Municipal Regional Permit

Monitoring Work Group Meeting

December 5, 2005 9:15-12:00  (Arleen’s and Susan’s changes incorporated)

Attendees:  Arleen Feng-ACCWP, Chris Sommers-EOA, Inc., Susan Schwartz-Friends of 5 Creeks, Karen Taberski-RWQCB, Steve Moore-RWQCB, Jan O’Hara-RWQCB, and Larry Johmann- GCRCD
 via phone

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.

Watershed Assessment

Regarding the delineation of watersheds, Karen discussed SWAMP’s
 list of “planning watersheds,” which is useful for opening discussions of watershed assessment because it exists and is in use.  Most planning watersheds are about 50 sq.miles.  The SF Bay region has 7 hydrologic units
, and other regions used hydrologic units for monitoring under SWAMP, but we felt the smaller units worked better here.  Some of our hydrologic units are huge. The list contains #s designate the sequence SWAMP is using for rotation for monitoring.  Monitoring completed under SWAMP has covered the first 17 planning watersheds so far.  

Larry discussed/questioned the difference between watershed assessment and stream assessment, especially in regards to work being done in SC Valley.  Chris agreed that there is a difference, saying we should assess the stream and then work our way up in the watershed, in order to get the context of what’s happening in the watershed.  Steve also agreed:  our responsibility under Clean Water Act is to the waterbody, and when there are impacts to the waterbody, then we must look at what’s going on in the watershed.

The group discussed terminology.  A watershed assessment looks at how water moves over land and also considers natural resources of upland areas, while we are mainly interested in those upland characteristics that affect the condition of the waterbody.  Steve likes “waterbody assessment” because “stream” doesn’t include lakes, reservoirs.  All agreed that waterbody assessment is the best term for the permit.  Chris made changes to his proposed Watershed Assessment outline to reflect this (and other) concept.

Chris proposed that the stormwater programs could make a suggested list of specific watersheds to be assessed by each program during the permit period, rather than trying to come up with an abstract number of watersheds.  The group discussed potential content and costs of waterbody assessment, based on what SCVURPPP and SWAMP have done so far.

Susan pointed out that for some areas (Berkeley, Oakland) we delineate what is asked for, particularly what area is covered, in a water body assessment.  Karen said this (the description of the watershed) is written up: the SWAMP 01-02 workplan is explicit about what the planning watersheds include.  Susan asked that we look at that next meeting.  

The group talked about the need for a technical document that would backup the permit with more detailed information, and how we need to be clear in the draft permit to footnote and/or otherwise clarify what technical details are needed
.  

Some of the planning watersheds in the SWAMP comprise multiple actual watersheds and may not be appropriate units for the SW program assessments.  The SW Programs will prepare a list of potential watersheds for assessment with prioritization.

Susan wants to see what will be done (definition of which streams) when the SWAMP watersheds are too large to do as one waterbody assessment, when it includes several waterbodies.  This was discussed further.  The group also discussed the pros & cons of doing waterbody assessments on a regional basis vs. each program doing them.  The group agreed that while coordination of methods and data formats are important, the program level would work best financially and from the point of view of actually doing the waterbody assessment, which is focused on the particulars of the waterbody, however, some creeks cross county lines. Arleen said it makes more sense to do waterbody assessment with cooperation between the relevant counties, rather than trying to do regional assessments.

For next meeting, Chris asked that we look at his edits of the Waterbody Assessment outline.
Moving back to the topic of “triggers”:

· Karen and Steve have reviewed S. CA’s Table 5-4 triggers for sediment triad and agreed that it provides a good model, especially with some tweaking or footnoting.  Chris will add a statement to the first 3 items and modify title, and we will use Table 5-4 either in the permit or in the associated technical guidance document.
· Chris will reformat the Extent and Magnitude table to be consistent with the Status & Trends table.
· Jan will add “anomalous” to “stream flow” of Status & Trends table, per Susan’s suggestion (and 11/29 email).
· Discussed the general water quality trigger at length and what action(s) would be triggered.  Spikes in such parameters as DO or temp could trigger 2 actions: longer term probe monitoring and/or contacting city staff to look at what is happening at the monitoring site.  Could have 2 triggers:  episodic and persistent.  Persistent problems would trigger “extent and magnitude” monitoring, while episodic could trigger an illicit discharge check or “extent and magnitude” monitoring.

· F. Water Column Toxicity:  if a big hit, like 80% mortality, could trigger a TIE.  Because TIEs are expensive and often not very telling, we wouldn’t want to trigger a TIE for a small increase in toxicity.  Chris and Pete Schafer (City of San Jose) developed toxicity guidance flowcharts, which Chris will bring to next meeting. These could help with f & h triggers.  

· I. Chlorine – trigger would lead to looking for leak/source, an illicit discharge action

· J. Geomorphology – trigger would lead to moving waterbody toward top of waterbody assessment priorities.  But there are only a few waterbody assessments that can be done, due to cost.  We could also consider that these data will be collected for their own sake (for example, the data would provide info about hydromodification).  What regulatory question are we answering with these data?  Not a water quality standard, will be addressed narratively in Stream Protection Policy.  Arleen said we should articulate the secondary uses for these data (e.g., info on hydromod, determining candidates for restoration), because the use affects how the data are collected; some timeframes for seeing system response are very long.  Susan suggested that evidence of rapid change should trigger what other studies must be done in the next 2-3 years.  Larry said photos every 6 months will qualitatively show change quickly.  Susan doesn’t want to drop profiles from Status & Trends monitoring, because they provide baseline data.

Schedule for future meetings: (working backward from target date at end of January)
Monday 30 9:15 - noon

Monday 23 9:15 – noon, possibly all day (reserve all day)

Tues 17 1:30 – 3:30

Fri 6 (not Larry) all day starting at 9:30

� Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District


� Surface Water Ambient Monitoring Program


� Hydrologic Planning Units in Basin Plan


� E.g. guidance document proposed by BASMAA in Meeting 1.





