SJR DO TMDL Technical Working Group Meeting

May 20, 2004

Meeting Notes – Draft 1

Attending:  Carl Chen (Systech); Dan Doctor (USGS); Tom Gallagher (HydroQual); Russ Grimes (Jones & Stokes); Gene Lee (BOR); Barbara Marcotte (CBDA); Eric Pancelet (Concur); Hari Rajbhandari (DWR); Mark Roberson (CBDA); John Roldan (Friant Water Users); William Stringfellow (LBDL); Andy Thuman (HydroQual); Jim Wilde (DWR); Danielle Wilson (Jones & Stokes); Kevin Wolf (Jones & Stokes)

Next Meeting(s):

Technical Working Group Meeting:
Initially scheduled for June 17, 2004.  


Rescheduled for July 21, 2004.

Meeting Notes:

I. Welcome and introductions – D. Wilson

II. Purpose of the meeting – D. Wilson

The primary purpose of the meeting was to ensure all involved clearly understand what the Technical Working Group (TWG) is trying to accomplish by subjecting specific linkages to the screening criteria through the data gap analysis instrument last distributed the TWG for review.  Secondly, the purpose of the meeting was to solicit feedback on the usefulness and accuracy of the linkages and criteria presented in the current version of the DOTMDL data gap analysis instrument.

III. Update of PSP – B. Marcotte

B. Marcotte presented that the PSP is anticipated to be released in January, 2005.  The current PSP package remains conceptual at this stage.  It is anticipated that the data gap analysis instrument (matrix) that is currently under review by the TWG, may be integrated into that process.

IV. Purpose of criteria – B. Marcotte

B. Marcotte presented that the original concept when developing the PSP, was to also develop a tool that would guide applicants to develop proposals that reflected the priority efforts identified.  Ideally, this tool or matrix would assist applicants with channeling their application efforts and ultimately assist in a more effective distribution of the bond funds available.  The next step in this process is to complete phase one, so that the results of the TWG’s efforts to date on the PSP can be presented to the CBDA Advisory Committee in early July, 2004.

V. Review of process and results – D. Wilson


D. Wilson led a discussion regarding feedback from the members of the TWG who served as reviewers of the matrix.  Following is a synopsis of the comments presented:


W. Stringfellow:

· The assumption when completing the matrix was that this was a dry run.  The responses provided should not be considered final.

· In general, the linkages were fine, but the criteria section needed work.


C. Chen:

· Linkages section was not clear.  Specifically, the definition of controllable is not clearly presented for completion of the matrix.  Too many assumptions have to be made.

· An alternative approach would be for the reviewer to consider negative impact vs. positive impact when scoring the various criteria.

· One should have the understanding that in this instance, pure science is serving as a filter.

G. Lee:

· There were to many subjective phrases throughout the matrix.

General Comments:

· Which timeframe (time of year) to be considered when reviewing specific criteria, is not clear.

· Those participating were evenly split on whether or not to add a comments field for each linkages section.

· General guidelines for completing the matrix need to be developed; the reviewers were faced with making too many assumptions.

· When completing the matrix, one should ask the question if the criteria are technically controllable or not.

· Discussion occurred regarding whether several of the criteria need to be separated out and presented more specifically, as well as, if some of the criteria needed to be consolidated.

· The group discussed that a wide range of scores for a specific criteria or linkage is an indicator of controversy on that specific item. 

· Be consistent in all wording through out the matrix.

· A suggestion was made to have a broader criteria section with a more narrow set of categories below.  The narrow set of categories would feed up into the broader section.

· Clarify the use of removal vs. source

VI.  Alternative matrix format – W. Stringfellow


W. Stringfellow presented on his alternative matrix format.  Following are suggested revisions to the current matrix as a result of this presentation.

· Geographic areas should have site specific headings

· General and specific activities should be listed separately one following the other.

· Over-arching categories should be added above each specific activities section.

· Use primary sample sites when possible.

· Provide space for additional linkages to be added.

VI.   Specific case studies – K. Wolf


K. Wolf led the TWG through a review of several of the specific criteria and their associated scores.  Those participating in the discussion clearly identified the need to add more categories and separate out some of the existing categories for specificity proposes.  The general consensus was that the current matrix format required to many assumptions to be made on the part of the reviewer.

VII   Next Steps – D. Wilson

The next steps proposed were for the TWG staff to revise the matrix based on the comments received.  The matrix would then be redistributed to the reviewers for a second round of review as well as suggestions on additional criteria and/or linkages to be added.  The matrix would then be revised again, based on the new comments received.  The matrix would then be re-distributed a third time for the reviewers to complete.  This round of distribution would not be considered a dry run.  All scores given, would be considered as a true representation of the reviewers’ current thinking.  Once completed and returned, the matrixes would be tallied and a report on the culmination of scores received would be distributed to the TWG.

The purpose of the next scheduled TWG meeting is to provide an opportunity for the investigators to make presentations on current SJR DO related project(s) they are involved with.

