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Why did we do it? 

• As an environmental laboratory and data provider, we wanted 
understand the data and information needs of our stakeholders.  

• We wanted to emphasize the important role of environmental 
data in an adaptive management process. 

• We wanted to make sure stakeholders new about our specific 
monitoring programs and capabilities. 

• We wanted information to update our monitoring strategy.  

• We wanted to lay a foundation for a future  

 monitoring collaboration and data sharing. 

• We wanted participants to share their 

  perspectives with each other.  
 

 



We stressed values of clean water 

 “Beneficial use” is a bureaucratic term for the 
values we share around clean water. It is these 
values people really care about and calling out 
our shared values fostered a more collaborative 
atmosphere for both our summits.  



Clean water is important to all of us 



We still have work to do 



We can succeed by working together! 
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Direct work on Water Quality 
Monitoring at DEQ 

If future WQ 
monitoring reductions 
are taken 
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A monitoring program that meets the Clean 
Water Act objectives should be able to 

answer the following five questions: 

1.  What is the overall quality of waters in the State?  
 
2.  To what extent is water quality changing over time?  
 
3.  What are the problem areas and areas needing protection?  
 
4.  What level of protection is needed?  
 
5.  How effective are clean water projects and programs?  





DEQ Water Quality Monitoring 
Summit Results 

DEQ Water Quality Monitoring Summit,  November 2011 

 



Who participated? 

• We invited DEQ water quality staff from all of 
our programs and regions to discuss water 
quality data and information needs. 

– TMDL, Permitting, Non-point source, Standards, 
Groundwater, Communications, Stormwater, Basin 
Coordinators 

• We also conducted an online survey to collect 
more information from staff that could not 
attend.  



Selected survey results 
Participants 



Monitoring objectives 



Which of the following EPA aquatic life/ wildlife indicators in your geographic area are most 
important for the DEQ laboratory to monitor over time? 

Indicators 



Effectiveness Monitoring 



Trend Monitoring 



Biomonitoring 



Oregon Water Quality Index 



What themes emerged at our internal 
water quality summit? 

•Capacity Building 
•Provide Technical assistance. 
 
•Leverage other data sources. 
 
•Work with other partners to help build 
their monitoring capacity. 



continued 

• Improve communication of  
findings and  delivery of information. 
 
• Work with Basin coordinators to target 
regional monitoring efforts. 
 
• Provide easier access to the data we collect. 
 
• Maintain or enhance the Ambient  
WQ Monitoring Network. (toxics) 
 
•Biological monitoring is valuable. 
 



External  Water Quality Monitoring  
Survey Results  

DEQ Water Quality Monitoring Summit,  February 8, 2012 

 



Who participated? 

• We tried for a balance of stakeholder groups 

– State and Federal agencies, Tribes, Environmental 
organizations, Business organizations, Watershed 
Councils 

– We had 30 participants + about 15 DEQ 
presenters/guests. 

• We conducted a pre-meeting online survey 
followed by a post meeting online survey.  
  



How was it organized? 

• We provided informational presentations that 
were relevant to the breakout session 
discussions?  

• Breakout session were organized by 
stakeholder group.  

– We wanted candid conversations and we wanted 
people in their comfort zones.  

 

 





Turbo Turtles Lego Team  



Ranking Water Monitoring Issues 
 



Other responses: 
1. How to define reference condition & 

develop credible sampling methods 
2. Clean water projects and programs 

should be evaluated separately 
3. Effective & timely reporting of data 

in hand very important 
4. Are we meeting water quality 

standards? 
5. Which contaminants pose the 

greatest threat to human health and 
aquatic life in Oregon? What are 
their sources. 

 



Other responses: 
1. The State Board plans to 

adopt quantitative 
biocriteria during 2012 for 
macroinvertebrates and 
during 2013 for soft-
bodied algae and diatoms. 

2. Answers depend on type of 
water body and scale 

3. Highest priority is 
contaminants that harm 
human health. 

 



 

Other responses: 
1. Activities are less relevant when 

resources are lacking to monitor at the 
appropriate scale (for example, 
pollution sources). Biological 
monitoring to develop stressor tools 
and reference conditions are more 
relevant than broad-scale monitoring. 
I'm unaware if any program monitoring 
or evaluation has been done. 

2. In addition to monitoring toxics and 
pollutants that threaten human health, 
we are interested in monitoring that 
can help determine whether programs 
are working or not, particularly for 
nonpoint sources like agriculture and 
urban runoff. 

 



Other responses: 
1. Frequency depends partly on 

availability. What do you mean 
by "uses" - is reviewing a 
report that contains data 
included? 

2. Our uses are not necessarily 
regular, but are more tied to 
specific studies or projects and 
their timelines. Mostly we use 
our own data but often use 
DEQ and other organizations 
depending on the questions. 

 



Other responses: 
1. Watershed scale is between sub-

basin and project/site specific. It 
is the scale more likely to change 
in response to our actions, 
because our watersheds drain to 
the ocean and have estuaries. 

2. Again, our use depends on 
specific project and objectives. 
Uses can vary considerably over 
time. 

3. Columbia River Basin 
 



Other responses: 
1. Doesn‘t this depend on the toxin, 

and on whether the goal is to 
remediate or set intake limits? 

2. All are critical. 
3. Passive Samplers -- Important 

 



Other responses: 
1. The index is potentially driven by 

modeling parameters that are less 
influenced by human activities 
compared to annual conditions. 
Could it be modified to be less 
dependant on annual conditions? 

2. But it has limitations - diurnal and 
storm variability are poorly 
captured. 

3. It would be more useful if it 
included some toxics. 

4. I think it is useful but shouldn't 
be the only tool used. I rarely use 
it except as an indicator. 

5. Maybe--it has strengths and 
weaknesses 
 



#12 

Other responses: 
1. Like IBI? Good stuff, but 

not high priority for my 
organization. 

2. Others in my 
organization may be 
using it. 

3. I have done surveys 
using this index 



#13 

Other responses: 
1. Needs to be integrated 

with biological index 
2. Yes, and the devil is in 

the details (since use of 
one chemical may 
replace another over 
time). Would be very 
useful for some 
chemical classes 



Other responses: 
1. In doing so it would be 

beneficial to correlate other 
aspects of watershed health 
including the above listed 
PREDATOR tool and 
potentially any fish or other 
biologically related data. 

2. Yes. The public is completely 
unaware of water quality 
issues. Look at the "report 
card" OEC did based on the 
Integrated Report. 
http://www.oeconline.org/o
ur-work/rivers/cleaner-
rivers-for-oregon-report. 

3.  I think it would be more 
useful to DEQ or other 
agencies than to my agency 
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What general themes emerged at our 
external water quality summit? 

• Provide technical assistance. 

• Develop partnerships and coordination of 
monitoring effort. 

• Get the information out.  

• Biomonitoring is valuable.  

• Focus on areas of monitoring expertise. 
Ambient program, toxics. 

• Scale (geographically focused) 

 



Overlapping themes 

• Technical assistance and expertise. 

• Data and information sharing and delivery. 

• Partnerships and collaboration.  

• Issues of scale. (geographic focus) 

• Interest in toxics monitoring.  

• Value in biomonitoring.  

 

 





















A note about my staff 

• They were amazing and really engaged the 
participants in both summits.  

• The participants took away a real appreciation 
for the work we do at the lab.  

 



Next steps 

• Do it again but with others contributing water 
quality information. i.e. share the ownership. 

• Take a geographic approach to the summit.  

• Develop a monitoring map to share 
monitoring locations, indicators and contacts. 

• Update Monitoring Strategy to incorporate 
major themes. 



I’m going to look for some bugs! 


