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April Meeting Summary


1.	Discussion and Approval of March Meeting Summary

Dennis Stowe moved to approve the March meeting summaries.  Al Baker seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.  


2.	SP CURE 2011/2012 Budget

The reason Water 2012 started was because it is the 50th anniversary of the Colorado Water Conservation Board (CWCB) in 2012.  Water 2012 is a collaborative effort of over 120 Colorado water organizations and individuals interested in celebrating Colorado’s water.  The group formed in early 2010, and is currently working on initial plans for the types of events and celebrations that will occur.  In addition to events hosted locally by organizations, there are several statewide initiatives being discussed including a media campaign, a speakers bureau, K-12 activities, collaboration with state libraries and museums, and much more.  The Water 2012 group is headed by the Colorado Foundation for Water Education (CFWE).  

We could do a drag and float and stop at all the monitoring locations we have and provide refreshments and displays/demonstrations at those locations.  Could also do a bike along the South Platte and have the same sorts of stops with information at each stop.  Could team with Brighton regarding zero liquid discharge and education around that.  Give message that wastewater treatment is good.

· Members are to check in with their agencies to see if they have plans for Water 2012.
· Sarah to send email RE Water 2012.  
· Sarah will check in with Water 2012 folks to see if anything is set/calendared yet and report back to the Board.

We can decide later how we can be involved – want to understand what our agencies are doing to see how SP CURE could join in/participate in these activities.


3.	SP CURE Role – Continuing Discussion

Topics:

a. Act as advisory group for BMP development
b. Take on all urban South Platte monitoring for state
c. Provide messaging for education and outreach for WQ issues (e.g., stormwater, phosphorus)
d. Spearhead development of a Regional South Platte Watershed Protection Plan
e. Continue to support DSN/move DSN forward to become more sustainable

All of the items (a-e) are different aspects of the same topic.  Certainly, getting more involved in DSN and topic ‘b’ go together well.  For nutrients, the South Platte River will certainly be a priority basin – we could help shape how this looks and the way it could be employed in other basins in the state.  The state does not take ownership of the DSN and, in order for it to be effective, they need to take ownership of it.  There should be a discussion with the state about fee structures and that we we could support fees for the Division to take over the database.  We probably have to demonstrate how the DSN could work.  With actual funding for the Division to take over the database, they would be more likely to support it.  

How is the state using our data at this point?  Have to download it and provide it to the Division.  The Nonpoint Source Coordinator in the past wrote a memo requiring that all 319 grants must put their data into the DSN.  This policy has not been enforced.

We will put off this discussion until after this meeting during the special DSN meeting.  The bottom line is whether we continue to support the DSN and are interested in moving forward to make it sustainable.  With all the money and effort that have gone into it, it would be unconscionable to drop it now.

We have tried to work with the state in the past to see if we could help them with monitoring – set up trending location, requested review of our quality plan, asked them if there were more sites or constituents that we could sample to help them fulfill their monitoring needs, etc.  They have said no on all accounts.  Whatever we might do in the future needs to go through Steve Gunderson, because they don’t have good interaction/coordination between the different sections.  If we did move forward with this option, we would need to determine how that would look (would it include tributaries and to what extent?) and then take the proposal to the state.  As it is now, SP CURE spends about $250,000 a year on sampling and analysis efforts.  We could take our plan to the Commission to get their concurrence that this approach is appropriate – would help get support from Division that way.  We could set up a Round Robin with other entities in the SP urban area – that would be beneficial.  Coordinating and working with other watersheds in the urban South Platte will also help with the BMW work and watershed permitting.  

South Platte Watershed Protection Plan – We would have to coordinate with other groups.  Would it be used?

Messaging for WQ information and outreach – This is definitely one of our roles as we have shown in the past.  We have helped to educate other SP CURE-type groups, have been involved in National Water Quality Monitoring Conference, etc.  


4.	UDFCD Update

No Report.

5.	Reg 85 Report In

Christine Johnston, Jim Dorsch, and Phil Russell attended the subgroup meeting about monitoring in Regulation 85.  There was a bit of discussion that focused on allowing site-specific flexibility in monitoring and allowing folks to look watershed-wide, rather than focusing just on dischargers and quality upstream and downstream from the dischargers.  The plan, as it exists now, is a starting point.  In the meeting, the group discussed the purpose of the monitoring and how long it would go on (no real answer to this).  Phil Russell provided notes from the meeting that are included as an attachment to the minutes.  No other meetings are planned yet.  Note that there was a separate meeting regarding stormwater monitoring in Regulation 85 after the monitoring subgroup meeting.


4.	DSN 2010 Data Upload

The Monitoring Committee requested that the Board fund Brown and Caldwell to upload the data for 2010 into the DSN.  

· Sarah to put together a Task Order to upload the data and send it out to the Board.  

We will discuss this request and vote on it next month at the Board meeting.


5.	Project Updates

a. Monitoring Committee – The Monitoring Committee met last week.  Continuing to collect temperature data in support of temperature temporary modifications for Segments 14 and 15.  Selenium sampling in Segment 14 (led by Xcel) will come to an end this month.  Determined that members would like Board to approve funds for Brown and Caldwell to upload the 2010 data to DSN.  Planning Round Robin in August 2011.

b. BMW – Cleanup event Saturday starting at Dartmouth.  L/E will provide breakfast for those who want to come before the cleanup.  BMW will have a meeting after the clean up.  Subgroups will be meeting to discuss plans for moving forward with different sections of the Implementation Plan for the pH TMDL.

c. DSN – Waiting to hear back on grant application.

d. Bioassessment – Aquatics Associates has completed the spring bioassessment on Segment 14.  Plan to invoice SP CURE at the end of this week.  They will have 2010 report completed by May/June 2011 and then will come to SP CURE Board meeting to present in June/July.


6.	New Business

None.

7.	Next Meeting Dates

May 17, 2011 – L/E WWTP

June 21, 2011 – Denver WW

July 19, 2011 – Brighton Armory



Meeting summary was prepared by Sarah Reeves.

Approved by:



___________________________________                  ____________________
Christine Johnston, Secretary                                           Date Approved
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Regulation 85 Monitoring Meeting Synopsis 3-29-11
Nutrient Criteria Workgroup
Monitoring Requirements Subgroup
Synopsis by:  Phil Russell

Dick Parachini led the discussion with help from Dave Akers. 

Dick pointed out, a number of times, that the Nutrient Monitoring Plan was essentially a work in progress and was developed to minimize (or at least find a medium on) the effort required.

Group Comments:

1. The plan needs to allow more flexibility in the methods used to determine flow and should include USGS sites if available.  A number of examples were provided by participants on the difficulties of using existing gages.  Dick indicated this requirement resulted from trying to simplify the plan.  Russ Clayshulte pointed out that it is a relatively simple task to install height rods at almost any location which can be used to measure flow with accuracy.  CDPHE would like feedback on what “flexibility” would look like.

2. Group consensus was that the Plan should allow flexibility to be watershed based.

3. Better information is needed on non-point sources and more focus from the proposed plan.

4. The DSN should be a critical part of the plan for use by all participants in a timely fashion.  Dick indicated that CDPHE was trying to financially support DSN for at least three more years.

5. Data should be produced that can be shown to governing bodies (e.g. city councils) to demonstrate real progress.  Everybody seemed to agree this would help get financial support at home.

6. The plan should include lakes and reservoirs.  General consensus but CDPHE still seems a little reluctant to add this layer of complexity.  The Plan (and DSN) should also include data/information from the drinking water side of the equation. 

7. Groundwater discharges (dischargers?) should be part of the overall study.  CDPHE wanted to exclude them.

8. General discussion of de minimis dischargers.  While they need some consideration and relief since they probably have no impact, they shouldn’t be completely dissolved of responsibility to provide some information.

9. General guidelines or suggestions on other information to collect while gathering nutrient information should be provided by CDPHE.

10. Existing data collection projects need to be made part of the Plan with modifications made to improve effectiveness.  Current projects could be used to help develop the CDPHE Plan.

11. Stormwater/non-point sources got a lot of discussion.  Plan as proposed seemed overly confining and prescriptive … the flexibility issue again.  That is, referring to flexibility that improves effectiveness and provides the best useful data.  Especially concerned about dry versus wet conditions … apparently many stormwater systems linked to agricultural discharges (which are not legal to measure??).  Number of outfalls (even major) is staggering.  Strongly support a watershed approach to nutrient monitoring.

12. We need to have overall knowledge about nutrients at the State border, not just what impacts lakes and reservoirs.  CDPHE didn’t like this but Russ (and EPA) want it.  Also see Item 5.

13. CDPHE indicated the plan had some flexibility in that it could be updated/modified every three years.  Most participants want something that is well thought out before hand.  Many agreed a simple plan may be less expensive but runs the risk of providing less than useful information down the road.

14. MDLs (and PQLs) need to be defined before the plan is implemented.  Some consideration may need to given to diurnal fluctuations of nutrients.  But these may be the technicalities that will be ironed out as the Plan becomes more refined.

15. Jim Saunders mentioned a report that will soon be published that concludes 60-80% of the phosphorous in the South Platte watershed (actually Missouri watershed) can be attributed to point sources. 
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