NAWQA Regional Synthesis Project MRB1-E

Trends in Nutrient Loads to Inland and Coastal Waters in the Northeastern U.S. 

Conference Call Notes, January 13, 2005, 1:00 pm
Introductions, Planning, Schedule, and Budget:   


Conference call participants:  Jonathan Kennen, Steve Grady, Elaine Trench, Ward Hickman, Rich Moore, John Mullaney, Mike Yurewicz.  


John Mullaney presented information on the NAWQA chloride project at the beginning of the call so he could attend a Principle Aquifer call at 2:00.  Notes on this project are included below under “Coordination with other USGS programs and projects.”  


Steve Grady summarized team member availability during FY05, and changes in planned hours.  The MRB1E study will keep John Mullaney in the budget for a pay period (80 hours) for consultation and collaboration.  We hope to have a larger role for him in FY 06.  The remaining hours originally assigned to John will be assigned to Elaine Trench, Michael Colombo, and Tom Trombley of the Connecticut District and CONN NAWQA staff.  


Mike Yurewicz discussed the recent availability of unobligated NAWQA funds, and the process for proposed budget revisions.  The NLT will meet next week in Atlanta, and on January 19 will review, discuss, and decide on all requests for additional funds.  Augmentation of funds for existing MRB and PA projects and topical studies will be a high priority.  Action item:  The funding requests should include documentation on salaries, what additional work will be accomplished, and account numbers. [done]  In response to questions about the anticipated requests, Mike responded that some requests are not for large amounts of money, and some are pretty healthy.  He noted that there will be more than $1 million from the unobligated funds, and encouraged us not to shy away from any requests for salary time to beef up the MRB studies.  Mike informed us that there will be a two-hour block of time on January 19 for Greg Schwarz, Greg Fuhrer, and others to discuss a multi-year blueprint for developing regional SPARROW models.  Greg Fuhrer will probably remain the coordinator for this effort.  Mike encouraged us that if there’s anything we can do in this project to yield the later SPARROW model, go for it.  Because of interest in SPARROW, MRB nutrient studies may have a higher priority.  At a later point in the discussion, Jonathan expressed appreciation to Mike for his willingness to go to bat for the MRBs in the budget process.  Action item:  In a wrap-up of the budget discussion at the end of the call, Steve requested salary and District overhead information from Ward and Rich, as well as information on additional available hours in their schedules for FY 05. [done]  

Infrastructure and data management:  


The group continued the discussion of a consistent process for managing data analysis and storage in multiple district offices.  Jonathan Kennen noted that his group has used ftp sites for their NAWQA project and other projects.  It’s secure and seamless, not only for multiple districts but also for multiple agencies.  He’s thinking in terms of the least expensive approach; the cost for this would be minimal.  The ftp approach is an exchange scenario, not an archival scenario.  He noted that he anticipates that the archival location would be the Connecticut District server.  That would be the ultimate disposition of files.  Rich Moore commented that an external hard drive (300 GB, ~ $300) is something that’s handy for really large data sets; they FedEx it to share files.  Steve added that we also have DVD capabilities, which can be used for file transfers.  Jonathan concurred that it’s worth having the external hard drive for almost any project; it’s good for taking large data files to meetings.  Action item:  Jonathan will email to Elaine the email from Steve Tessler about the USGS ftp depot system. [done]  The group also discussed the prospects for an internal web site for NAWQA surface-water studies.  Jonathan noted that the idea of a national web site for the MRBs is being looked at.  Mike reported that Marty Gurtz has proposed using funds for a surface-water internal web site.  

Data compilation and testing:  


The group discussed the constituent list and station retrievals for MRB1E.  Action item:  Mike noted that we should run the constituent list by Greg Fuhrer, who is coordinating for the nutrient MRBs.  Ward Hickman reported on the status of data retrievals for NAWQA, NASQAN, and HBN stations.  Mike asked about the base year for retrievals, and whether it will be the same or vary for all the MRBs, noting that we need discussion and resolution of this in next week’s conference call.  Ward commented that the general period of interest is the decade of the 90s, but there is also a question regarding the base period for each MRB versus the base period nationally.  We will need to balance MRB (individual) needs versus national needs.  Rich noted that for modeling, it’s important that the period for the predictor variables match the period for the basin’s data.  

Mike commented that there will be a demonstrated need or requirement that we’re actively working with Greg Fuhrer to promote the SPARROW model, and to transition to the SPARROW model work.  Rich and Mike then discussed the status of the National Hydrography Dataset Catchment Delineations study proposed by Rich (and others in NH).  This project is moving ahead.  Elaine noted that it would be useful to know when the MRB1 catchments will be available.  


On the subject of ancillary data compilation, Ward reported that in the November 04 SPARROW workshop, Greg Schwarz and Dick Smith indicated an interest in having the MRBs compile datasets on reservoirs and diversions.  

Coordination with other USGS programs and projects:  


The group discussed making contacts with USGS staff in MRB1 for a variety of project needs.  One of these needs is determining the best State contacts for communicating project information and requesting State datasets.  Mike sees no problem with going ahead and making these USGS contacts, since the MRB1 project summary has been distributed to District Chiefs.  Mike also suggested that we may want to have a couple of conference calls with SPARROW model staff from New England, the Delaware River Basin, and the Chesapeake Bay Program.  

John reported on the chloride project being conducted under the NAWQA Principle Aquifer program – Distribution of Deicing Chemicals in Ground Water and Surface Water in Glaciated Parts of the United States.  The study is investigating effects of deicing chemicals in NAWQA study units.  The study will be looking at water chemistry, cation exchange in ground water, surface-water chloride loads, base flow loads, and ancillary data, and may look at long-term trends in chloride concentration.  The geographic overlap with MRB1E would be northern NJ and north.  He expects to have chloride loads and yields computed for a number of stations, possibly for 1992-2003, or possibly a longer period.  Surface-water stations include indicator basins for forested and urban land use.  He has looked at sites that might have only one NAWQA sample (perhaps a synoptic), but have numerous other program samples.  He may look at base flow load estimation, although there may be too few samples in some cases.  The two studies may be able to share water-quality data sets tied to ancillary variables.  Elaine noted several areas to pursue:  We will want to compare station lists.  The MRB1E study may be able to use some of John’s chloride load estimates.  Action item:  We would like John and Ward to discuss the approach for evaluating low-flow trends and loads.  Action item:  John will provide us with his station list for MRB1.  


Elaine reported on elements of the USGS Chesapeake Bay Programs nutrient trends and loads project that overlap with the MRB1 nutrients project.  The ongoing projects in the Chesapeake program have a very similar focus in terms of interpretive objectives, constituents, station network, time periods, and likely target audiences.  We need to become familiar with their projects, and coordinate our work effort to learn from their experiences, avoid duplication of effort where possible, and maximize the useful information developed by both projects.  Action item:  Elaine will set up a joint conference call for the MRB1E team and USGS Chesapeake project team. [done]  

Outreach and coordination outside USGS:  


Mike reported that NAWQA “heard Bob Hirsch very well” when he encouraged the program to take extra steps to include data outside the bureau.  Mike suggested that we may want to include a budget placeholder for someone to pull in state data.  Ward reported that the states of NY, NJ, and PA have useful data that we should investigate, and stressed that we need to be approaching appropriate state agencies and informing them about what we are doing.  Mike responded that we need to be up front with the NLT; if resources aren’t adequate for obtaining state data, they may be flexible on the timeline to do it right.  He noted that we should work through Jonathan Kennen and Greg Fuhrer on this.  


Mike emphasized that at a minimum, we want to prepare some kind of PowerPoint material, and be prepared for a cyber briefing for State agencies.  He thinks we’re headed for a lot of good science.  He noted that EPA Region 5 has an annual meeting and briefing on the 305(b) report.  Jonathan mentioned that EPA has a biannual meeting in Washington, D.C.; this is a good outlet for information.  The theme for this year’s meeting was very relevant to our study, and we might want to look at the 2006 meeting.  Mike observed that sometimes NAWQA is too conservative, not wanting to share data until we have final results.  He suggested that we ask District contacts about EPA events, and noted that our emphasis should be on State agencies, EPA, DRBC, and similar agencies.  Rich noted that NEIWPCC (New England Interstate Water Pollution Control Commission) has been helpful in contacting States for data sets, for the New England SPARROW model.  Mike added that the New England Integration Pilot Proposal may still happen; if it does, Elaine should be in touch with Keith Robinson.  

Report:  


A brief preliminary report outline was distributed in email on 1/12/05.  Steve noted that if all of the material proposed were incorporated in a single report, it would be quite large.  Jonathan recommended that we think about a specific, smaller, targeted approach; be a little more parsimonious; write for the State cooperators and people working with Congress; and think about the type of outlet we want.  Mike noted that the NLT recognizes the need to be flexible.  He also stated that we should be cognizant of the comment from the District Chiefs, that we need to show how findings from regional reports are relevant at the State level.  Steve suggested that we may want to do very small, specific reports on a particular basin or land use.  Mike added that he expects derivative reports to come out of the regional studies.  Detailed discussion of the outline was deferred to a later date; feedback may be given via email or phone call.  
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