Water Quality Working Group

Lake Tahoe Interagency Monitoring Program (LTIMP) 

Subcommittee

Meeting Minutes - 02/02/2000

Next Meeting: Combined LTIMP & UTRFWG Meeting  

THURSDAY March 2, 2000 - 10:00am to 1:00 pm

@ Lahontan Conference Room - South Lake Tahoe 

In Attendance (17):

Troy Alexander, EDOT



Robert Erlich, Lahontan RWQCB Vern Finney, USDA-NRCS

                        Steve Goldman, CTC    

Sherry Hazelhurst, USFS-LTBMU                           Alan Heyvaert, UCD-TRG

Theresa Jones, NDOT                                             Mitchell Katzel, Entrix


Robert Larsen, Lahontan/UCD-TRG
                       Virginia Mahacek, Entrix

Steve Patterson, EDAW                                           Tim Rowe, USGS



Jenny Scanland, NSL-NTRT                                    Chuck Taylor, CSLT    

Kerry Wicker, TRPA                                                  Rita Whitney, TRPA



Birgit Widegren, USFS-LTBMU                                    

1) Review of 1/5/00 minutes, mailing list, and attachments – Tim Rowe
a) LTIMP Objectives by TR 

            b) I Team Letter by AH (see below) 

      c) Existing Lake Tahoe Working Group and Subgroup Inventory by EH 

      All OK.
2) Review of RAM Project Design and Monitoring Needs letter (by JP Kiel, TRPA):                                          
   This was a fairly lengthy discussion centering on the basic differences in content and intent of these letters.  The RAM Project Design and Monitoring letter by JP Kiel, TRPA, is designed to be at a more specific level related to projects on the ground.  The audience is intended to be project applicants and implementing agencies.  A suggestion was made to include the LTIMP mission statement with the letter, which the group thought would be worthwhile.  A discussion followed on whether we should expand the mission statement to include what the LTIMP has to offer, such as help in pre-project planning.  Several members felt this was perhaps a little premature before LTIMP has set protocols on how it will operate in reviewing projects.  It was felt the RAM letter needed more input from the group, so RW will send an electronic copy to TR for distribution along with the LTIMP Minutes.  The last paragraph, which suggesting shifting project budget line items to increase monitoring, should include other options such as requesting additional funding for monitoring. KW will provide a copy of an example of an EPA 104 (b)(3) Grant summary that maybe included as an example with the letter. The group should also be looking at expansion of the distribution list to agencies and institutions, especially to the members in the Water Quality Working Group (since LTIMP is a subcommittee of WQWG).  Any comments or suggestions on the RAM letter should be sent to RE.

3) Review of LTIMP letter to I-Team – Alan Heyvaert, UCD-TRG:  
   The I Team letter has an audience that relates to the overall impact of the EIP.  A question arose on whether this letter is requesting action from a party or is an information only draft.  It was noted the last several paragraphs detail a “process” for achieving some institutional memory for this group.  SH felt this was important, as well as archival attendance records and an agency commitment for personnel dedicated to meeting attendance.  One paragraph asked for “staff dedication for the review, monitoring and evaluation of water quality improvement projects”. A discussion on the Science Advisory Team (SAG) and the MOU signed with SAG members suggested that LTIMP report findings to the SAG, especially in terms of the resources needed for project completion. The group decided not to use more aggressive language for this letter, since this is an invitation to work with the LTIMP.  AH felt the letter including the LTIMP Mission and Goals page should be sent quickly to the I Team, SAG, and WQWG.  

   There were additional comments regarding code and grant changes to encourage money for monitoring, and for LTIMP to be involved with monitoring issues at the conceptual stage and carry forward through implementation. Note not all projects need monitoring that involves water quality sample collection. Monitoring as simple as photo documentation on what works/doesn’t work can serve the purpose.  Also photo monitoring can help to determine what design changes are needed for that 20-year success and also at what scale to evaluate the project.
4)  EIP Interface current monitoring spreadsheet, part 2 – Robert Erlich, Lahontan RWQCB:

   RE gave a background of the monitoring spreadsheet effort.  In addition to its use for LTIMP, the Lahontan Regional WQ Board needs to document ongoing monitoring for a State level request.  The State wants this documentation prior to allocating additional funds for monitoring.  The spreadsheet attempts to explain what monitoring is being done, where, by whom, and at what cost.  RE has added a summary page listed by agency and two columns in the spreadsheet for total project budget and what is the actual funding dollars for the project.  This could become a valuable tool in the identification of the current monitoring and its funding sources, the gaps in monitoring (i.e. urban runoff), and un-funded needs.   It may assist in the direction of funding to the modeling and research at the sub-watershed and watershed level.

5) LTIMP Standard protocol and sampling methods - 

   This item was deferred to a later meeting, as there was not enough time to 

Properly discuss this topic.

6) Trout Creek Restoration Project Monitoring Plan, part 2 – Steve Kooyman

   This item was deferred to the March meeting, as Steve Kooyman was unable to attend.  The Trout Creek Project will be discussed at the next joint meeting with the Upper Truckee Focus Watershed group. 

      7)  Tahoe City Marina-Boatworks monitoring plan - Alan Heyvaert, UCD-TRG

   This item was deferred to a later meeting, as materials were not ready for this meeting.

8)  Lower West Side Monitoring Plan – Steve Goldman, CTC, Steve Patterson,   

       EDAW:

    Steve Patterson (EDAW), Mitchell Katzel (Entrix), and Virginia Mahacek (Entrix), consultants for the CTC, were on hand for a presentation and discussion of the Lower West Side Restoration Project.  This is part of ‘Cove East’ Restoration Project near the mouth of the Upper Truckee River in South Lake Tahoe.  They also discussed the larger phased approach for the bigger project.   Steve Goldman, CTC gave a brief history and current status to date of the project.  The CTC has long had plans for the restoration of the Upper Truckee River from the Hwy 50 Bridge to Lake Tahoe, but was delayed for a number of years due to securing land purchases.  In 1998 CTC decided to go forward with one phase of the project, to restore a section of fill nears the Tahoe Keys Marina.  This fill removal project is designed to be compatible with any future larger CTC projects involving restoration of the river channel. EDAW and ENTRIX were hired and began a series of meetings with agencies in the basin, and also began groundwater monitoring on the site.  A plan was selected and in the series of public meetings last fall, a few nearby residents strongly objected to the proposed haul routes and number of trips/loads hauled (7,000) for the fill removal over a 4 month summer period.  The CTC has since pulled back the start date, from May 2000 to May 2001, to allow for additional consideration of transportation and other issues. 

     Discussions have focused on the value of water quality monitoring for the fill removal project plan, and what types of monitoring would be appropriate for the 12-acre fill removal project and the larger river channel restoration project.  It was noted the smaller project is functional by itself and when/if the Upper Truckee River channel is restored and moved back to a more historical location, further east.  Virginia from ENTRIX described some of the data collected so far in the 7 wells already installed.  She also explained the complex nature of the lower river section because of the major influence of lake levels.  At high lake stands, it is difficult to measure and gage flow due to backwater influences and to separate river water from lake water for water quality sampling purposes.  That is why the USGS sampling and gage site for the lower Upper Truckee River is located upstream just below the Highway 50 bridge.  Given the fact that a number of other large restoration projects are in construction or planned for the Upper Truckee River and Trout Creek Watersheds, collaboration on monitoring efforts seems logical and very necessary.  This will be discussed again at the combined LTIMP and Upper Truckee River Focus Watershed Group (UTRFWG) meeting in March.

9) Round Robin:

a) Incline Creek Soil Erosion and Phosphorus Monitoring Proposal by DRI.  TR presented a proposal by a DRI Graduate student, Jacques Langlois, which was forwarded to him by Dale Johnson of DRI.  Please review this proposal and bring comments to next LTIMP meeting and also forward any comments to Dale (dwj@dri.edu) and Jacques (langlois@dri.edu).  This will be discussed at March (if there is time) or April meeting.  
b) New article - Daily phosphorus variation in a mountain stream by LK Hatch, JE Reuter, and CR Goldman.  TR presented a copy of the new UCD-TRG journal article found in Water Resources Research, Vol. 35, No. 12, pages 3783-3791, December 1999.

c) Snow – Precipitation Report:  TR reported the percent of average snow water equivalent and total precipitation in the Lake Tahoe Basin had improved greatly since January, increasing to 87 and 81% respectively.

d) USGS LTIMP Data Analysis Project Report: It should be noted that work on the project, in its second of two years, has ceased until matching funds can be secured for this 2000 fiscal year (FY).   USGS has put up $121,000 for this FY, but no one has come up with the needed matching funds as of yet. The USGS matching funds must be committed soon, or they will be lost.  For the first year USGS put up $117,000 and UCD-TRG matched it (using Lahontan RWQCB funds) with direct services.  They completed a number of tasks, including the assembly of nutrient and sediment data sets for 32 streams sites, some going back to the 1970’s. USGS is confident someone will come forward with matching funds and work can again proceed and the important project will be completed.

e) CALTRANS DI Filter Monitoring:  TR noticed a CALTRANS crew from Marysville out checking filters they had installed in various Drop-Inlets (DI’s) in the Trout Creek and Upper Truckee River.  This was during a rain-on-snow event in January.  Would be nice is LTIMP could get a status report of this experiment/monitoring activity in an upcoming meeting.

f) Engineering Technician Position Open with City of South Lake Tahoe:  Contact Chuck Taylor (ctaylor@ci.south-lake-tahoe.ca.us) (530-542-6030) for more information on this position, which will involve monitoring several projects.

Notes prepared by Rita Whitney, TRPA – 2/17/00 and

Reviewed/revised by Tim Rowe, USGS and Robert Erlich, Lahontan RWQCB – 2/23/00

Attachments:  

1) RAM Letter by JP Kiel, TRPA

2) Grant Summary – EPA 104 (b)(3) from Kerry Wicker, TRPA
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Research and Monitoring Subcommittee 

September 20, 1999

Mr./Ms.—(mail merge)

….

….

PROJECT DESIGN AND EVALUATION MONITORING NEEDS, MONITORING PROPOSAL EVALUATION PROCESS, LAKE TAHOE RESEARCH AND MONITORING SUBCOMMITTEE.

Dear Ms/Ms. (mail merge):

The members of the Lake Tahoe Research and Monitoring Committee (RAM) have recently discussed the importance of providing monitoring opportunities to ensure that water quality improvement projects are successful.  There are many aspects of a water quality project where pre-project monitoring can improve project success, and where project evaluation monitoring can enhance the success of future projects.  An example of a pre-project monitoring program is the sampling of project soil properties prior to specification of a revegetation plan.  Without a pre-project soil analysis, revegetation efforts may not be successful. 

In addition to pre-project monitoring for design purposes, project evaluation or performance monitoring is essential to allow managers to use adaptive management strategies, which result in improved performance of future projects. 

But monitoring costs money, or does it?  Information provided to RAM members indicates that projects that do not include design related monitoring tasks are likely to fail.  In addition, without project evaluation monitoring, managers cannot use adaptive management strategies; future projects are unlikely to be improved.  Water quality is likely to suffer.

The purpose of this letter is to begin a dialogue which explores the need to shift limited resources within a given project budget to monitor for project performance. The RAM believes that pre-project monitoring and project evaluation monitoring is a fiscally responsible means of managing project dollars.  How should project money be shifted?  A small portion of the project’s budget could be moved to cover the cost of project-specific monitoring tasks.  In some cases, certain project elements may have to be eliminated to cover the monitoring costs, or the project scale reduced.  On a performance basis, however, those projects that include relevant monitoring tasks and responses to monitoring are likely to perform at a superior level that moves us closer to threshold attainment at a quicker rate.

Project Monitoring Needs

September 20, 1999

Page two

The Research and Monitoring Subcommittee is developing a review protocol for purposes of evaluating and providing guidance on several types of monitoring programs.  The goal of the subcommittee is to offer the above service while insuring that monitoring efforts are not duplicated, that separate monitoring programs are integrated where feasible, and that monitoring efforts result in relevant, useful, and quality information.

There may be existing policies which limit or bar expenditure of project funding on certain monitoring activities.  The RAM Co-Chairs encourage you to re-evaluate these policies, and to determine if project dollars can be shifted to allow for critical project monitoring, or incorporated into project design costs.  (Note: With respect to project evaluation, only key demonstration projects should be monitored.)   Please discuss these matters with your respective RAM or Lake Tahoe Water Quality Working Group representative, and encourage your representative’s participation in future RAM and Lake Tahoe Water Quality Working Group activities regarding water quality issues.   

Thank you in advance for your consideration to shift project budget line items to allow for project-specific monitoring.   To continue these discussions, examples of successful projects that included monitoring will be brought to your attention in the near future.  

If you have any questions regarding these issues, please contact one of the RAM Co-chairs below. 

Sincerely,
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Timothy G. Rowe, Hydrologist


Robert Erlich, Program Analyst

Co-Chair, Lake Tahoe Research and 

Co-Chair, Lake Tahoe Research and 

  Monitoring Subcommittee 



  Monitoring Subcommittee

U.S. Geological Survey



California Tahoe Conservancy

Water Resources Division



Resources Agency

Nevada District




530-542-5560

775-887-7627

cc:
Brad Vidro, City of South Lake Tahoe Public Works Department

Bruce Lee, El Dorado County Department of Transportation


Ed McCarthy, Placer County Department of Public Works


Eric Tietelman, Douglas County Community Development – Engineering Division


Kimble Corbridge, Washoe County Road Division


Dick Melim, California Department of Transportation

            Amir Soltani, Nevada Department of Transportation

2) 

EPA 104(b)(3) Grant Summary

TRPA will develop a long-term project BMP maintenance program that consists of two phases, planning and implementation.

Planning Phase

1.  Develop a framework to create, track and implement maintenance programs for all types of BMP activities and projects, from coordinated transit to sediment basin cleaning. Emphasis on water quality

2.  Develop a program to monitor and maintain BMP effectiveness for all projects, with a focus on water quality.

3.  Coordinate with the BMP retrofit program to track and monitor non-point discharges related to erosion control, SEZ restoration, BMP retrofits and other WQ-related projects and activities.

4.  Identify long-term funding sources to support the Long Term Maintenance Program.  This is establishment of a public or private system that is continually funded for ongoing BMP maintenance requirements.

5.  Review large property fertilizer management plans.  Make recommendations for improved efficiency and/or reduction in applications.

Implementation Phase

1.  Coordinate, monitor and track maintenance and functionality of BMP projects and activities.  At the onset, efforts will be focused on the BMP retrofit, erosion control, SEZ restoration, water quality, soil conservation and NPDES-related activities and projects.

2.  Coordinate sewer agencies in evaluating their infrastructure.  Seek financial assistance for a regional sewer line rehabilitation to prevent discharges.

Next LTIMP Meeting: THURSDAY - MARCH 2, 2000 
A Combined LTIMP & UTRFWG Meeting
10:00am to 1:00 pm
(Note UTRFWG ‘only’ meeting from 9:00am to 10:00am)

@ Lahontan Conference Room,

2501 Lake Tahoe Blvd, South Lake Tahoe

MEETING AGENDA

1) Update Upper Truckee River/Trout Creek Watershed and Monitoring sites Map – Tim Rowe, USGS, and Steve Patterson, EDAW

2) Lower West Side Monitoring Plan, part 2 – Steve Goldman, CTC, Steve Patterson, EDAW:

3) Trout Creek Restoration Project Monitoring Plan, part 2 – Steve Kooyman, City of South Lake Tahoe

4) Identification of Priority Monitoring projects/sites in the Upper Truckee River/Trout Creek Watershed - 

5) Identification of Monitoring funding sources in the Upper Truckee River/Trout Creek Watershed - 

6) Identification of Monitoring Data Gaps in the Upper Truckee River/Trout Creek Watershed – 

7) Nutrient Loading to Lake Tahoe, CA from Cold Creek Watershed using the AnnAGNPS Model – Vern Finney, USDA-NRCS (20 minutes).  Check Vern’s web page (http://www.mother.com/~vfinney/) for copy of report & information.  

8) Review of Incline Creek Soil Erosion and Phosphorus monitoring proposal by DRI – (if there is time)
9) Tahoe City Marina-Boatworks monitoring plan - Alan Heyvaert, UCD-TRG – (if there is time)

10)  LTIMP Standard protocol and sampling methods – (if there is time)

11) Round Robin Discussion:

Hope to see you and your positive/forward thoughts and ideas there!

. 
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