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SP CURE Monitoring Committee Meeting

Tuesday, October 10, 2006 – 9:00 am

Meeting Location: L/E WWTP
2900 South Platte River Drive, Englewood
Host:  Phil Russell, 303-762-2611
October Meeting Summary

1.
Discussion of September Meeting Summary
There were no comments or corrections to the September Meeting Summary.
2.
Temperature Proposal
Proposal says that you should take 2 or 3 samples per day.  Eric Oppelt said that they are purposefully being open about where and when to sample for temperature.  Do we want the state to be more prescriptive?  Maybe SPCURE could provide guidance for their membership on how the temperature data should be collected.  Could Amtox be used to model temperature changes over a day?  Amtox uses background/baseline data from USGS, so it could be used in such a way.  Concern that 3 data points whenever and wherever you want to take them is not scientific.  If it is used in a model, then it should be okay.  Want to know how the 3 samples will be used by the state – how will it be put into the model?  L/E WWTP  to put this in their comments on the Proposal.  SPCURE members are in agreement with State on 3 samples per day with no description of where and when to take them.  
Monitoring committee agreed that SPCURE would develop and recommend a sampling plan for its members once the temperature standard is finalized.  This plan would focus on science and representativeness of the samples.  Possibly suggest taking samples once every half hour or hour?

Proposal says 3 degrees change upstream to downstream and in the outfall.  Also 3 degree rate change.  
Should we continue intensive temperature sampling?  Our current sampling is due to end at the end of 2006.  If it isn’t that difficult, then maybe we should keep on doing it for a while – especially since we can’t be sure how the temperature standard and implementation of the standard will play out.  Main issue is losing the samplers.  The monitoring committee members decided to continue sampling on the current interval.  Suggest at least every 15 minutes for next 6 months.
Temperature group proposal – modified narrative – by Mark Pifher.  Changes language so that the standard is implemented on a basin by basin basis (river by river).  
Our recommendation is that we support the temperature group proposal.  Otherwise, site-specific standards will be necessary to meet the needs of all dischargers.  These site-specific standards would be developed to be implemented by segment, rather than by discharger.  We think that the state’s implementation guidance is incomplete at this time, although we understand that the final standard needs to be developed first.  We reserve the right to comment on the implementation guidance.

· Sarah Reeves to type up a draft letter and post on website for comments.

3.
E. coli data from USGS (Phil Russell)
Looked at urbanized and unurbanized areas – no correlation between urbanization and E.coli readings.
· Phil Russell to send to Sarah to put up on website.
4. E. coli TMDL
Geometric mean – implies 30-day – The state should state what the averaging period is and how often it would have to be collected.
Aurora’s new permit - 127 #/100 mL 30-day geometric mean based on 3 samples a week and 254 #/100 mL for 7-day geometric mean.

BMP-based – what if you still exceed the standard but are improving  based on BMP implementation?  What is good BMP performance?  What if stream continues not to meet the standard?  What defines compliance?

TMDL should provide some guidance for implementation.

Should we comment that 126 #/100 mL is exceeded all over the country, even under natural conditions (non-urban)?  Is 126 #/100 mL appropriate?  Randy Giffin – Studies have shown that above 126 #/100 mL there is an impact to human health.  We cannot argue that point. 
Natural background is historically and currently so high that the probability of exceedence in stream is likely and very probable – even in unurbanized areas.  We recommend studies of BMPs (effectiveness and options) as a part of the implementation plan.  There does not seem to be a vision for the TMDL.  Once you get on the boat, how do you get off?
· Sharon Davis to develop draft comments to E. coli TMDL and send to Sarah to post on website for comments.
5. QAPP
Phil working with Jon Novick – will be based on the Denver and Chatfield plan.  They will then pass on to the monitoring committee for comments.
6. Bioassessment 
If we are going to do bioassessment on Segments 14 and 6 (paid for by L/E) – should match up with previous Denver and Segment 15 studies.  Will look at toxicity in fish and benthic communities.  Do we need a contractor to write the RFP?  
· Phil Russell will set up a meeting with Al Polonsky, Todd Harris, and Phil Russell.  
7.
Meeting Schedule

December 12, 2006 – Littleton/Englewood WWTP  (Luncheon – meeting will start at 10 am)

February 13, 2007 – Littleton/Englewood WWTP


April 10, 2007 – Littleton/Englewood WWTP
Meeting summary was prepared by Sarah Reeves.
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	Metro District

	X
	Jim Dorsch
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