Notes on presentation I have reviewed:
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Compiled at Benita’s request of 6-5-06

(  The use of remotely-sensed and GIS-derived variables to characterize urbanization in the National Water-Quality Assessment program, James Falcone, USGS 
B4
( Trends in Metals and Hydrophobic Organic Contaminants in Urban and Reference Lake Sediments Across the United States, 1970 to 2001, Peter Van Metre, USGS C2


Assessment of Shallow Ground-Water Quality in Agricultural and Urban Areas Within the Arid and Semiarid Western United States, Angela Paul, NV Water Science Center C3

ADEM's Monitoring Strategy for Streams and Rivers: Development and Testing of a Human Disturbance Gradient in the Alabama, Coosa, and Tallapoosa River Basins, Lisa Huff, AL Dept. of Environmental Management  D2

F2:

"Evaluating the Effects of Urbanization on Water Quality I

Moderator: Ian Waite"
( Effects of Urbanization on Stream Ecosystems: Overview and Study Design of the U.S. Geological Survey's Urban Stream Studies, Cathy Tate, USGS 

( Ecological responses of streams to urbanization: A review of results from the U.S. 
( Geological Survey's urban streams studies, Thomas Cuffney, USGS

Identifying the changes to stream condition caused by urbanization, and how modeling the responses can be used to improve ecological risk characterizations, James Coles, USGS

( Modeling Urban Landscape Patterns and their Effects on Aquatic Ecosystems, Marina Alberti, University of Washington

G2:

"Evaluating the Effects of Urbanization on Water Quality II

Moderator: Cathy Tate"

You're standing on it! Parking lot sealcoat and urban PAHs, Barbara Mahler, USGS
( Pesticides in urban settings -- Use of a Pesticide Toxicity Index to evaluate potential toxicity of stream water samples to macroinvertebrates, Karen Riva-Murray, USGS 
( Evening Panel Discussion: Effects of Urbanization on Streams (Meeting Room A8)

Facilitator: Cathy Tate, USGS National Water-Quality Assessment Program
H5:

Comparing flow variability in urban streams across environmental settings, Elise Giddings, USGS NC Water Science Center 
A tale of two streams: Chemical and physical characteristics of secondary tributaries in an arid urban watershed and potential impacts on a main stem river, Philip Russell, Littleton Englewood Wastewater Treatment Plant 
( An evaluation of aquatic communities in urbanized Mediterranean climate streams: a guide to more effective stream restoration techniques in the Santa Clara Basin, San Jose, California, Alison Purcell, University of CA, Berkeley 
( Physical, chemical, and biological characteristics of streams in urbanizing areas near Denver, Colorado, Lori Sprague, USGS 
M3:

Biologically based urban response models for the South Atlantic gulf and Tennessee River basins, Thomas Cuffney, USGS
URBAN STREAMS DATA MAY HELP CRAFT NEW NONPOINT SOURCE CONTROLS

_______________________________________________

Date: May 29, 2006 - 

Results from nearly a dozen U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) studies on the effects of urbanization on streams could be used to help craft future stormwater pollution controls and may also boost support for increased budget requests to address nonpoint source pollution, state and USGS sources say.

Preliminary results from the studies indicate that fundamental changes to stream ecosystems begin as soon as development increases -- something that surprised researchers, who had predicted the organisms living in streams would have an initial resistance to change, USGS sources say. And the studies are showing similar results nationwide, regardless of the type of ecosystem involved, sources say.

One USGS official says information stemming from these studies “opens the door” for regulators to have more informed discussions on what sorts of best management practices could be used to limit pollution from stormwater runoff. However, the source notes that future studies will “dig deeper” into the specific causes of water quality degradation from urbanization.

The data from the studies may also boost state efforts to increase funding to the Clean Water Act (CWA) section 319 program, which provides federal funding to states to address nonpoint sources of water pollution, including agricultural runoff, urban development and mining. A state source says states have long been trying to get Congress and the Bush administration to restore section 319 funding to at least fiscal year 2004 levels, when the program received $238.5 million. President Bush’s proposed FY07 budget would have funded section 319 at $194 million, but the House recently increased the funding level to $204.3 million.

State and USGS sources say the emerging data may be used on a national scale to provide Congress with quantitative information on the connection between land use decisions and ecosystem effects, highlighting the need for increased attention and funding on nonpoint source controls.

The data from these studies will allow legislation and funding decisions on section 319, stormwater and pollution discharge caps in urban areas “to be much better informed,” the USGS source says.

A 2003 Government Accountability Office report, which was never published, found significant overlap between Section 319 and the Department of Agriculture’s Environmental Quality Incentives Program. But state sources have repeatedly said controlling nonpoint sources is one of their biggest challenges, and that agriculture conservation programs do not address nonpoint source pollution concerns related to urban stormwater runoff.

A USGS Web site summarizing the agency’s urban stream studies says the goal of the effort is to describe the biological, chemical, and physical characteristics of urban water resources over time, and relate those characteristics to natural processes and human activities. USGS hopes to give environmental decisionmakers better scientific information to help them protect urban waters in varying geographic and environmental settings and to manage and prioritize competing demands, such as for safe drinking water, aquatic ecosystem health, native and endangered species preservation, and recreation in urban areas, the agency’s Web site says.

USGS has begun discussions with EPA, state regulators and local development planners on how to best package the studies’ results, sources say. USGS has “clearly shown urbanization is a problem” for water quality, but there are still questions as to how to use the data to inform decisions at a regional level, one state source says.

The USGS source says that on a regional or county level, the studies’ data can be used to “help guide development away from sensitive areas.” Traditionally, ecosystem data is considered late in the planning process, when the only impact it may have is moving a road 100 feet in one direction, the source says. But the data that is coming out of USGS’ studies “are meant to be used earlier in the planning process,” where the decisions are whether a road should bisect a particular watershed at all, the source says.

The state source says it can be “an educational battle” in newly developing areas to convince local governments to design new developments with less impervious surfaces or with onsite stormwater controls. But the USGS data could be used to develop new models to aid development decisions, state and USGS sources say.

For example, USGS has developed an urban intensity index that is similar to looking at the percent of ground covered with impervious surfaces but which includes additional data. Combining the emerging data with the index, “we could build or work with a model to determine how a project affects streams,”and thereby determine how much development can safely occur in an area, the USGS source says.

USGS data from New England is already being used to help determine the amount of pollution in streams coming from Superfund sites, the source says. USGS models account for degradation due to urbanization, and if additional degradation is detected, it indicates it likely is due to a contaminated site, the source says.

Additionally, lots of housing and commercial development is occurring in formerly agricultural areas, where streams are likely to already be degraded due to agricultural runoff; development just exacerbates the situation, a USGS scientist says. The research is also showing changes in water chemistry, with increases in pesticide and pH levels corresponding with decreases in fish, invertebrates and algae populations, the source says.

The studies are showing uniformity in results regardless of whether the research has been conducted in the Southwest, the Southeast or the East, another somewhat surprising result given the difference in each region’s ecosystem, the scientist says. For example, the rates of decline in invertebrates are the same across the country, the source says. Results are slightly different in the Midwest where agriculture is prevalent, the source says.

“We’re seeing commonalities in stressors” on ecosystems, namely increased road density and increased impervious surface areas, which increase runoff directly into streams instead of allowing rain to be absorbed into the ground, the scientist says. “You’re short circuiting the hydrology” with increased development, the source says.

The first USGS source says the studies’ results are very important because “we know urbanization is going to continue.”
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Irwin, Roy, Water Quality Vital Signs LT Monitoring, Lessons Learned 2006, 
Session B1: “Measurement Performance I: Program-wide Considerations”
A quick intor to the design consideration fof the Vital Signs network.  Good technical cross refereneces are included.

Notes on Possible Summaries
Details of monitoring design process:


Papers from session B1

How about assembling presentations into packages to use either in specialty conferences ( such as with RMCs or with TMDL coordinators) and present webcasts using them.

Some EPA audiences might include:


Watershed planners – particularly those planning PART measures


TMDL sonsiderations  (like GW)


305b studies – such as deling w low level OVC s etc.


Stormwater – see Brady 


Vol Mon ( we could use Dennis Kool’s presentation here, for instance)

Some “sort by” fields we might use:

     
Level of technical content 


Category of relevance


Subject matter (approach, results, etc)

