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Protocol for Assessment Team Meetings

Santa Clara Basin - Watershed Management Initiative 



        ( Watershed Assessment Consultant

To: 
Report Preparation Team

From: 
Watershed Assessment Consultant (Rob Carnachan)

Date:
September 18, 2001 

Subject:
Protocol for Assessment Team Meetings (Task 13.1.1)

The purpose of this memorandum is to outline the specific steps that will be taken by the Assessment Teams in conducting the analysis of data for the assessment of the three pilot watersheds.  Specifically, this memorandum establishes protocols for the Assessment Team meetings themselves and highlights the tasks to be accomplished by the Assessment Teams.  As described in Part B of the Assessment Framework (TM #4g), these tasks include reviewing the compiled data and developing conclusions concerning beneficial use/stakeholder interest support, limiting factors, and causes of the limiting factors for each waterbody where a sufficient amount of quality data is available to support such conclusions.

I.
Background

As noted in the Assessment Framework, the WMI watershed assessment process is designed to use available data to determine whether beneficial uses/stakeholder interests are supported in various waterbodies (reservoirs and stream reaches) within the three pilot watersheds: Guadalupe River, San Francisquito Creek, and Upper Penitencia Creek.   A principal aim of the assessment is to organize, present, and convey the most relevant information regarding the condition of the waterbodies as it relates to the uses/interests of concern.  These uses/interests include the waterbodies’ suitability for supporting aquatic life and for swimming, providing safe drinking water, and how they function in response to high flows. 


The results of the assessment will be programmatic since the assessment is relying on available data, and may be refined under future efforts as more data becomes available.  The goal is to begin to identify the factors that affect beneficial use support and achievement of stakeholder interests in the Santa Clara Basin’s streams as well as provide a scientific basis for selecting and evaluating alternative management strategies.

The assessment process itself will be guided by the Assessment Framework, which was approved by the Core Group in February of 2000.  This document is, in itself, based on several other WMI work products, including the Rationale Paper, the recommended list of data types for assessment of support of the beneficial uses and stakeholder interests (TM#2f), and the list of quantifiable parameters for the beneficial uses and stakeholder interests (TM#4f).  The five beneficial uses/stakeholder interests to be assessed are:

· Cold freshwater habitat (COLD)

· Preservation of rare and endangered species (RARE)

· Water-contact recreation (REC1)

· Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)

· Protection From Flooding (PFF)

The first four are designated beneficial uses contained in the most recent revision (1995) of the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Francisco Bay Basin (Basin Plan); the fifth (flood protection) is of particular interest to WMI stakeholders, but is not a designated beneficial use.  Where the data allow, the assessment will determine the support status with respect to each use/interest for each waterbody within the three pilot watersheds.  The assessment will focus only on these five uses/interests; no attempt will be made to interpret the condition of other uses designated for these waterbodies in the Basin Plan.

The quantifiable parameters and associated criteria to be used in the assessment for determining use/interest support status are summarized in Table 1 of Part B of the Assessment Framework.  This table was designed to be used in concert with a set of logic diagrams (Figures 1A-5 of Part B, Assessment Framework) to provide a systematic approach to the assessment, one that is able to distinguish between critical parameters and important but less critical parameters as well as to respond to different levels of data availability and quality.  Additional detail concerning the quantifiable parameters and logic diagrams may be found in Part A of the Assessment Framework.

II.
Assessment Teams

As shown in Figure 3 (Part A, Assessment Framework), the assessment will be performed by the Watershed Assessment Consultant (WAC) under the direction of a lead designated from the Report Preparation Team (RPT).  The WAC will utilize four different “assessment teams”.  Three of the teams will focus on specific uses and interests while the fourth team will provide data management and other support.  Each team consists of qualified technical specialists in their field charged with conducting the assessment in accordance with the principles of the Assessment Framework.  The watershed captains, designated by the Watershed Assessment Subgroup (WAS) for each of the three pilot watersheds, will participate on each assessment team during the portion of the analysis involving their respective watersheds.  

A.
Technical Staff

Technical assessment team members are as follows, depending on individual schedules:

1.
Natural Resources-Related Beneficial Uses (RARE and COLD)

Jerry Smith (SJSU/Entrix)

Fran Demgen (URS)

Jon Stead (URS)

2.
Human Health and Recreation Beneficial Uses (MUN and REC-1)

Terry Cooke (URS)

Lily Panyacosit (URS)

Usha Vedigiri (URS)

3.
Protection From Flooding Stakeholder Interest (PFF)


Phil Mineart (URS)


Gary Palhegyi (URS)

4.
Data Management and Analysis Support


Sandy Davidson (URS)


Raul Farre (URS)


Suzanne Loadholt (URS)

B.
Watershed Captains

The watershed captains will provide local knowledge of the watersheds to supplement the scientific expertise of the other team members and are as follows:  

Geoff Brosseau (San Francisquito)


Laura Young (San Francisquito)

Terry Neudorf (Guadalupe)

Larry Johmann (Guadalupe, with Nancy Bernardi/Roger Castillo as potential alternates)


Mike Will (Upper Penitencia)

While other stakeholders are welcome to attend the meetings and observe the data review process, in order to maximize the efficiency of the assessment team meetings, it is requested that other interested stakeholders provide their input to the appropriate watershed captain for discussion during the meetings.  The Assessment Team Coordinator (Rob Carnachan) will be responsible for ensuring that methods and results of each team are consistent with the Assessment Framework and the protocol outlined in this memorandum. 

III.
Steps in the Assessment Process

In conducting the watershed assessments, each of the assessment teams must complete a series of five major steps.  Each of these steps is linked to previous steps in the assessment team’s deliberations as well as to a number of other products that either serve as inputs to the assessment team action or outputs from their work.  The generalized flow of information to and from the assessment teams is illustrated in Figure 1.  

A.
Step One: Review Data for Quality, Relevance, and Sufficiency

The first task of the assessment teams will be to review the compiled data for relevance, quality, and sufficiency.  This step is outlined generically in Figure A (Assessment Framework, Part B) and is critical for identifying data gaps and for conducting the uncertainty analysis.  This initial step forms the basis for generating the response regarding “Data Quality” on the Assessment Summary for each waterbody (see attached and updated “Table 2 from Assessment Framework, Part A”).

Data analysis will proceed step-wise to answer the following questions:

· does the data pertain to the preferred indicator or to a secondary indicator, was it collected in waterbodies subject to the assessment? (data relevancy)

· is the temporal array of data useful to answer questions poised by the logic diagram, was it collected in accordance with widely accepted scientific methods? (data quality)

· does the amount of relevant, quality data for the waterbody exist to allow for objective, supportable conclusions to be drawn regarding use/interest support?  (data sufficiency)

Prior to addressing the data sufficiency question, each assessment team must determine “how much data is enough”.  The answer to this will likely vary depending on the type of data, the characteristics of the waterbody it pertains to, and the nature of the use/interest being assessed.

1.
Step One – Inputs

In order to address these questions, the assessment teams will be provided with a number of documents or other sources of information.  In addition to the Assessment Framework and this memorandum, the teams will need to use the metadata data base (MDDB), the stream segmentation scheme, the review of data completeness, and the individual data sets themselves.  

The MDDB will be available to each team as a resource to be used for quickly finding information about individual data sets.  The stream segmentation scheme will be included with the review of data completeness in a technical memorandum (TM #18f) which will contain a series of tables, one for each waterbody.  Based upon the data compiled by the WAC for the assessment, these tables will identify the presence or absence of data sets containing data on the indicators (preferred or secondary) listed in the Assessment Framework for each use/interest.  These tables will allow the assessment teams to immediately focus on the waterbodies for which data exists in the WMI data library.  In cases where no data sets are available to assess one or more uses/interests in a waterbody, a data gap for that preferred data type will be noted.  In instances where there is lack of sufficient data, data insufficiency will be identified.  Lastly, each assessment team will be provided with copies of all data sets identified by number in the data completeness tables for their respective uses/interests so that the data quality, relevance, and sufficiency screening can occur.

2.
Step One – Outputs

Following completion of each team’s data review, it is anticipated that additional data gaps will emerge where a sufficient amount of relevant, quality data is not present for a particular waterbody-use/interest combination.  These data gaps, along with those identified prior to Step One by the WAC in its data completeness review, will be documented by the WAC in a technical memorandum on data gaps (TM #15f), using the format shown in Table 1.

Table 1: Documentation of data gaps and insufficiencies, by waterbody and use/interest.

Waterbody
Uses/Interest
Data Availability
Data Sufficiency – enough data of sufficient quality




Relevance
Data Quality
Data Quantity
Substibute Data

Waterbody Name, Reach Number, Watershed
One row for each of the Beneficial Uses and/or Stakeholder Interest for that segment
Yes or No; how many data sets available; which data set numbers?
Is the data relevant (right kind of data)? 
Was the data collected using acceptable methodology and adequate QA/QC protocols? 


Is there sufficient data to allow a weight of evidence approach to arrive at a determination of support/non-support?
If data is insufficient, what substitutes are available (i.e., Data on other indicators) and are the substitutes sufficient?

B.
Step Two: Develop Preliminary Statements of Use/Interest Support

After completing Step One, the assessment teams will have the data they have determined will meet their standards for use in the assessment.  The next step is to process the data through the logic diagrams for each use/interest the team is evaluating.  The logic diagrams will allow each team to arrive at a preliminary statement of support (full, partial, or non-support) for each waterbody being evaluated through a systematic question and answer process tailored to each use/interest.

1.
Step Two – Inputs

Use of the logic diagrams (Figures 1A-5 in the Assessment Framework, Part B) will be applied by the team to complete Step Two.

2.
Step Two – Outputs

No stand-alone outputs will be produced during Step Two.  Instead, the preliminary statements of support will feed directly into Step Three of the assessment team process; however, careful documentation of the answers to each of the questions poised by the logic diagrams will be kept during the analysis sessions.

C.
Step Three: Uncertainty Analysis

Prior to finalizing support statements, each assessment team will conduct an uncertainty analysis to evaluate the level of confidence in the support statement.  Table 3 of the Assessment Framework (Part B) provides guidance concerning this analysis based on the section 305(b) guidance from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; this table is attached to the end of this memorandum.  The Assessment Framework guidelines only address bioassessment-type data to determine aquatic life use support and allow for the assignment of different levels of uncertainty to each preliminary support statement.  However, the guidelines described in the Assessment Framework are presented as an example approach and may not be appropriate for other data types.  Therefore, each assessment team will need to review the section 305(b) guidelines for possible application to their data sets and, if necessary, establish their own “scale” for evaluating uncertainty.  Whatever method or criteria are used, it must allow the team members to rank the level of uncertainty associated with a preliminary support statement on a continuum from one (high uncertainty) to four (low uncertainty).  The WAC support team will provide a summary of the 305(b) guidelines to each team for their use in establishing uncertainty criteria.

The level of uncertainty associated with a given statement of use/interest support will necessarily be directly related to the quality, relevance, and sufficiency of the data used to develop the support statement.  Therefore, the notes taken by the team during their review of the data in Step One will inform the uncertainty analysis in Step Three.

Following the uncertainty analysis, each assessment team will finalize the support statements for each waterbody-use/interest combination.  The results will be summarized in a series of annotated tables similar to the one attached to the end of this memorandum (“Table 2 from Assessment Framework, Part A”).  These tables will include as much useful information as possible, including any spatial and temporal variation in support status where such data exists to make such a determination.  A summary table for each watershed that lists all of the waterbodies in the watershed and the relevant support status for each use/interest will also be developed.  A series of maps, one for each watershed, will also be developed to illustrate the support status and level of uncertainty associated with each stream reach for each use/interest.

The tables and maps will be available for review by all WMI stakeholders.  Following this review period, a series of “watershed integration” meetings will be held, one within each of the three watersheds.  The purpose of these meetings is to solicit comment and input from stakeholders on the support status determinations made by the assessment teams.  A designated team leader will be available to provide a brief overview of the team’s determinations and then respond to questions and comments.  The primary purpose of these meetings will be to solicit input from stakeholders who may be able to supply missing and/or anecdotal information concerning individual stream reaches.  The input received during these meetings will be used to refine the support statements where necessary and may also be used in developing the technical memorandum on the identification of limiting factors (Step Four).

1.
Step Three – Inputs

Guidelines for determining the level of uncertainty associated with the preliminary support statements will be required in order to conduct the uncertainty analysis.  In some cases, the Assessment Framework will provide these guidelines.  In others, the assessment team members will need to develop them prior to conducting the analysis.

2.
Step Three – Outputs

Output from Step Three will consist of the tables and maps containing the final use/interest support status for each waterbody, with associated uncertainty levels.  These tables will constitute the technical memorandum on support status and will form the basis for Chapters 5, 6, and 7 of the Watershed Assessment Report.

D.
Step Four: Identification of Potential Limiting Factors

Wherever steps one through three lead to the conclusion that a beneficial use or stakeholder interest is not supported or only partially supported in a waterbody, the factors responsible for non-support or partial support will be identified by the assessment teams to the extent that the data indicates such factors.  The nature of the potential limiting factors and the ease with which they can be identified will vary depending on the use.  In some cases, the limiting factors will be fairly obvious and will emerge directly from the assessment process.  In others, the complex ecological requirements of individual species may allow for numerous potential limiting factors and it may be difficult to precisely determine their relative significance based on the available data.

The identification of potential limiting factors will be focused on the physical, chemical and biological conditions in the stream and the riparian corridor that cause non- or partial support.  The ultimate or indirect cause of non- or partial support will be addressed in Step Five of the assessment team process.  Some examples of potential limiting factors for the four beneficial uses and the stakeholder interest are shown in Table 4 from the Assessment Framework (Part B), attached to the end of this memorandum.

1.
Step Four – Inputs

The Assessment Framework and the data sets used to develop the support statements will serve as inputs to limiting factor identification.

2.
Step Four – Outputs

Results of the limiting factor analysis will be compiled and presented in a stand-alone technical memorandum (TM #20b) for use by the WMI in development of the Watershed Action Plan.

E.
Step Five: Identification of Suspected Causes of Limiting Factors

The final step of the assessment team review will consist of an identification of potential causes of non- or partial support of a use/interest within a specific waterbody.  The information to be used by the assessment teams in this step will generally be limited to two sources: (1) the data sets used to develop the support statements and (2) the on-the-ground knowledge of the watershed captains and other assessment team participants.  It is anticipated that sufficient information will not be available to identify suspected causes for every waterbody-use/interest combination.  The assessment teams will identify suspected causes where they are able to do so and will fully document the basis for their determination.

1.
Step Five – Inputs

The data sets used to develop the support statements will serve as inputs to the identification of suspected limiting factor causes.

2.
Step Five – Outputs

Results of the suspected limiting factor cause evaluation will be compiled and presented in a stand-alone technical memorandum (TM #21b) for use by the WMI in development of the Watershed Action Plan.

IV.
Assessment Team Meeting Logistics

It is anticipated that each Assessment Team will require at least two full-day equivalent meetings to complete the five steps outlined above.  Additional meetings may be necessary depending on the number of data sets being processed through the logic diagrams.  The watershed integration meetings will follow completion of each assessment team’s analysis.

A.
Location and Facility Requirements

In order to most efficiently use the time of the team members, assessment team meetings will be held at the WAC’s office in Oakland.  The watershed integration meetings will be held in locations to be determined within each of the three watersheds.

B.
Materials Required

Prior to the assessment team meetings, the WAC will assemble the needed materials and provide them to team members for review.  These materials include the following:

· metadata data base

· stream segmentation/data completeness review tables

· Assessment Framework

· this protocol memorandum

· copies of all data sets (hardcopy and electronic) germane to each team’s analysis (identified in data completeness tables)

Team members will be briefed by the Assessment Team Coordinator on the contents of the Assessment Framework and this memorandum at the start of the first meeting.  The importance of strict adherence to the logic diagrams will be stressed.  Team members will also be asked to note the efficacy of the logic diagram approach for use in later evaluation of the assessment methodology. 

A laptop computer with the metadata data base and the electronic data sets loaded will be present at each meeting.  The WAC’s data base manager for the WMI will be in the office and available to provide assistance in using the metadata data base when needed.

C.
Meeting Documentation

Perhaps the most critical aspect of managing the Assessment Team meetings will involve accurate documentation of the proceedings.  To this end, a member of the support team will be present with a laptop computer to keep detailed notes of each meeting, including complete documentation of all decisions made by the team and the rationale for those decisions.  Notes from each meeting will be available for reference during all subsequent meetings for that team.  The complete set of notes from each team will be reviewed for accuracy by one team member prior to the conclusion of the team’s work.  The final set of team notes will supplement the tabular output from Step Three in developing the Watershed Assessment Report.

D.
Meeting Management

The support team member present at each meeting will ensure that the team stays on track in completing its tasks as efficiently as possible.  The RPT lead or an alternate will also attend the meetings with the watershed captains and will assist the WAC lead in facilitating the process where needed.

Step One of the assessment team’s work (data qualification review) will be tackled without direct regard to the watersheds.  Because several data sets will apply to all three watersheds, it will be most efficient for the teams to review the data sets independent of their applicability to the watersheds.  For Steps Two through Five, however, the team meetings will be organized in such a way as to focus on individual watersheds during discrete blocks of time.  This will also allow the watershed captains to schedule their participation for the period(s) of time during which their watershed will be discussed. 

Specific ground rules for the Assessment Team meetings will include:

· review of this protocol and the Assessment Framework will be provided

· consistency with the protocol and Assessment Framework must be maintained

· review of the data as defined in the logic diagrams must be achieved

· follow-up will be provided as needed by the support team

E.
Resolving Differences of Opinion

In analyzing data, assessment team members may occasionally draw different conclusions from the same data.  Where differing opinions arise, the goal will be to arrive at a determination that all team members can support.  In instances where this is not possible, the team will document the nature of the difference and whether there is a majority opinion.  If so, the minority opinion will be noted both in the meeting notes and on the relevant output document (tables, etc.).  Where opinions are evenly split, it will be reported that no conclusion was drawn concerning the decision at issue due to internal differences.

V.
Follow-On Actions

Three additional actions will come out of the Assessment Team work.  First, the metadata data base will be updated following completion of the team meetings to address errors uncovered during the data review steps and to note the data sets that were and were not used in conducting the assessment.  In addition, following the completion of their tasks, assessment team participants will be interviewed by the WAC to assess the strengths and weaknesses of the assessment process.  These interviews will supplement information contained in the team meeting notes and will be used to draft a technical memorandum on “lessons learned” from the pilot assessments (TM#34a).  Lastly, where it is possible to draw supportable basin-wide conclusions concerning use/interest support based on the results of the pilot watershed assessments, team members will be asked to do so.  These conclusions will be based on the opinions of the individual team members.
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ATTACHMENTS

Example Tables

Table 2

Example of Assessment Summary for Reach WR6

Waterbody: Widow Reed Creek




Reach: WR6



Location: RM7-RM9.5

Use/Interest
Data 

Quality

Criteria Used
Assessment

Existing Conditions Support Use/Interest?
Uncertainty Level

Limiting Factors

COLD
Good
Population data for fish and macro-invertebrates
Healthy steelhead and cased caddis fly populations. Generally good conditions.
Yes
4


RARE
Fair
Population data
Potential endangered species include steelhead and red-logged frogs, steelhead present. No data on frogs. 
No
2
Lack of off-stream channels and pools limiting to frogs

REC1
Good
Total coliform counts
More than 90% of monthly coliform samples meet standard, generally good conditions
Yes
4


MUN
Good
Water quality data
Source water data comprehensive and good QA/QC
Yes
4


Flood Management
Good
Channel capacity estimation
Channel cannot pass 1% peak flow without flooding
No
3
Channel capacity

Table 3

Example Approach for Performing Uncertainty Analysis of Bioassessment Data

Level of Information
Technical Components
Spatial/Temporal Coverage
Data Quality

1
· Visual observation of biota

· Reference conditions not used

· Simple documentation
· Limited monitoring

· Extrapolations from other sites
· Unknown or low precision and sensitivity

· Professional biologist not required

2
· One assemblage (usually invertebrates)

· Reference conditions pre-established by professional biologist

· Biotic index or narrative evaluation of historical records
· Limited to a single sampling

· Limited sampling for site-specific studies


· Low to moderate precision and sensitivity

· Professional biologist may provide oversight

3
· Single assemblage usually the norm

· Reference condition may be site-specific, or composite of sites (e.g., regional)

· Biotic index (interpretation may be supplemented by narrative evaluation of historical records)
· Monitoring of targeted sites during a single season

· May be limited sampling for site-specific studies

· May include limited spatial coverage for watershed-level assessments
· Moderate precision and sensitivity

· Professional biologist performs survey or provides training for sampling

· Professional biologist performs assessment 

4
· Generally two assemblages, but may be one if high data quality

· Regional (usually based on sites) reference conditions used

· Biotic index (single dimension or multimetric index)
· Monitoring during 1-2 sampling seasons

· Broad coverage of sites for either site-specific or watershed assessments

· Conducive to regional assessments using targeted or probabilistic design
· High precision and sensitivity

· Professional biologist performs survey and assessment

Source: Guidelines for Preparation of the Comprehensive State Water Quality Assessments (305(b) Reports) and Electronic Upgrades: Supplement EPA-841-B-97-002B, September 1997.

Table 4

Example of Potential Limiting Factors from Assessment of Selected Beneficial Uses and Stakeholder Interest
COLD*
RARE
REC1
MUN
PFF







temperature exceeds criteria for critical life stages of steelhead
limited riparian habitat for salamanders
limited access 
MTBE exceeds Action Level at selected drinking water wells 
floodway capacity limited by sedimentation in channels

insufficient riffle abundance limits macroinvertebrate population and food supply for fish, or limits fast water feeding habitat to allow fish to feed
barriers to migration of anadramous fish


aesthetic limitations: late summer algal blooms and associated odors 

excess woody debris limits floodway capacity

low dissolved oxygen during low summer flow periods
red legged frogs limited  by predation from bullfogs
risk of exposure to pathogens, especially  during wet weather 

floodway lacks capacity to meet future conditions for 1% flood

chemical toxicity during wet weather events

risk to human health from consumption of fish 



lack of woody debris and other instream cover

posted for no fishing 









*these are all factors that may affect one reach, and will be listed in order of probable importance.

� Conclusions in this column will be based on the data gap tables (see Table 1 in the protocol for an example) for each waterbody.


� Documentation of minority opinions will be included in this column, where appropriate.


� Level to be assigned through uncertainty analysis as illustrated in Table 3 (Assessment Framework, Part B; see next page) or other similar approach defined by Assessment Teams consistent with 305(b) guidance.
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