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COMMENTS ON FIRST DAY OF MEETING
Objectives

Kelly Warner 1) discuss current work, potential spin-offs, ideas to address, new ideas for where to go. 2) Compile goals for reports, data needs, stake holders and communication – develop work elements for the 5-yr plan. 3) Discuss and prioritize work elements and develop a communication plan.
Question – has the framework held up with the data analysis? It has held up well; however, if we modify the framework it would be by adding bedrock geology.  Bedrock geology appears to be an important for natural sources. A national bedrock lithology map is being developed.  Suzanne Nicholson is the Geology contact.  By the end of the year about 2/3 of the US should be completed. 
-------------------------------------------------------
Wayne Lapham – description of principal aquifers studies in general. Possible circular summarizing studies in the next 5 years.
-------------------------------------------------------
Bill Wilbur – How do regional teams fit into the National synthesis teams? The timing of completing various level reports doesn’t really facilitate integrating stories notionally and regionally. Planning: bureau 5-yr plan in works by first of calendar yr. Operational plans for next decade of NAWQA (by FY07). Through these plans we can see how all the program components fit together.  Remember that the primary objective for this principal aquifer team is to report on status and trends.  
A. Pesticide synthesis is working toward modeling.  Paul S and others are modeling because it was difficult to explain small occurrences.  They identified recharge as the one variable that is impeding moving the science forward.

B. VOC synthesis will be finishing up reports that they did not get a chance to finish.  Morphing towards looking at drinking water arena as the future of NST.  The effect of artificial recharge was identified as a key need for QW.
C. Nutrients finishing up what they are doing.  Over the next few years we will see a shift to modeling.
Review of current glacial reports and progress

Joe Ayotte – Uranium/Radon report: Occurrence and distribution or uranium and radon in glacial, CO, and NE crystalline.  He and Sarah found that the framework was pretty integral to the analysis and found that geology was most important.  Expanded on the glacial framework by adding geology (Schumann).  But we are lacking geochemistry information. Highest uranium in Columbia plateau sites in glacial aquifer. 
ACTION:  Send Joe the hydrochem regions map and the bedgeo map. 

IDEA:   Could we expand on our networks by mapping beyond our study unit network delineation to delineate what other areas in the area the network would represent. Major aquifers don’t stop at the SU boundary.
Jim asked question about whether the glacial networks adequately address the issue?

You take these studies and where it is leading to for explanation and work with the Districts on where the studies need to proceed to answer the question.  We have addressed the radon and uranium issue on a regional scale with the NAWQA data, but could go further if we used other data. Regulatory data may add more information on status and trends because levels are high enough that regulatory data may add information.   Minnesota Dept of Health and States Geology would be interested in this issue.

ACTION:  Joe will contact Jim Stark to see who might be interested in the uranium model in MN.

IDEA: To further address this issue…currently hypothesis modeling so far based on literature searching. Could be refined.  Additional data is key to refining this. New sampling or additional existing sampling would both be helpful. Could test the hypothesis with new data. Could potentially have a lot more data in the future from the public water supply compliance sampling.
IDEA:  Pool resources with other research groups (TANC, Ground Water Resources in GD, National Syn, etc) how can we work together to study these common important issues? –

ACTION:  Make a short white paper proposal of ideas to solicit interest and time frames.
-------------------------------------------------------
John Mullaney – Deicing. Effects of rock salt on glacial gw and sw in the area.  Looked at chloride and sodium concentrations in urban and forest land use areas for comparison. Sources of chloride – septic, land fill, brine – looked at chloride/bromide ratios that pointed to a mixture of potential sources. Looked at cation exchange in the gw system….basically there is some evidence of cation exchange (excess base cations) which may change hardness of water for drinking water, effects on downstream vegetation. Tried predicting chloride concentration based on road area in 500m buffer, snowfall gt 1 in, recharge, temperature, hydric soils. SW concentrations weren’t always related to the GW concentrations. 
He did not address whether trace metals are being released with chloride to GW (not enough data right now). Chloride is an issue in ground water for the glacial but is a bigger issue and of more interest with respect to SW. Looked at base flow contributions but knowing something about base flow load would help in calculating TMDLs.  
Does the group at USEPA has a big use for this kind of data?  New England chloride concentrations in crystalline but in the glacial there is a 2% exceedance of the MCL.  Leslie has 1.8% in crystalline and 1.7%in glacial exceedance of chloride.  Canadians are pushing this issue of chlorides more than the US.

Crystalline and CO this issue may need to be addressed for future plans.

-------------------------------------------------------
Mary Ann Thomas – Arsenic – primary arsenic release is from iron oxides under reducing conditions, risk factors are young sediments and sluggish ground-water flow. CNBR is different than the rest of the glacial so she divided the framework into one more “physiographic” area.
IDEA:  Future work with model could be calibrating it to arsenic data
-------------------------------------------------------
Terri – Hydchem regions: there is a new and different recharge map available for great lakes area.  Also make sure my recharge is not grouped for MLC analysis. Maybe add figures showing continuous grid data used for analysis instead of grouped filled contour data. Norm noted that the hydchem regions were very similar to the recharge figure I show.  Also look at RASA results for great lakes and arches area – they have chemical facies data and so make sure you don’t contradict that.

Think about including your validation with NWIS data.

Plot age/ph for hydrochemical regions.  Emphasize variables that control residence time of water in the aquifer and emphasize that the map is a hydchemical regional map that describes natural sources.  Something looks funny in that the recharge map and Terri’s map look very similar.

Do we adjust the glacial framework to match the map that Terri developed?  No major adjustments are necessary because it fits.  We can discuss if we want to fine-tune some areas or group areas like the coasts.

Wilber asked “Is there a purpose in addition to validating this framework?”  We need to be careful to not make it sound like these areas are similar in chemistry.  This could be one potential misinterpretation of this report. Norm G will send Terri the new glacial recharge map for the Great Lakes region. This work is being done by Wisconsin and Minnesota USGS districts.

-------------------------------------------------------
Terri for George --Trace Elements – Make sure to only use drinking water wells for health based comparisons – be sure to specify when reporting.  Need to revisit topic of how we communicate on information related to human health.  Need to not use the word “Exceed”.  Need to make sure that when we talk about data above an MCL that we are only looking at drinking water.  We need to bring into this report the groups.  Have Patty and George check to see what is being presented.  Who needs to be involved?  Maybe should talk to Pixie on presenting this information.

-------------------------------------------------------

Kelly – Nitrate in domestic wells--Joe says they have high nitrate in NE domestic wells.
-------------------------------------------------------
Kelly – Discussed large excel sheet of  the data collection schedule for FY07
_______________________________________________________________
Non-NAWQA work
Greg Walsh (GD)  – Geology non-NAWQA work working with methane in fractured bedrock and QW. A lot of wells in NE have methane degassing.  Working on methane and its relation to QW with Sarah F.  What is methane doing in crystalline rocks?

Toxic substances program is funding samples. Why when and where is this occurring?

Area of interest is in the New England……possibly other crystalline areas

IDEA: This may be a topic for NE crystalline summary report.  Data has been collected but not analyzed. This is a domestic water supply/use issue.
-------------------------------------------------------
Norm Grannemann – Great Lakes Regional Coordinator – Key topics : 1) QW agreement review gets amended every 6 years.  They are trying to bring GW into a larger context. Norm is interested in saying something regionally about ground water quality in the Great Lakes. 2) Water availability and use -- document relation of water use and drawdown that occurs and water quality changes. 3) Great Lakes regional collaboration (restore the great lakes).  This links with farm bill and non-point source pollution. 
-------------------------------------------------------
Rob Robinson -- Mineral Resources Program (GD) – 1:500k scale compilation of bedrock lithology coded by uniform standards of lithology and age.  Wrapping up this FY.  Parts of the country are already available.

ACTION:   Contact Suzanne Nicholson about this new map.  
There is a stream sediment chemistry data set like National Uranium Resource Evaluation (NURE) with new data. Soil geochemical database is being developed currently not funded.  Looking at Shacklette study and going back to those sites. The stream density data is better than Shacklette data. Now is the planning time to do the coordination for Shacklette resampling data.

IDEA:  Maybe resample Shacklett sampling locations to try to do trends. Maybe look at QW related to mining (drawdowns and QW of interest with relation to quarries and acid mine drainage).
------------------------------------------------------ 
Janet Stone – Glacial aquifer stratigraphy (GLASS) in relation to ground water QW. Looking at stratigraphy in NE currently (Mass. Being done now; Conn. Has 2-D mapping already done at 1:24k).  Mapping at 1:24k scale. Surficial materials map (not 3 dimensional at this point – maybe done in 3-D later if interest and funding).

-------------------------------------------------------

Joe Ayotte –Discussed using existing PWS data for GW characterization. Best obtained through states and not SDWIS. 

Joe referenced Mindy Erickson, 2005, article in groundwater – she used data of poor locational quality and showed high arsenic along the Des Moines lobe. If we could use the community supply well database from Marilee Horn and get the QW data then we can make use of this data.  It is easy to get the data for some states – some online. This could be used as a good screening tool where we have sparse data.  It may also be best to use something with MCL related data and naturally occurring contaminants.  Considerations on using pws data include:  higher RL, noise in data, not digital, non-detects not in data set, and location data is sensitive.
IDEA:  PWS data might be good to test a hypothesis rather than develop a hypothesis.  Naturally occurring constituents may be better geared for this pws data.

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
New Data – Cambrian-Ordovician
Steve Kalkhoff – CO work in Iowa wells picked in Iowa and Illinois at the same time.  There are also samples available from a cooperative program. A subset of wells has yearly samples (5 or 6 yrs worth of yearly data). We could potentially use these coop sites along with the NAWQA data – they are collecting similar data suites. PWS wells that draw from the CO in Iowa are being capped and are no longer available – they are being replaced with shallower wells.  This made the selected wells not be too evenly distributed. There are also few domestic wells in the CO in IL, IA, and WI – most of the data will be from Public Supplies.  IA, IL, and WI will be using public water supplies; whereas, MN is using domestic supplies because the CO is shallower in this area.  The CO aquifer becomes more saline to the southwest in Iowa.  Previous issues for the CO have been salinity and radon. 
IDEA: Think about if CO needs to be stratified into confined/unconfined or some other method. Steve K. says there is some evidence that we should consider different units.
In samples so far they haven’t seen a lot of the common pesticides that would have been expected.  They have found high detection rate of ammonia.
IDEA:  Ammonia may be constituent of interest throughout the area.  Ammonia is important to water suppliers because it interferes with dechlorination. They are seeing differences in dissolved solids (looking at residue) among various units. DOC and ammonia vary with depth.
Group discussion is that in FY07/08 CO could be ready to begin an occurrence and distribution report if IL and MN networks are sampled in FY07.
Comment from Bill Wilber is to include other NAWQA groups national synthesis, trends teams, etc when designing new studies so we can make sure all parts of the program get the information they need to make a meaningful analysis of the data. 

__________________________________________________________________

National and Regional related NAWQA work

Michael Rosen – Trends - The age dates show recharge time which is different from sampling time.  Need age dated to look at trends. We need more age dating on samples. Approximately a third of wells are age dated.  Age dates are difficult to interpret. Steve Hinkle is going through cycle I data and try to interpret ages that have been collected (to be completed in fy09). The purpose of Steve doing this is to develop a methodology that is straightforward to apply to new data.
ACTION:  Discuss with Michael and Steve H. to see if having someone help Steve could potentially get done sooner.
--------------------------------------------------

Wayne Lapham – Discussed PA efforts for GW status and trends. Possible additional efforts: CAPP is fixing up stream valley PA and documenting; HPGW circular; Redox of 
PAs (all wells not just domestic)(P. McMahon and F. Chapelle). 
---------------------------------------------------

Leslie DeSimone – Domestic QW National Report
-----------------------------------------------------

Bill Wilbur – CDC is tasked with looking at QW.  Paul Squillace and Sharon Qi are putting together prototype methods of displaying data that may be of interest to the CDC. We have something to offer CDC in the GW status and trends part of the program.  Squillace gave CDC a list of analytes that should be priorities based on exceedences.  
__________________________________________________________

NEW IDEAS AND A PRINCIPAL AQUIFER CIRCULAR
The goal of all PA teams will be to complete a circular on the status of the water quality in the aquifer system.  This is proposed to be a circular.  In order to prioritize the ideas for reports, research, and communication, we will outline the major issues for a circular and then work backwards to see what needs to be done to complete this circular.

Circular: When should we do it?  We may want to include appropriate findings from topical studies as well. Should a status and trends circular by compiled by geography or by aquifer extent—for example, do we look at all 3 principal aquifers in one report because they are geographically similar or do we have 3 separate principal aquifer reports because the aquifer systems are different?
PA teams should prioritize the reports/research to be done, but be able to define your criteria. 2-page write ups are important. 
Identify ideas that we want to present in a circular and figure out what needs to be done to present that information. Might not need to flesh these stories out for the entire aquifer but only about the topic in a local area where you have data available. Or you could highlight the topic as a sidebar.
Key questions to answer with a circular (use pest and VOC circulars as templates) – do we focus on domestic and public supplies?
What is the water quality of the aquifer (depends on issues in aquifer)?

(Occurrence, factors affecting occurrence, are they changing?  What makes them change?

Is the Water quality changing over time?)
One issue to address a circular: Where aquifers overlie (glacial over bedrock) and both aquifers produce water.  Characterize both (alternate) sources of potential drinking water.

OUTLINE FOR A CIRCULAR—Brainstorming on ideas and major components:
1) Status of private and public drinking water supplies with respect to the public MCLs by aquifer. 
a) Issues noted--Arsenic, Uranium, radon, nitrate, fluoride, lead, manganese, iron, coliform bacteria, chloride (an urbanization issue) (chloride an issue for home owners who disinfect their own wells – it may also increase ammonia in CO), pesticides and VOCs.
i) Might need to use outside data for glacial aquifer. One possible work element would be to pull QW data form public utilities.  

ii) Mention applications to human health. 

iii) Mention contaminants that react similarly/similar transport characteristics  

iv) Include localized study results along with our generalized regional findings.

b)  How many people depend on this resource (domestic or public or aquifer)? Can we develop a methodology to determine population affected? Can we test it? This would be important for a lot of groups.
ACTION:  Publish our glacial water use coverage!
2)  Source/transport/receptor description of system. Important to put in contect of the aquifer framework

a) GW availability/use
b) How is it changing over time?
c) Shifts to well type
d) Urbanization/population growth effects on water quality
e) Over time shifts
f) How is the system changing and behaving?

g) Define each network QW and environmental setting characteristics (reducing, etc)
h) Pumpage effects on QW (upwelling of saline water)
i) Water levels 
3)  Describe transport hydrology in the form of apparent recharge age/residence time in the glacial aquifer relative to other systems. Incorporate TANC findings. (The common question is how fast do contaminants make it to my well?). Use a broader description of the system – not the details of it – not a topical study.  Factors known to affect the transport in the glacial aquifer system.

a)  geology – stratified deposits
b) hydrogeologic setting (hydrochemical regions for glacial aquifer)
c) GW age data
d) local importance
e) best management practices
f) Compare and contrast hydrologic systems
g) Extrapolation--can we generalize based on the scattered data we have?  relate back to vulnerability
h) basics for trends--changes in nitrate, atrazine, chloride, (other things with use data) 
i) gw/sw interactions – base flow loads – induced infiltration
j) redox/geochemical conditions that affect transport 
4)  Source – natural and anthropogenic sources (and fate) – ancillary (land use, inputs) (sources change over time)
a)  geologic framework natural sources
b) hydrochemical delineations
c) chemical use
d) land use
e) physiography
f) climate
g) population
h) septic systems
i) underground storage tanks
DATA AND WORK ELEMENTS NEEDED BEFORE THE CIRCULAR (Tuesday and Wednesday comments):
1. Answer the question how many people are affected by aquifer and by water use? Domestic supply data is the missing link. Change in number of people over time. 
IDEA:   Make chloropleth map showing density of domestic wells by county or census block to look at distribution in glacial area. Highest population density is probably over the most used water resource? – try mapping it.
ACTION: Look into how to do this. Marilee has an idea/proposal about how to do this. May already have enough data for the eastern area. Maybe should try to determine a procedure to come up with a number. Go through water use program. Work with Chris Riemer of National GW association to get driller information and see what they know.  Will it be any better or more accurate than the estimates that Terri and Kelly have developed? One idea to determine withdrawals and estimate how many people are using the withdrawals is to ask states what % of people use each aquifer in the state/county and apply water use rates to 1990 census data about how many wells.  Note that Joe and John have done this in New England looking at wells with arsenic.  Maybe New England is mostly done and need to concentration on other parts of the system for more accurate domestic supply withdrawals and population?  It is a trickier issue in the areas of multiple stacked-aquifers where is it difficult to discern the aquifer used based on location.

ACTION: Get method slide from Joe that describes how they did this estimate for New England. 
2. Extrapolating or defining redox is a major issue for redox-sensitive constitutents.  Can we develop a predictive model to evaluate water chemistry in context of equilibrium (for arsenic, nitrate, and ammonia)?  Compare/contrast arsenic in bedrock and overlying glacial?  May have enough data in NE Crystalline but not in CO.  Could tell story in just the part we have data for? We have done a lot with arsenic already but arsenic and redox relations are still being explored.  Do we have a compare/contrast (with the hypothetical model) in another part of the system?  Can we say something about redox conditions in the glacial and it related redox-sensitive constituents? Flow path studies would provide more information of water quality, the context of redox conditions, and flow paths.  The incorporation of flow-path work could be a side-bar discussion in the circular.  Describe why redox is important in the circular and note examples.
ACTION:  Coordinate with Neil, McMahon, and others on redox work.  Can we really develop a predictive redox model – redox (long term) to evaluate water chemistry in context of equilibrium (for arsenic and nitrate, and ammonia)?  Have a conference call with others who have been doing predictive redox related modeling to coordinate work and possible methods (include Tom Nolan, Neil Dubrovsky, Mary Ann Thomas, Leslie DeSimone, Craig Brown, John Mullaney, Joe Ayotte, Wayne Lapham, Dan Feinstein, Steve Hinkle, Jack Barbash, Pete McMahan, Frank Chapelle, and Kelly Warner). Decide on goal-- predictive model, map, conceptual matrix 

a. We could also just look at redox (1700 samples with redox related variables) look at relation of depth and redox in different areas. Document how redox varies in the large aquifer area.

b. We could compare constrast redox-sensitive constituents in bedrock and overlying glacial?  
c. Cluster redox variables and then mlc environmental variables to try and extrapolate redox conditions, thickest, youngest sediments, and flattest landscape.  

Ask the question for the circular, “What are the most important features influencing these different constituents of interest?” instead of one focused section on redox.

3. How do we put our data in a context that is meaningful to the public?  Scope needs to be defined for the circular.  Should we focus on domestic vs public supply?  Probably don’t have enough public supply data. Explore other ways to expand the public supply well data/knowledge of water quality so we can do the comparisons. Get and mine other data? Additional monitoring?                      

4. Extrapolation is inhibited because we do not know geologic factors defining the 3rd dimension. We haven’t looked at % sand/silt/clay above screened intervals and how that affects chemistry. Spectral Gamma on a subset of wells/borehole analysis stratigraphy. Heterogeneity effects QW.   Is there data to pull from driller’s logs for all wells?  Maybe get solid organic carbon data where available.  Carbon may be a large transport factor impacting deeper water. Assumption is that lithology affects QW at depth. 
IDEA—Suggestion is that in the circular that we compare fine and coarse-grained networks or wells.

5. Need to characterize QW framework of Cambrian Ordovician and the NE crystalline.

CAMBRIAN-ORDOVICIAN FRAMEWORK

a. The issue of pumping related to QW should be incorporated into the CO framework.

b. CO will have one more new network in FY07 and possibly a resample of the CO MAS in MN.  These networks are critical to a final evaluation of the CO.

c. A framework will help define the QW of the CO and develop a potential framework for extrapolation.

ACTION:  We need an SIR (supporting document for the circular) that looks at framework and occurrence and issues.  We could draw on RASA work. Use RASA QW dataset from the 80’s in combination with our data to look at trends?  Combine all 3 issues into one SIR: framework, trend, and pumping because trends may be related to the pumping.   Target this for FY08.

ACTION: Jim Stark and David Saad will see what QW data is available from the RASA study

ACTION: Jim Stark will work with Jeff Deline to develop a draft CO framework and get feedback from Minn, Michicgan, Wisconsin, Illinois, 

ACTION: Rob Robinson will ask if anyone in GD is willing to work with us to develop the CO framework.

d. Could we add wells around Chicago to address the pumping issue in supplemental sampling? 

NEW ENGLAND CRYSTALLINE FRAMEWORK

a. Rock type may affect QW. Framework would be groups of rock units but the groups would vary depending on constituent and be flexible. The lithochemical model exists. 
b. Intrinsic susceptibility: Rocktype, fracture type, fracture density, and where in the aquifer, where it is in contact with glacial materials

ACTION: Develop a draft framework for the NE Crystalline. Get feedback/input from Rob Robinson, Janet Stone, John Mullaney, Sarah Flanagan

6. In several areas the impacts of pumping on QW (idea was for the CO) is biggest issue.  Need more info for CO and NE – would be site specific stuff. Maybe issue for glacial (induced infiltration) but our data may be limited because wells were selected to not be influenced by surface water. Pumping is important for CO around Chicago, but pumping is a dilution issue for NE.   There are 2 source water assessments in CO in Minn..  There is a potential SWQA around Chicago planned in FY11. 
7. Trends are one of the biggest issues for which new data will be available from NAWQA.
a.  Trends and change in redox because of change in pumping

b. Change in no3, cl, population density

c. David Saad will have a published report addressing trends that could provide a sidebar/inset story about trends for the circular

d. Chloride and nitrate would be a good focus on trends in CO or glacial

e. Could pull retrospective data from public supply QW to mine some information for trends analysis (Cl, NO3). If we could show trends in key PS wells over time that would set the stage for future work to be addressed later. NO3 trends may be related to septic system development (story in Cape Cod). 

ACTION:  Determine which states would have trend data on pubic water supplies.  States that would potentially have PS trend data: Iowa, Illinois, Minnesota, Wisconsin, Connecticut, … most states. May want to pick wells – ensure wells don’t change over time (made deeper, etc). 

ACTION:  Layout a selection process for acquiring trend data at public water supplies.  Maybe screen areas by population density change. Maybe select wells according to the framework to make comparisons among framework design elements.  Note that referring to/using published outside datasets is easier than using unpublished data. Mention how they support or contradict our findings. Work with Rosen if decide to acquire PWS data.

ACTION: Kelly fill out trends spreadsheet questionnaire

f. Could use the retrospective data already collected by TANC – 2 of their studies are in the glacial (data is in data warehouse in the TANC area).
g. STORET database copied into ORACLE in Wisconsin could be used to screen available data (ambient sites, non-blended samples). Select attributes we want for our interpretations.  Illinois has all PWS data online and accessible. --- there is a 4- or 6-state trend report looking at MTBE in New England that could lend results to the Circular (public supply) using retrospective data.

h. Timing may not work for doing additional data collection and analysis on trends in time for the first circular.  Trends will need to be included from existing data from NAWQA or easily obtained.

ACTION: David Saad will ask Nate Booth to pull data from STORET and NWIS to see what we have available for PWS. Which attributes? U, As, NO3, Fl, Cl, Pb, Fe, Mg, NH4, Well depth, water use, domestic and public supply, list of state FIPS for RASA data.

ACTION: Those reports that are current and think additional data would enhance the findings of their reports, use 2-page proposal format to propose what outside sources could be used and the time commitment that would be needed. Do we need this to validate the models we have developed?  This will be done after we look at timelines and budget needs.

ACTION: Kelly will work with Michael Rosen and Wayne to select an area that would potentially be good for looking at trends in glacial and/or NE crystalline. 

COMMUNICATION PLANS:
Pixie Hamilton – Issues important to cooperators. Science is the foundation for communicating to other people in different formats. There are a lot of different people to reach.  The communication doesn’t start with the printed report – it starts before that to make sure our report is meaningful and applied. It is not just the report that is what you need to communicate your findings. It is important to ‘make a friend’ to be an advocate for your information – they can help you ground your stuff to the real world. They can serve as a ‘multiplier’ to help spread the message.  Use our USGS colleagues to spread the word. USGS offices in other states have the contacts and resources already built up.  They know who their stakeholders are.

People have a problem telling their scientific ‘story’ to the people who care but don’t have the scientific background or the NAWQA language – ask and answer the questions in their language (leave the NAWQA jargon behind). Water managers want to know how to protect drinking water. 

IDEA:  Note the key questions that are asked by water managers: can this be applied to other constituents? Can this be extrapolated to other areas?  What happens if…?  How can I optimize my monitoring to protect ground water? 
What kinds of formats should we use?  Multiple formats are needed to convey info to the most people: report, data, graphics, web, (#1 recommendation is to put more info on web so that graphics and data could be downloaded from the web). 

At what point do we share our report with others? We don’t want to release unpublished info but we don’t want to blindside anyone either. Could speak personally with people, don’t leave anything with them. Ask what is interesting/useful to them and what format would be useful.  Get input from them about any red-flag topics or graphics that might need to be revised. If you have questions contact Kelly and/or Pixie (sooner is better than later). Make sure you get different perspectives.

ACTION:  Communicate findings to water science centers and other disciplines so they can communicate with cooperators.  Cost out the idea of cyber seminars and fact sheets.
IDEA--Maybe a cyber seminar to tell what major findings are to internal group and/or after report is approved/released do a cyber seminar that the cooperators can be invited to? Can we get PowerPoint presentations approved separately if needed before report is approved?

Be careful about pre-released information like calling cards – carefully review for content that can be misinterpreted.  A 2-page approved fact sheet would be useful.  It is important to share information about reasoning and methodology and can refer to the author.

ACTION:  Decided to do cyber seminars then add PowerPoint presentations of cyber seminars to internal web site so that anyone internally can use the slides as needed. Timing of cyber seminars is proposed to be between when the report is approved and when it is published.

ACTION:  Check into using a listserve for glacial.  People can signup or drop out of as they want—use it to share appropriate information.  

ACTION – Authors send Kelly information about what you think it would cost and how much time to prepare a PPT and fact sheet about your report.

ACTION--Regional liaison meeting? May be hard to get cooperators outside of their state (travel regulations). Look for regional meetings/conferences to tag onto. Use regional groups to spread the message – Midwest gw conference, and New England interstate pollution control commission (NEWIWPCC) contact Kara Sargent

-
ACTION: Kelly pull out important action items and prioritize needs and estimate cost and time for tasks for 5-yr plan. Send out to group for comments/changes. Limit the iterations. 
ACTION:Scope out tasks, decide on timeframe, estimate costs over the long term.

ACTION: Keep arsenic journal article on table for discussion.  MaryAnn will ask Neil and reviewers their opinion of putting it in a journal

ACTION: Current reports being published in FY07 need to budget for data archiving

ACTION: Each report needs to send Terri CD of draft reports and data sets (directory dump is ok)

COMMENTS BY NLT AND OTHERS ON DIRECTION OF 5-YEAR PLAN:
Rosen: We should look at trends more. We need to collect more data for trends or else use other people’s data. Ideas to look at change--- in redox because of pumping; change in nitrate; change in general QW due to increased use of septic systems; change in chloride because of use and with increase in population density.
Wayne: When this outline is simplified it would be a good template for other PA circulars.

Gary: Good template.  Need to decide how far we’ll go with PA analysis. 
Mike Y.: If focus is on how many people are affected – that gets at the key issues that address how we pull in data from other agencies.  Data is increasingly available.  Extrapolation is an important effort. Be careful on making sure you’re doing an adequate job in extrapolating.
Bill W: When deciding on a direction or issue ask ourselves if this a larger effort or an effort for this group?  Look at a 2-yr window, a 5-yr window, longer (evolving)…. Issues specific to a particular area should be separated out (like around Chicago). Other issues need to be addressed program wide (pumping and QW issues)
