures of benthic algae biomass
are presented as well.) For the public majority, mean benthic Chl a levels >200 mg/m? were determined to be
undesirable for recreation, whereas mean levels <150 mg Chl a/m? were found to be desirable. Error rates were
within the survey’s statistical design criteria (£5%). The largest potential error source was nonresponse in the
By-Mail survey; however, the population represented by nonrespondents would have to exhibit profoundly differ-
ent perceptions of river and stream algae to meaningfully alter the results. Results support earlier work in the
literature suggesting 150 mg Chl a/m? represents a benthic algae nuisance threshold.

(KEY TERMS: rivers/stream; algae; environmental regulations; environmental impacts; public participation.)



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Idea: Maybe also establish key area photo stations (with app) for tracking of hot spots/informative sites (have citizens provide data)
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