RMP Steering Committee Meeting
November 13, 2014
San Francisco Estuary Institute
First Floor Conference Room
4911 Central Avenue
1:00 PM —4:30 PM

(The SC meeting will follow the Multi-Year Planning Workshop

scheduled for the morning)
http://www.sfei.org/calendar events/4536

Approval of Agenda and Minutes 1:00
Tom Mumley
Confirmation of Chairs 1:05
As part of the annual planning cycle, the SC will confirm the Tom Mumley
Chairs. Both Karin and Tom have confirmed their interest in
continuing on as Chairs.
Information: TRC Meeting Summary 1:10
Topics of discussion at the September TRC meeting included: Phil
Proposed Bay Margins Sampling Plan, Redesign of the POC Trowbridge
Monitoring Program, Proposed Nutrient Modeling Workplan, and
Funding for USGS Suspended Sediment Monitoring in 2015.
Information: 2014 Budget Status 1:20
An update on the status of 2014 budget will be given. Lawrence
Leung
Action: Approval of the Line Item 2015 Budget and the 2015 | 1:30
Program Plan Phil
The 2015 RMP Budget and Program Plan have been developed. Trowbridge

Differences between the 2014 and 2015 budgets will be
highlighted. There is a shortfall of $77k in dredger fees to be
collected in 2015.

Desired outcome: Approval of the 2015 Budget and Program Plan



http://www.sfei.org/calendar_events/4536

Action: Set RMP Fees for 2016-2018

2:30

The Steering Committee needs to set the total RMP fees for 2016, | Thomas

2017, and 2018. The total fees for 2015 are $3,418k. The total fees | Mumley

for different rates of increase are presented below.

Rate of Increase 2016 2017 2018

2% per year $3,486k $3,556k $3,627k

3% per year $3,521k  $3,626k  $3,735k

4% per year $3,555k  $3,697k  $3,845k

Desired Outcome: Agreement on the total fees for the RMP for

2016-2018.

Information: Presentation on Results of Charter Review 3:30
David Ceppos

CCP has completed interviews with RMP member agencies and

other stakeholders. Dave Ceppos will present the findings and

recommendations at this meeting. The next step of this process

will be to develop a Charter document for the SC to approve at the

January meeting. SC members are encouraged to read the CCP

report before the meeting to facilitate an informed discussion of

next steps.

Desired Outcome: Informed committee and plan for next steps

toward developing a charter.

Information: Deliverables, Action Items, and Workgroup 4:10

Updates (Attachments) Phil
Trowbridge

Plus/Delta and Set next meeting date and agenda topics 4:20
Thomas
Mumley
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RMP Steering Committee Meeting
July 12, 2014
San Francisco Estuary Institute

Draft Meeting Summary

Attendees:

Tom Mumley*, SFBRWQCB Peter Carroll, Refineries (Tesoro Golden
Jim Ervin (City of San Jose) Eagle Refinery)

Adam Olivieri, Stormwater Jay Davis (SFEI)

(BASMAA/EOA Inc) Phil Trowbridge (SFEI)

Karin North**, Medium POTWs (City Ellen Willis-Norton (SFEI)

of Palo Alto) Mike Connor (EBDA)

Dan Tafolla, Small POTWs (Vallejo
Sanitation and Flood Control District)

I. Information: Committee Member Updates [Tom Mumley]

Phi Trowbridge stated that the contract with Dave Ceppos at the Center for Collaborative
Policy is in place; the initial meeting with him will occur in early August. Tom Mumley
noted that Dave will help determine what procedures the RMP needs to run the program
better and will help create an orientation package for new RMP members. Peter Carroll
thought that tasks one through three of the program review could be completed and
presented by the next SC meeting.

Adam Olivieri informed the SC that the SFEI Board of Directors interviewed three
Executive Director candidates on July 11. Jim Ervin stated that the City of San Jose’s
WWTP permit is up for reissuance and a new provision in the permit requires quarterly
receiving water monitoring. Jim noted that the RMP is charged with receiving water
monitoring. Karin North noted that the RMP and Water Board should be communicating
more clearly why BACWA members pay into the RMP. The City of San Jose and Palo
Alto recommended that if the new provision stays, the monitoring should be completed
every six months and should be based on the tides.

Action Items:
1. Phil Trowbridge will add updates on the Program Review to the agenda for the
fall 2014, winter 2015, and spring 2015 SC meetings.
2. Phil Trowbridge will ask Dave Ceppos to present the results from Tasks 1, 2, and
3 of the Program Review at the fall 2014 SC meeting.
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3. Tom noted that he would fwp with Regional Board staff regarding the connection
between permit related and RMP receiving water monitoring.

II. Action: Approval of Summary from May 6, 2014 Steering Committee Meeting
[Tom Mumley]

SC members discussed how detailed the SC meeting summaries should be. Peter Carroll
suggested that the level of detail in meeting summaries should be a part of the RMP
program review. Karin North noted that she appreciates the level of detail in the TRC
summaries because she doesn’t have to attend the meetings to understand what happened.
Jay Davis stated that it was also useful for SFEI staff to have access to detailed notes.

Tom Mumley and Peter Carroll suggested that detailed notes of discussions that touch on
regulatory matters might have unintended consequences. The group requested that the
Program Review by Dave Ceppos provide guidance on the level of detail for the SC
meeting summaries.

After some discussion, it was decided that SFEI will continue to write the summaries
with the same level of detail but will highlight sections that the committee indicates are
potentially sensitive. The first draft of the summary will be sent to the SC for review by
email (not posted to the website and clearly marked draft). SC members will be given a
deadline by which any corrections to the first draft summary should be reported to SFEI
to be corrected. One week before the next SC meeting, the second draft meeting summary
will be posted on the SFEI website as part of the agenda package for the meeting.

Phil Trowbridge asked the SC to review action items that were assigned to him as a result
of his new position. The first action item he mentioned was developing a plan for
monitoring after a catastrophic event to the Bay. Tom stated that the action item was a
response to an oil spill in the Bay; he suggested creating a plan that would not take too
much effort and might involve the entire Institute, not just the RMP. Phil and Adam
Olivieri noted that the RMP may not be the appropriate organization for emergency
monitoring. Tom stated that he will take the idea back to the Water Board and determine
if they think SFEI would be useful during an emergency.

The second action item Phil brought to the SC was regarding writing one page summaries
of CEC management actions. Tom stated that the Water Board agreed that contaminants
that fall in the moderate risk tier (Tier III) will have action plans associated with them to
ensure they do not become high risk. The RMP’s role would be contributing scientific
content to the summaries. Phil responded that RMP staff need direction and to determine
where the funds will come from since the budget for the CEC Strategy is tight. Karin
North, Phil, and Rebecca Sutton will work together on the action plans and will inform
the SC of their progress.

Items for Approval:
Adam motioned to approve the SC summary, Jim Ervin seconded, and the summary was
unanimously approved.
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Action Items:

4. Phil Trowbridge will ask Dave Ceppos to address the level of detail for the SC
meeting summaries as part of the Program Review.

5. Tom Mumley will discuss the action item for catastrophic event monitoring with
other Water Board staff and determine if they think SFEI would be useful during
an emergency.

6. Phil Trowbridge will scope out the effort and role that the RMP (or SFEI) could
play for catastrophic event monitoring

7. Karin North, Phil Trowbridge, and Rebecca Sutton will work together on the
action plans and will inform SC of their progress.

III. Information: Summary of June 17, 2014 TRC Meeting [Jay Davis]|

Jay Davis informed the SC that the TRC discussed funding for 2015 special studies; the
development of a scoping plan for margins work, which will be completed in September;
and the TRC agreed to not reanalyze the 2004-2006 organics sediment data because the
sediment cruise is moving to a four year schedule.

IV. Update on 2014 RMP Budget [Phil Trowbridge]

Phil Trowbridge went over the budget memo and stated that 95% of revenue for 2014 has
been collected. The interest income is less than originally budgeted, $7,000 instead of
$12,000; therefore, Phil requested adjusting the budget to reduce income by $5,000. He
noted that revenue is still $10,000 ahead of 2014 expenses. Phil added that the 2013 and
2012 labor budgets are expected to be expended by the end of 2014; the one sizeable
labor item from previous years is nutrients modeling and the contracts for beginning the
modeling are underway. Phil ended his overview of the budget memo by stating there is
$527,215 in unencumbered funds.

Discussion:

Tom Mumley asked about the outstanding Tesoro and EBDA funds. Peter Carroll
responded that both EBDA and Tesoro pay on a quarterly basis and would like the budget
memo to not show his name under “outstanding participant fees.” Phil suggested
changing the title to “accounts receivable.”

The group requested that the budget memos show how the balance of unencumbered
funds has changed each quarter. This graph (or table) would should whether the
unencumbered funds were growing or shrinking over time.

Action Items:
8. Lawrence Leung will change the wording in the budget memo from “outstanding
participant fees” to “accounts receivable.”
9. Lawrence Leung will add a graph (or table) to the quarterly budget memo
showing the balance of unencumbered funds (2014 onwards).

V. Decision: Budget Requests [Phil Trowbridge]|
Phil Trowbridge stated that the RMP has four requests for the SC:
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1. Cancel Year 2 of Mesohaline Benthic Index Study and re-program remaining
funds ($90,477) to Unencumbered Funds.

2. Allocate $23,000 from Unencumbered Funds for 2014 study of selenium in
sturgeon.

3. Allocate $26,000 from Unencumbered Funds for analysis of sediments and seal
tissue for PFCs.

4. Modify the current calendar Fiscal Year utilized by the RMP to the State Fiscal
Year (July through June) for RMP budgets which will match the recently
approved SFEI fiscal year and that details on concerting to be presented at the
October SC meeting.

Phil noted if all of the requests were approved the amount of unencumbered funds would
increase by $41,000. Tom Mumley noted that he appreciates the movement of funds from
one project into unencumbered funds rather than just switching the funds to another
project.

Phil stated that the TRC suggested not approving year 2 of the mesohaline benthic index
study (request one) because the mesohaline environment is very heterogeneous and the
study would need to focus on a very specific area of Lower South Bay. Adam Olivieri
supported cancelling the study and bringing it back to the SC if it becomes important
again.

Phil noted that SFEI moved to a fiscal year so there is a strong incentive for the RMP to
follow suit (request four). If the RMP decides to remain on the calendar year the audit
costs would double. Phil added that the RMP will need to figure out the details of how a
6-month gap year will help the transition to a fiscal year. Adam noted that often local
agencies don’t have funds until August and September, which may affect the available
funds for the gap year.

Items for Approval:
Adam motioned to approve all four requests, Karin North seconded, and the requests
were unanimously approved.

VI. Decision: Proposed S&T Monitoring Plan for 2014-2023 [Phil Trowbridge]

Phil Trowbridge stated that sediment sampling will be completed every four years at 27
sites; sport fish, bird egg, and water sampling will continue on a five, three, and two year
cycle respectively; bivalves will be sampled at seven sites biennially. Phil stated that in
2014 there will be $80,000 in savings and in future years $60,000 in savings annually.
The savings are less than predicted, but the data that will be collected is useful for
stakeholders.

Items for Approval:
Peter Carroll motioned to approve the change in the S&T monitoring plan from 2014-
2023, Adam Olivieri seconded, and the change was approved.

VII. Decision: Funding for 2015 Special Studies [Jay Davis]
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Jay Davis informed the SC that the TRC brought the original cost of the special studies
budget from $1,345,000 to $1,199,000. The Multi-Year Plan allocates $1,028,000 to
2015 special studies; therefore, the TRC recommended that the SC use $91,000 in
unencumbered funds to cover the shortfall.

Jay noted that the TRC recommending pushing back three special studies to 2016
including the Current Use Pesticide study, the SQO Pacific Dry Dock study, and the
Dioxin Synthesis. The TRC also recommended reducing the funding for the PCB
conceptual model study from $100,000 to $85,000. Jay noted that the plans for Small
Tributaries Loading Strategy (STLS) and Nutrient studies are still developing. The TRC
recommended that STLS and Nutrient studies should receive the same amount of funding
($470,000)

Jay added that the Selenium Strategy Team forgot to include $23,000 for sampling
Sturgeon muscle plugs in 2015. The Contaminants of Emerging Concern (CEC)
workgroup also forgot to include $20,000 for the CEC Strategy Development. Adam
Olivieri stated that with the additional $43,000 the proposed budget for 2015 special
studies is over by $134,000. Adam and Tom Mumley agreed that $134,000 could be
taken out of the unencumbered funds because of savings from reductions in S&T and
because of agreement to add $41,000 back into the unencumbered funds. Tom noted that
the long-term issue is that the demand for special studies funds is greater than the Multi-
Year Plan budget allocations.

Tom suggested that the CEC Strategy funding should no longer be a special study, but
should be included in program management costs. Jay noted that other workgroups have
strategy development line items. Tom asked to include a discussion of workgroup
strategy development budgets into the 2015 October planning meeting.

Items for Approval:

Dan Tafolla motioned to approve the TRC’s recommendations with Jay’s
recommendation to also fund the CEC Strategy and the 2015 Se in Sturgeon plugs study,
Adam Olivieri seconded, and the 2015 special studies were unanimously approved. The
SC agreed to move $134,000 out of unencumbered funds and into the 2015 budget.

Action Items:
5. Phil Trowbridge will include a discussion of workgroup strategy development
budgets into the 2015 October planning meeting.

VIII. Discussion: Multi-Year Plan: Mid-Year Check-In [Jay Davis]

Jay Davis went over the five year planning budget. Tom Mumley asked why the Multi-
Year Plan (MYP) 2015 special study budget does not match the number Jay provided
early, $1,028,000. Phil Trowbridge responded that the MYP does not include set-asides.
He noted that the MYP numbers will be solidified by the October meeting and he will
provide an actual outlay.
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Jay stated that the take-home message is the total amount allocated for special studies is
increasing. The nutrient, Selenium, and PCB work is increasing. Mike Connor suggested
that Jay and Phil create five different special study budget scenarios with different
priorities (e.g., focus on PCBs and stop Se work) and see which scenario the SC supports.
Adam Olivieri stated that the scenarios should be based on a predicted 2% increase in fee
revenue.

Tom summarized that the percent fee increase either needs to rise or there need to be less
special studies. Peter Carroll suggested extending the time frame for certain studies. Jay
stated that he can provide the SC with a detailed break-down of each line item on the
RMP budget.

Action Items:
6. Jay Davis and Phil Trowbridge will prepare five different special study budget
scenarios with varying priorities for the Planning Workshop.
7. Jay Davis and Phil Trowbridge will provide the SC with a detailed break-down of
each line item on the RMP budget at the Planning Workshop.

IX. Discussion RMP Fees for 2016-2018 [Tom Mumley]

Tom Mumley stated RMP fees for 2016-2018 need to be set by the SC in 2015. Tom
noted that there are three issues the program needs to address 1) the demand for special
studies compared to the allocated funding, 2) the fee increases will likely be limited
compared to other cost factors and 3) access to high level staff is becoming strained
because of cost. Phil Trowbridge noted that the cost of USGS suspended sediment and
water quality work is increasing. Tom stated that a multi-year fee strategy should be
created. Karin North asked about the possibility of federal funding. Mike Connor
suggested talking to Luisa Valiela at EPA to ask if there is a chance of federal funding.
Mike Connor noted that BACWA agencies will likely not be able to contribute much
more to the RMP because their fees are already increasing by 30% for nutrient research.
Adam noted that he will need three to four weeks to bring the information to the
stormwater programs agency and obtain their feedback.

The group suggested three fee increase scenarios that should be presented at the Planning
Workshop: 2% increase (status quo); 3% (inflation, CPI); and 4% (increased funding).

Action Items:

8. Jay Davis and Phil Trowbridge will prepare information fee increase scenarios of
2%, 3%, and 4% for the Planning Workshop. The fee increase scenarios need to
be sent to the SC members by October 1, 2014 so they can be discussed at
BACWA and BASMAA board meetings in late October.

X. Decision: Communication Strategy — Revisited [Jay Davis]

RMP Communications Strategy

Jay Davis stated that the goal of the agenda item was to agree on a communications
strategy and portfolio. He stated that goal of the RMP is to collect data and communicate
water quality information in support of management decisions. Therefore, the primary
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audience RMP audience is RMP participants. There are two tiers of RMP participants 1)
those that are actively engaged and 2) those who contribute funds, but are not actively
engaged. Jay stated that the RMP communication products should be useful to tier two
participants. Secondary audiences include other Bay managers, policy makers, local
scientists, media and outreach specialists, and the public. Tom Mumley noted that
potential funders are another target audience.

Jay then listed elements in the communications portfolio and their intended audience.
New communication products include one page summaries of the RMP, email updates,
the SFEI Newsletter, the creation of an e-book for the Pulse and RMP Update, re-design
of the web site, and Social media (Facebook and Twitter). Mike Connor suggested that
RMP staff should go to stakeholder meetings and give presentations about the RMP (e.g.
BACWA [3" Thursday of each month], BAPPG, and BASMAA [4" Thursday of each
month] meetings).

Jay noted that the RMP needs measure how successful the communications are by
determining how many views there are of online materials, clicks on email updates,
subscriptions to the RMP email list, how many hard copies are distributed and surveys of
audiences.

Discussion:

Tom Mumley began the discussion by stating that links to the RMP webpage should be
more visible on the SFEI homepage. He added that he would like to know the cost of the
various communications elements. He also would like Jay to create a statement of
expected benefit from RMP communications elements. Karin North stated that the most
useful products are the ones that have metrics associated with them (e.g. number of clicks
on an email update). Mike Connor suggested eliminating the AMR; Jay responded that
the AMR could probably become a much smaller effort.

Phil Trowbridge suggested re-purposing content that is used in the RMP newsletter by
sending it to other agency newsletters. He added that the RMP can ask Facebook and
Twitter followers to be interactive; for example, the public can submit photos or stories
about the Bay.

2015 Pulse of the Bay

Jay stated that the San Francisco Estuary Partnership thinks they will be able to publish a
2015 State of the Estuary (SOE) Report with limited funding. Jay noted that there is the
potential for making the 2015 Pulse of the Bay a companion publication to the SOE
Report. The theme of the 2015 Pulse could be a profile on key water quality parameters
(e.g. a four page summary on copper). Mike Connor encouraged looking at mass balances
of all of the parameters and determining the loading from discharge versus natural
background concentrations.

Tom Mumley stated he does not want to compete with the SOE Report, but would
support a Pulse that adds to the information provided in the relatively lean SOE Report.
Additionally, Tom stated the Water Board would find the Pulse of the Bay more useful
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than the SOE Report. Mike suggested making it a Pulse Lite so it did not compete with
the SOE Report. Tom stated that he would meet with Judy Kelly to talk about her
expectations for the SOE Report.

Estuary News Articles

Jay asked the SC what the next Estuary News article should be about. The work on
copper’s impact on the olfactory nerve is not complete yet. Jay suggested an article on
PCBs and the SC agreed. Jay noted that the SC agreed that the December article should
be about stormwater and the March article will focus on CECs.

Action Items:

9. Ellen Willis-Norton made the links to the RMP page more visible on the SFEI
homepage — Completed.

10. Phil Trowbridge will provide the SC with the costs for each RMP communication
product at the Planning Workshop.

11. Phil Trowbridge will create a calendar of key stakeholder meetings that the RMP
should attend each year.

12. Ellen Willis-Norton will investigate making the Annual Monitoring Report
shorter and less expensive to produce.

13. Tom Mumley will meet with Judy Kelly to talk about her expectations for the
SOE Report.

XI. Update on 2014 Annual Meeting and RMP Update [Jay Davis]

The TRC suggested that Bridgette DeShields moderate the S&T discussion, Adam
Olivieri moderate the STLS discussion, Naomi Feger moderate the nutrients discussion,
and Karin North moderate the CEC discussion so there the moderators were from
different stakeholder groups. Karin North stated that she would rather have Eric
Dunleavy moderate the CEC discussion. Jay noted that the time allocated to the S&T
discussion will decrease to allow more time for the STLS session. Dave Senn and Naomi
still need to solidify the speakers for the nutrients session. Mike Connor suggested that
Anthony Malkassian give a talk rather than Emily Novick. He also thought that the
Lower South Bay Synthesis would be more interesting than a talk about the Nutrient
Conceptual Model.

Action Items:
14. Jay Davis will inform Dave Senn that Mike Connor suggested that Anthony
Malkassian give a talk rather than Emily Novick.
15. Jay Davis will re-send the SC the draft RMP Update text.
16. Jay will contact all potential presenters

XII. Information: Update on Workgroups and Scorecard [Phil Trowbridge]

Phil Trowbridge reviewed the deliverables scorecard. Tom Mumley asked about the
2006-2012 bird egg report. Jay replied that the draft will be completed in December, he is
currently working through his backlog and Phil offered to help write the report. Tom also
asked about the PFCs in Bay Biota manuscript. Phil responded that Meg Sedlak is
working on the manuscript and it will be completed on time and on budget. Tom noted
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that he had hoped the Nutrient Conceptual Model would be completed before the
Nutrient SC meeting. Phil replied that he has talked to Emily Novick and David Senn and
it will be completed by the end of July. Adam Olivieri asked if Phil could start helping
with nutrient management so Dave Senn can focus on the science. Phil stated that now
that he has a handle on RMP budgets he can start working in different program areas.

XIII. Action: Set next meeting date and agenda topics [Tom Mumley]
The next meeting will be the Multi-Year Planning meeting starting at 9 AM on
November 13, 2014. The SC meeting will be held after lunch.

11
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RMP
Technical Review Committee
September 23th, 2014
San Francisco Estuary Institute
DRAFT Meeting Summary

Attendees Don Yee, SFEI
Bridgette DeShields, Arcadis/WSPA Ellen Willis-Norton, SFEI
Ian Wren, San Francisco Baykeeper Jay Davis, SFEI
Karen Taberski, SF RWQCB Phil Trowbridge, SFEI
Eric Dunlavey, City of San Jose Dave Senn, SFEI
Tom Hall, EOA, Inc. (South Bay Rebecca Sutton, SFEI
Dischargers) Lester McKee, SFEI
Mike Connor, EBDA Jim Kelly, SFEI
Chris Sommers, EOA, Inc. (BASMAA)
Bonnie de Berry, EOA, Inc. (BASMAA) Call In
Naomi Feger, SFB RQWCB Robert Lawrence, US Army Corps of
Maureen Downing-Kunz, USGS Engineers

I. Information: Committee Member Updates [Bridgette Deshields]

Chris Sommers informed the TRC that Dave Ceppos, Senior Mediator at the Center for
Collaborative Policy, has completed interviews of TRC members that he is using to
facilitate the RMP charter development. He will report the results to the Steering
Committee on November 13, 2014.

I1. Decision: Approval of Summary from June 17, 2014 TRC Meeting [Bridgette
Deshields]

Tom Hall asked about why aquatic toxicity changed from a 5 year monitoring cycle to
biennial sampling when there was 10 to 15 years of no discernible aquatic toxicity.
Bridgette Deshields responded that the EPA is interested in more frequent sampling and
it would help identify if any new pollutants were added to the Bay. Jay Davis added that
it is inexpensive parameter to analyze and Mike Connor supported biennial monitoring.
Tom stated that he would like to see a clearer rational for increasing the frequency of
aquatic toxicity testing if the RMP is moving toward a design that provides more useful
information.

Phil Trowbridge noted that it would be useful to note any decisions that were made after
TRC meetings. For example, after the June 17" meeting the TRC agreed to use the
$76,000 from the reserve to fund the remaining special studies. Chris Sommers agreed
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and added that Phil should inform the TRC how he is going to frame the TRC’s decisions
and suggestions to the SC. Phil stated that Dave Ceppos is working on a standard
procedure to facilitate that communication.

Items to Approve:

Karen Taberski motioned to approve the TRC meeting summary with the modifications,
Tom Mumley seconded, and the June 1 7" TRC summary was unanimously approved.

Action Items:
1. Phil Trowbridge will add the table that details the changes to the S&T
monitoring design to the RMP webpage.
2. Phil Trowbridge will add a parenthetical note to the minutes of the June 17,
2014 TRC meeting to document the decision made by the TRC over email
regarding the recommended special studies for 2015.

III. Information: Steering Committee Report [Phil Trowbridge]

Phil Trowbridge noted that the SC agreed to not fund the second year of the benthic
mesohaline study; agreed to fund the Nutrients Strategy and Small Tributaries Loading
Strategy at $470,000 each; and agreed to use funds from the unencumbered reserve to
fund the remaining special studies. Additionally, the SC allocated $23,000 from the
reserve to fund a study on Se in sturgeon muscle; $26,000 from the reserve to complete a
study on the correlation between Se in sturgeon tissue and sturgeon eggs; and $20,000 to
support CEC Strategy development. The SC also approved changes to the S&T
monitoring design.

The SC discussed fee increases for the 2016-2018 cycle. In the past, there has been a 2%
increase per year. Phil is putting a document together for the next SC meeting that
documents what the RMP budget would be with various fee increases.

IV. Information: Proposed Bay Margins Sampling Plan

Don Yee presented a potential margins sampling plan. He began his presentation by
stating the RMP currently excludes the margins, which in Lower South Bay is three
quarters of the total area. The sample sites would be chosen using a GRTS sample draw,
similar to the Bay S&T design, which is a spatially distributed and unbiased design. The
nearest neighbor would be at least 1 km away. Don proposed an initial sampling effort
that included sampling 40 margin sites within 2 events. The cost of each event would be
between $165,000 and $181,000. Don suggested a final density of 64 to 128 stations per
segment. Don stated that the decision to collect composite samples depends on whether
the TRC is interested in small scale variation. The analytical cost would be $435,000 if
ancillary parameters, TMDL pollutants, trace metals, organics, CECs, toxicity, and
benthos were analyzed.

Don noted that sampling will likely begin half-way through 2015. Phil Trowbridge
suggested continuing the margins discussion at the December TRC meeting and fine-
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tuning the sampling design in March. Bridgette stated that she would like to know how
much savings there was from changing the S&T design.

Discussion:

Karen Taberski noted that Bay Protection sampled the margins for six times less than the
cost Don proposed. The cost per site was $1,488 per site for the EPA’s Environmental
Monitoring and Assessment Program study. Don Yee said that he consulted with Paul
Salop at AMS about the field sampling costs, but will talk to Karen’s contacts to see if
there is a way to reduce the costs.

Chris Sommers stated that Don should develop sample site exclusion criteria; he
wondered if there were other reasons to not sample a site other than it is not logistically
feasible. Lester McKee provided an example, asking whether a site next to the end of a
storm drain should be included or removed from the design. Phil asked if superfund sites
should be included; Chris stated that he would suggest including sites like Hunter’s Point
because it is part of the distribution.

Bridgette Deshields noted that the RMP should not sample a site that is already being
monitored by the Water Board or another agency. Chris also suggested that Don talk
with Josh Collins about the commonalities between CRAM and margins field sampling.

Phil Trowbridge noted that the sampling design for future years depends on whether the
variability in concentrations between sites is reasonable. Chris stated that the RMP must
be ready to embrace the variability in the data. Lester noted that there are margins data
collected by other agencies that could be used to help compare and interpret the results.
Phil and Chris agreed that the data could be used to help compare the results, but could
not be included in the statistical analysis. Chris noted that bringing in outside data could
help determine what the sampling design may be missing. Chris reminded the group that
the data will not be normally distributed.

Karen Taberski stated that Tom Mumley and Naomi Feger would like the margins
sampling to be both a probabilistic and targeted design. The Water Board would like to
have targeted sampling below watersheds with known problems where management
actions may take place in the future. Don responded that he is aware that targeted
sampling will take place, but that the process for choosing the locations will be separate
from the probabilistic GRTS design. Jay Davis noted that choosing those targeted margin
sampling locations is a priority for the PCB strategy.

Bridgette stated that if the dredging community starts using the margins data set to set
disposal limits, the limit should probably no longer be the 90% UTL of the 99" percentile
because the number would be too high. Rob Lawrence agreed that there needs to be a
discussion of how the new data will affect the dredging disposal limits.

Parameters to Include
The TRC suggested including ancillary parameters, TMDL pollutants, and trace metals.
The TRC agreed not to include toxicity, benthos, and legacy pesticide sampling. The
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TRC also suggested including PAHs in the sampling effort. Chris suggested archiving
samples that could later be used for legacy pesticides, current use pesticides, and PBDE
analyses. Rob Lawrence suggested including any parameters that the dredging
community includes in their monitoring design.

Action Items:

3. Don Yee will talk to Karen Taberski’s contacts to see if there is a way to
reduce the costs for margins field sampling.

4. Don Yee will develop sample site exclusion criteria for margins monitoring.

5. Phil Trowbridge will determine the amount of savings there was from

changing the S&T design.

V. Information: Redesign of the POC Monitoring Program for the 2015 Wet Season
[Lester McKee]

Lester McKee began his presentation by stating the Small Tributaries Loading Strategy
(STLS) is shifting its focus from loading studies to a targeted reconnaissance study to
find high leverage watersheds. The STLS is finishing a report on the 2014 loading study
and in 2015 it will produce a report that synthesizes the results loading studies from 2001
to 2014 and provides a rational for moving to a reconnaissance design.

The 2015 reconnaissance study’s field locations are currently being chosen. The sites
chosen will be in known polluted areas or in areas that are potentially polluted. An
additional 20 to 25 data points will be added each year using the reconnaissance design.
At least two larger watersheds will be sampled, Alameda and San Francisquito Creeks,
because the 10 largest watersheds are responsible for 73% of the water that enters the
Bay. Lester noted that composite samples rather than discrete samples will be collected.
Additionally, in 2015 remote samplers will also be deployed in 12 locations and
compared to the collected water samples.

The Sources Pathways and Loading Workgroup (SPLWG) will also continue to work on
the RWSM in 2015. RWSM tasks include improving GIS layers, developing a regional
“relative loadings map” with uncalibrated parameters to help pick future reconnaissance
sites, and calibrating the models. The 2015 model results will include a range of expected
values rather than a single result. The final 2015 tasks include watershed loadings trends
strategy support ad STLS coordination support.

VI. Information: Proposed Nutrient Modeling Workplan [Phil Trowbridge]

Phil Trowbridge stated that Phase I of the nutrient modeling workplan is subembayment
modeling and Phase II will be full Bay modeling. The Phase I model will inform any
potential changes that need to be made before embarking on Phase II of the model. The
workplan follows a structured modeling process recommended by the EPA and other
modeling partners. The model is not proprietary and will be available to the community
to contribute to and improve. The overall budget is $3.7 million for six years of work.

Dave Senn then showed data visualization tools for USGS” and SFEI’s moored sensors in
the Bay. Different parameters can be compared on the same graph at various time frames.
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Discussion:

Tom Hall asked about any potential issues with maintaining the model and hosting the
model at SFEI. Dave Senn responded that USGS will be responsible for hosting the
hydrodynamic model and Deltares is offering to host the complete model on their website
and manage different versions of the model.

VII. Information: Suspended Sediment Fluxes in South San Francisco Bay
[Maureen Downing-Kunz]

Maureen Downing-Kunz provided the TRC with an updated in Suspended Sediment
work in San Francisco Bay. The current suspended sediment monitoring stations include
Mallard Island, Benicia Bridge, Richmond Bridge, Alcatraz, Pier 17, Dumbarton Bridge,
and Alviso Slough. However, Alviso Slough is only funded until the end of September by
the Coastal Conservancy. Maureen noted that suspended sediment concentration (SSC)
monitoring study has been on-going for 20 years and they have observed a clearing trend
in Bay waters.

Maureen’s team also monitors salinity and Dissolved Oxygen (DO) in the Bay. The
collaboration with the Nutrient Strategy has helped install and maintain the Dumbarton
Bridge, San Mateo Bridge, and Alviso Slough monitoring stations. DO concentrations are
more variable at the perimeter of the Bay than in the main channel. Alviso Slough DO
concentrations reach below 5 mg/L (the water quality objective in the Basin Plan).
Additionally, the sensors reveal that the lowest DO in the open Bay occurs when the
shallow, low DO water drains from the perimeter of the Bay into the open Bay during the
end of the spring ebb tide.

Mike Connor asked if Maureen had looked into respiration. She responded that Dave
Senn and she are interested in monitoring respiration. Maureen added that her team is
also interested in researching the effects of Delta outflow on Lower South Bay sediment
flux; measuring the effect of restoration activities on south bay mudflats; running a
reference slough study in South Bay; and sampling at the Golden Gate to measure
sediment flux.

Funding

Maureen stated that her team lost $225,000 in funding for Corte Madera Creek and the
Alviso Slough Stations. Additionally, $50,000 per year in funding for monitoring
Dumbarton Bridge sediment flux was lost. Maureen noted that DO was added to the
program, but funding has not increased accordingly.

VIII. Decision: Funding for USGS Suspended Sediment Monitoring in 2015
[Bridgette Deshields]

Phil Trowbridge informed the TRC that the RMP contributed to USGS Suspended
Sediment and DO monitoring by directing the Army Corps contribution to the RMP to
USGS. The RMP funds have stayed level since the beginning of the program and
Maureen’s team is requesting and additional $60,000. If the TRC does not agree to raise
the RMPs contribution than one of the seven moored sensor stations will no longer be
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funded. It is possible that other funding sources may become available, but Maureen will
not know until October.

Discussion:

Mike Connor stated that he wants everyone in the Bay working on continuous monitoring
to collaborate. He is interested in an integrated moored sensor program in the Bay.
Bridgette Deshields suggested approving allocating an additional $60,000 with the
recommendation of creating a coherent monitoring program.

Mike Connor asked Maureen what station would be removed if the TRC did not approve
the additional funding. Maureen responded that the Alcatraz and Pier 17 station were
close to each other so potentially one could be removed. Phil noted that Pier 17 is a DO
station so it should not be removed; Maureen added that Pier 17 is deep so it is easier to
see the effects of ocean inflow. Bridgette replied that the dredging community may be
using the Alcatraz data since they place dredged sediment in the area.

Mike stated that he does not believe that removing one station will result in a significant
loss of useful information; Naomi Feger agreed with Mike. Tom Hall responded that the
RMP advocated strongly for adding DO sensors to the stations, which increased the cost
of the program. Phil stated that he will talk to Rob Lawrence to learn about the dredging
community’s interest in the Alcatraz monitoring station and will wait to hear from other
funders to see if RMP funds are needed to maintain the program.

Action Items:
6. Phil Trowbridge will talk to Rob Lawrence about the dredging community’s
interest in the Alcatraz monitoring station and will wait to hear from other
funders to see if RMP funds are needed to maintain the program.

IX. Information: Update on RMP Annual Meeting [Jay Davis]

Jay Davis stated that the meeting is three weeks away and he is going to touch base with
all of the speakers. He will ask the speakers to share their presentations with him to
ensure there is no redundancy. Jay will also share the presentations with the moderators
and asked the moderators to come up with interesting discussion topics.

X. Information: Update on RMP Update Report [Jay Davis]

Jay Davis informed the TRC that the RMP Update is being sent to the printer on
Thursday, September 25™. A draft of the ebook will be released to the stakeholders at the
RMP Annual Meeting. Once feedback is received from the stakeholders, the updated
ebook will be finalized by the Steering Committee in November. Mike Connor noted that
it would be more useful for the ebook to be released at the meeting. Jay responded that
the ebook is a pilot project and the RMP Update is mainly for stakeholder use anyways.
Next year the ebook will be released on time to increase the public’s interest in the RMP.

XI. Decision: Theme and Outline for 2015 Pulse Report [Jay Davis]
Jay Davis informed the TRC that the Steering Committee agreed to create a 2015 Pulse
of the Bay on priority contaminants using the same formula as the 2013 Pulse of the Bay
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on CECs. The 2015 Pulse would be a companion document to the State of the Estuary
Report. The Pulse would contain a management overview quality, a summary of Bay
water quality, and profiles on each priority contaminant; it would not include the typical
sections on the S&T program and Trends at a Glance. The priority contaminants that Jay
wants to include are Hg, PCBs, Cu, Nutrients, Exotic Species, Trash, Se, PAHs, Dioxins,
Legacy Pesticides, and Pathogens.

Jay stated that the SFEI graphics department will be working on both the State of the
Estuary Report and the Pulse of the Bay in 2015. Therefore, they cannot be released at
the time. Jay suggested moving the release of the Pulse up a quarter.

Discussion:

Bridgette Deshields asked if there would be sidebar profiles; Jay replied that Current Use
Pesticides would be a sidebar. Mike Connor stated that copying the layout of the 2013
Pulse of the Bay does not make sense because there is not a lot of data about CECs while
there is 30 years of data for the priority contaminants that Jay mentioned. Mike suggested
that the focus for each priority contaminant should be on load and reservoir estimates and
how our understanding of these estimates has changed over time. Jay replied that each
profile will spend more time on the elements Mike suggested. Mike added that the Pulse
should state what portion of the budget is spent on the priority pollutants versus new
contaminants. Jay agreed that the Pulse should make clear what the RMP has learned
from monitoring the contaminants and where to go from here.

Mike noted that the schedule is very tight; Jay responded that the summary and
management articles can be completed later than the profiles.

XII. Decision: RMP Fiscal Year Change and its Impact on TRC Meeting Schedule
[Phil Trowbridge]

Phil Trowbridge noted that SFEI moved to the State’s fiscal year and to save on audit
costs the RMP will do the same. Phil mentioned two time frames for switching from a
calendar to a fiscal year: 1) starting in fiscal year 2016 and having a full year of special
studies and a half year of operations followed by a half year of special studies and a full
year of operations in fiscal year 2017 or 2) simply changing to a fiscal year in 2017. The
TRC recommended changing to a fiscal year in 2017. Phil Trowbridge will bring the
TRC’s recommendation to the Steering Committee.

XIII. Decision: Funding Request for Updating the Bird Egg Bioaccumulation
Report with 2012 Data [Phil Trowbridge]

Phil Trowbridge informed the TRC of an $8,000 funding request for adding 2012 data to
the 2006/2009 bird egg bioaccumulation report. The funds would cover two weeks of
work for data management staff and time to update the report. The TRC approved the use
of the funds and Phil will email the Steering Committee to ask for their approval.

Action Items:
7. Phil Trowbridge will email the Steering Committee to ask for their approval
of using $8,000 to include 2012 data in the 2006/2009 bird egg report.
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IVX. Information: Update on Workgroups and Scorecard [Phil Trowbridge]

Jay Davis mentioned that he is not completely finished with the PCB Synthesis report,
but is getting very close. Meg Sedlak will be done with her manuscript on PFCs in Bay
biota by December. The Nutrient Conceptual Model will be completed by the end of
September.

L Decision: Set Next Meeting Date and Agenda Topics

The next TRC meeting date is December 10", 2014. Chris Sommers stated that it would
be useful to have a standing date for TRC meetings, such as the second or third
Wednesday of the month.

Discussion:

Tom Hall asked about what the specific modules of the nutrient assessment framework
were. Phil Trowbridge stated he will ask Dave Senn and Emily Novick to get back to
him. Tom asked that RMP staff inform the TRC of sidebar meetings (e.g., Nutrients
meetings) and give the TRC notice of when they are happening.

Action Items:
8. Phil Trowbridge will send out a poll to the TRC to ask if the second or third
Wednesday of the month work as a standing date for TRC meetings.
9. Phil Trowbridge stated he will ask Dave Senn and Emily Novick to get back
to Tom Hall about what the specific modules of the nutrient assessment
framework were.
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Item 4, Attachment 1

MEMORANDUM

To: RMP Steering Committee

From: Phil Trowbridge and Lawrence Leung

Re: Updated Summary of RMP Budget (Years 2011 to 2014) — period ending 9/30/14

This information represents the status of the budget to the best of our knowledge at this time and
has been reviewed by Jay Davis (RMP Lead Scientist).

RMP 2014
Requests: None
Updates: None

Revenue:
e Participant Fees: 98% of the participant fees have been received (i.e., $3,174,627 out of
$3,253,375)
o Dredger Shortfall: $97,614 shortfall this year. Funding from the Dredger
reserve was used to cover this shortfall (see below).
o Accounts Receivables:
= CalTrans was recently invoiced $78,748 with the completed Pulse as a
deliverable with 11/30/14 due date
Other revenue
o $100,000 received from the America’s Cup mitigation funds (Port of San
Francisco). These funds were applied to RMP 2014 USGS Benthic Recovery
special study.
o $7,000 interest in 2014 — received $6,828 through 9/30/14. SC previously
approved revision from $12,000 to $7,000 on 7/15/14.
e Previously allocated funds for this year:
o Approved set-aside/carryover funds (i.e., $675,811):
$260,700 from 2010-2012 for Sport Fish (set aside)
= $147,536 from 2012-2013 for stormwater monitoring (carryover as a
result of dry years — see memo 10/15/2013)
= $92,500 from 2013 for sediment chemistry (set aside)
= $50,000 from 2013 for contingency
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$41,000 from 2013 for S&T fieldwork (set aside)

$36,821 from 2005-2009 for program review

$24,754 from 2013 for nutrients (carryover — see memo 1/28/2014)

$22,500 from 2013 for bivalves (set aside)

o Approved funds from reserve used this year (i.e., $348,904):
= $121,610 from unencumbered reserve

$97,614 from dredger reserve for dredger shortfall

$50,000 for e-book

$26,000 for PFC analysis in sediment and seals

$23,000 for Selenium in Sturgeon Plug Study

$20,000 for margins planning

$10,680 for additional sport fish analyses

Expenditures to Date:

e Labor: Expended 65% of the labor budget (i.e., $1,256,205 of $1,946,100) after 9
months (75% of year). The lower burn rate is due to a few special studies that are delayed
(e.g., stormwater monitoring and nutrient modeling). For non-special studies tasks, the
percent of labor budget expended is 77%.

e Subcontractors: Expended 45% of the subcontractor budget (i.e., $844,629 out of
$1,889,529). Contracts have been executed for nearly all S&T tasks. Payment of
subcontracts will increase once laboratories begin to provide data.

e Direct Costs: Expended 35% of the direct cost budget (i.e., $115,784 out of $328,326).
RMP staff expect direct costs to increase in Q4 significantly due to production costs for
RMP Update, RMP Annual Meeting, field sampling, and honorariums.

RMP 2013
Requests: None
Updates: None

Labor:
e The remaining balance of 2013 labor funds ($14,339) will support RMP staff as they
conduct modeling of nutrients. All remaining 2013 funds are expected to be used by the
end of the calendar year.

Subcontractors:
e The remaining balance of 2013 subcontract funds is $114,839. One open contract ($52K
nutrient algal biotoxin research) and two placeholders remain ($61K modeling & $2K
nutrients).
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RMP 2012
Requests: None
Updates: None
Labor:

e The remaining balance of 2012 labor funds ($30,530) will support RMP staff as they
prepare a report on perfluorinated compounds in the Bay and prepare a report on bird egg
monitoring. All remaining 2012 funds are expected to be used by the end of the calendar
year.

Subcontractors:

e The remaining balance of 2012 subcontract funds of $32,000 is a placeholder for

nutrient-related modeling.
RMP 2011
Requests: None

Updates: The RMP 2011 water year is now closed.

Subcontractors:
e The nutrient model development subcontract is finally closed
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4
STATUS OF THE RMP UNDESIGNATED FUNDS

The SC has a goal to maintain its cash reserve of at least $200,000 to allow for response to
unanticipated funding needs or revenue shortfalls. Any remaining undesignated funds are
available for spending at the discretion of the SC. The figures exclude the dredger reserve. The
current undesignated funds thru 9/30/14 are $507,791.

STATUS OF THE DREDGER RESERVE

The Dredger Reserve thru 9/30/14 is $87,834. The following table presents the dredger
surplus/shortfall by year. As presented above, $97,617 was approved to cover a dredger shortfall
in 2014.

Dredger Reserve

Year Surplus/Deficit
2014 $ (97,614)
2013 $ (8,359)
2012 $ 120,214
2011 $ (19,480)
2010 $ 115,342
2009 $ (59,576)
2008 $ 97,815
2007 $ 29,542
2006 $ (19,324)
2005 $ 104,520
2004 $ (42,352)
2003 $ (132,894)
$

TOTAL 87,834
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Steering Committee RMP Budget Summary

as of 9/30/14
Budget and Current Expenses
Year Budget Item Apg:;\;eec: Expended Balance Expended FE:::ntgeze
$ $ $ % by
Labor 1,946,100 1,256,205 689,895 65%
2014 SubContracts 1,889,529 844,629 1,044,900 45%
Direct Costs 328,326 115,784 212,542 35%
Set-asides 161,100 0 161,100 0%
2014 Total 4,325,055 2,216,619 2,108,436 51%
2013 Labor 164,280 149,941 14,339 91% 12/31/2014
Subcontracts 309,777 194,938 114,839 63% 6/30/2015
2012 Labor 50,394 19,864 30,530 39% 12/31/2014
Subcontracts 84,407 52,407 32,000 62% 12/31/2014
2011 Subcontracts 6,535 6,535 0 100% 9/30/2014
Prior Years Work-to-Complete Total 615,393 423,684 191,709 69%

Cash, Set-Asides, and Undesignated Funds as of reporting date

Item $ Notes
Cash on Hand 3,330,999

Total Current Liabilities (figures above) (2,300,145

Dredger Surplus (87,834

'13-'14 Water Chemistry (110,700

)
)
)
2005-2009 Program Review (88,179) TBD; $37K approved withdrawal 5/6/14
'13-14 Tern Monitoring (50,625) TBD
2 '13-14 Cormorant Monitoring (50,625) TBD
% Monitoring Contingency (50,000) TBD
1: 2013 Sediment Benthos (30,900) TBD
? 2013 Sediment Toxicity ~ (25,750) TBD
2014 S&T Data Mgmt (15,000) TBD
2014 NIST Archive 2014/2015 (8,750) 2015
'13-14 Aquatic Toxicity (4,700) TBD
Undesignated Funds 507,791
Undesignated Funds prior period (5/31/14) 527,215
Plus Accounts Receivables & Interest: Antif:ipated
Collections by
2014 Caltrans 78,748 11/30/2014 Invoiced & delivered Pulse
Bank Interest 172 12/31/2014 Remaining Q4 interest
'"10-11 Treasure Island (U.S. Navy) 11,309 11/30/2014

Undesignated Funds after Collections 598,020
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2012 RMP
Task Budget Remaining Work to be Unencumbered Rationale
Completed
3. STATUS & TRENDS MONITORING
3.3 S&T Bird Egg $28,000 $6,831 $8,000 $0 Data QA nearly complete. Report underway.
4. SPECIAL STUDIES
4.3 ECWG: Monitoring PFCs in Bay Biota $46,390 $22,530 $22,530 $0 All data reviewed. Outline developed. Report underway.
4.10 CFWG Modeling $60,000 $146 $0 $146 CLOSED
$134,390 $29,508 $30,530 $146
Totals Remaining Work to be Unencumbered
Completed
2013 RMP
Task Budget Remaining Work to be Unencumbered Rationale
Completed
1. PROGRAM MANAGEMENT
1.1 Internal Coordination (PM) $351,000
1.2 External Coordination $26,000
1.3 Contract&Financial Management $165,000 $8,650 $0 $8,650 CLOSED
1.4 Program Planning $12,000
2. INFORMATION MANAGEMENT & SYNTHESIS
2.1 Data Management $135,000 -$29 $0 -$29 CLOSED
2.2 RMP Web Site $5,000 -$8,728 $0 -$8,728 CLOSED
2.3 Information Dissemination $136,000 $2,282 $0 $2,282 CLOSED
2.4 Annual Reporting - Pulse of the Estuary $99,000  -$30,393 $0 -$30,393 CLOSED. Pulse over due to multiple articles, graphic design, and
development of coding for figures
2.4 Annual Reporting - Ann.Mon.Results 2013 $40,000 $19,566 $0 $19,565 CLOSED
2.5 QA/QC $28,500 -$189 $0 -$189 CLOSED
3. STATUS & TRENDS MONITORING
3.6 S&T Data Management $164,800 $0 $0 $0 CLOSED.
3.2 Fieldwork & Logistics $42,000 $4,122 $0 $4,122 CLOSED
4. SPECIAL STUDIES
4.1 EC: PBDE Summary Report $36,050 -$156 $0 $0 CLOSED. Manuscript nearly complete.
4.2 EC: Updating RMP EC Strategy $20,600 -$26 $0 -$26 CLOSED
4.3 EC: Current Use Pesticide Focus Meeting $15,450 $4,456 $0 $4,456 CLOSED. Ranked pesticides and presented to TRC/ECWG.
4.6 CF: Shared Modeling Proposal $30.000 $14.339 $14.339 $0 Tactlcal plan_ developed. Will use these funds for model planning and
implementation.
4.7 STLS: Stormwater Loads Monitoring in Rep. Watershe ~ $152,000 $33,441 $0 $0 %?gﬁ? ; $33,467 carried over into 2014 budget, approved by SC
4.8 STLS: Develop and Update Spreadsheet Model - Year $25,000 $15 $0 $15 CLOSED
4.9 STLS: Land use/ Source specific EMC $80,000 -$145 $0 $0 CLOSED
4.10 STLS: Management support $20,000 $15 $0 $15 CLOSED
4.11 Nutrients: Program Management $20,000 $84 $0 $84 CLOSED
4.12 Nutrients: Moored Sensor Monitoring Program $105,000 -$323 $0 $0 CLOSED
4.14 Nutrients: Stormwater measurements $20,000 $25 $0 $25 CLOSED
4.15 Nutrients: Nutrient Loads and Data Gaps $30,000 -$206 $0 -$206 CLOSED
4.16 Nutrients: Completing Conceptual Model $45,000 $494 $0 $0 CLOSED
$1,803,400 $47,295 $14,339 -$356
Totals Remaining Work to be Unencumbered

Completed
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Project . . o . Project Start Expire Type of . Contract
) Cont # Contractor Project Title Description Amount Billed Balance ) P yp Signed
Year Mgr Date Date Agency Status
2011 949 [Sea Engineering  |PSSS Bay Margins Model |[COnSUling onmodel | ¢ 47 50 | ¢ 1143100 |$ 5569.00 [T 8/1/2011| 9/30/2014|Private CLOSED
development Trowbridge
TOTAL[ $ 17,000.00 | $ 11,431.00 -
2012 1026 [SJSURF S&T SJSURF Analysis of samples | $ 34,593 | $ 34,593.00 | $ - 'Fr)rcllwbri dge | ©/15/2012|  8/1/2014|University CLOSED
2012 | 1038 [SCCWRP PSSS Benthic Tools Developmentofa | ¢ 50400 |g 35323.00 | $ N 8/15/2012| 4/30/2013|JPA CLOSED
benthic index Trowbridge
: Consulting on model Phil .
2012 1046 |TBD PSSS Modeling mplemontation $ 32,000 |$ - |8 3200000 | D e pending
2012 | PO2075 |Dr. Mark Stacey ~ |PSSS Modeling (CFwg) |Consulting onmodel | ¢ g 54, 8,000.00 | $ N 8/5/2014| 9/30/2014|Consultant CLOSED
implementation Trowbridge
TOTAL| $124,593.00 | $ 77,916.00 | $ 32,000.00
2013 1043 |EBMUD POC Nutrients $ 340 - — |Emily Novick | 9/15/2012] _ 6/1/2014]Contract CLOSED
2013 | 1051 |ucsc PSSS Nutrients Algal $ 65000 |$ 13.309.58 | $ 5169042 [°N 1/1/2013| 4/30/2015|Contract Open
Biotoxins Trowbridge
2013 1052 |SCCWRP PSSS Bioanalytical Tools $ 22,000 [ $ 22,000.00 | $ - $rclwl\/vbridge 3/1/2013| 6/1/2014|Contract CLOSED
2013 1053 |UF PSSS Bioanalytical Tools $ 48,000 | $ 48,000.00 | $ - _Fr’:‘c')'wbri dge 3/1/2013| 6/30/2014|Contract CLOSED
2013 1060 |cccsp S&T Cyanide $ 2,675 |$ 2,675.00 | $ N 7/15/2013|  4/1/2014 CLOSED
Trowbridge
. - Phil
2013 1077 |NIST Sampling Refrigeration $ 17,509 | $ 17,509.02 | $ - Trowbridge Open
. Phil .
2013 10xx |TBD PSSS Modeling $ 61,350 |$ - |8 6135000 |10 e pending
2013 10xx |SCCWRP PSSS Mesohaline $ 75800 |$ - | N L CANCELLET
Trowbridge
[ . Phil .
Contingend 10xx |TBD PSSS Nutrients SW $ 1,799 | § - $ 1,799.00 Trowbridge pending
2013 | PO2027 [HDR PSSS Shared Modeling $ 4750 |$ 414420 |$ L 1/1/2013|  6/1/2014|PO CLOSED
Proposal Trowbridge
2013 | PO2029 [KLI PSSS Nutrients SW $ 1,000 | $ 1,000.00 | $ N 10/1/2012|  6/1/2014|PO CLOSED
Measurements Trowbridge
TOTAL| $300,223.02 | $108,637.80 | $114,839.42
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DATE: November 6, 2014

TO: RMP Steering Committee

FROM: Philip Trowbridge, RMP Manager
RE: Proposed 2015 RMP Budget
Introduction

The purpose of this memorandum is to present the proposed 2015 RMP budget. The Steering
Committee will be asked to approve this budget at its November 13, 2014 meeting.

At its July 15, 2014 meeting, the Steering Committee directed RMP staff to use a different
process for the 2015 budget than had been used in past years. The Committee requested a more
detailed budget that was directly tied to specific deliverables and products. As a result, this
budget has some new categories and twice as many line items as previous budgets. These
changes make direct comparisons between the 2014 and 2015 budgets slightly challenging.

This memorandum contains two main sections: one for revenue and one for expenses. The text
only highlights key points and recommendations. However, full details of the budget line items
are available in Tables 1, 2, and 3.

At the end of the memo, there is a list of suggested motions for the Steering Committee to
consider to approve the 2015 RMP budget.
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Revenue
The total revenue for the RMP in 2015 is $3,641k. The breakdown of this revenue between
participant fees, interest income, designated reserve funds, and undesignated reserve funds is

shown in Table 1.

a. Participant Fee Revenue

The target fee revenue for the RMP in 2015 is $3,418k. Fees were increased by 2% relative to
the 2014 budget as approved by the Steering Committee on January 24, 2012.

The actual fees collected in 2015 will be $165k below the target fees. This variance is because of
a shortfall in the fees paid by dredgers. Dredgers are responsible for 17.5% of the RMP fees. The
algorithm used to collect the fees is based on the volume of dredged material that is disposed in
the Bay. However, the volume of dredged material disposed in the Bay -- and the fees paid to the
RMP by dredgers -- have been declining over time due to regulatory incentives. The last
remaining $88k from the Dredger Reserve Fund (extra fees paid by dredgers in previous years)
will be used up to cover part of the $165k deficit. Therefore, the net fees paid by dredgers in
2015 will be $77k below their target. Future projections are that similar shortfalls will occur in
out years.

In the short term, this draft budget uses $77k in RMP undesignated funds to cover the dredger
fee shortfall. Other options would be to obtain additional funds from the dredgers to cover the

shortfall, or to cut the $77k out of the budget.

In the long term, the algorithm used to collect fees from dredgers should be reconsidered and
should probably not be based solely on the volume of dredge spoils disposed in the Bay.

b. Interest Revenue

RMP funds earn interest from the bank. For the 2015 budget, $10k in interest revenue was
assumed, which is consistent with previous budgets.

c. Designated RMP Funds

i. Dredger Reserve Fund

Dredging activity in the Bay is variable over the years. In years where there is lots of activity,
any fees paid by dredgers that are greater than the target fees are stored in the Dredger Reserve
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Fund. These funds are held in reserve and can only be used to pay for shortfalls in dredger fees in
future years. As mentioned earlier, the balance of the Dredger Reserve Fund is $88k, which is
not enough to cover the shortfall in dredger fees in 2015 ($165k). All of the remaining $88k in
the Dredger Reserve Fund will be used up in the 2015 budget.

ii. Set-Aside Funds

The RMP uses designated funds -- called “Set-Asides” -- to smooth out the year-to-year
expenses of the Status and Trends program. For example, sport fish monitoring is an expensive
project that occurs once every five years. Rather than having a spike in expenses in one year, the
Steering Committee designates some funds to be set aside for this activity each year.

In 2015 budget, $79k of Set-Aside Funds will be used to partially offset the cost of the Status
and Trends activities. The specific funds to be used and the overall balance of Set-Aside Funds
are shown in Figure 1. This figure also shows the long-term plan for withdrawing from and
contributing to the Set-Aside Funds.

The Steering Committee should consider two administrative changes to the Set-Aside Funds.

e Past RMP budgets have included $50k for monitoring contingencies. If the funds were
not used by the end of the year, they would be carried over into the following year
budget. This practice had the effect of making the revenue and expense of the RMP
budget $50k higher than planned and complicating the accounting. The 2015 budget does
not contain a line item for monitoring contingency. Instead, we are recommending that
the $50k from the 2014 budget should be placed in a Set-Aside Fund for Monitoring
Contingencies. The Steering Committee should consider a resolution that would allow
RMP staff to access these funds after Steering Committee approval or if certain criteria
have been met (e.g., rare weather conditions, equipment failure during cruises, etc.).

e After 2015, there will be four different Set-Aside Funds for S&T Monitoring with
balances: one for water chemistry, one for bird egg monitoring, one for sediment benthos,
and one for sediment toxicity. The Steering Committee should consider combining all of
these different Set-Aside Funds into one large fund. This change would make for simpler
accounting. Therefore, going forward, there would be three Set-Aside Funds:

o Set-Aside Fund for Monitoring Contingencies
o Set-Aside Fund for S&T Monitoring
o Set-Aside Fund for Program Review
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d. Undesignated RMP Funds

The RMP maintains a balance of Undesignated Funds for contingencies. Higher than anticipated
revenues and elimination or reduction of lower priority elements sometimes leads to
accumulation of funds that can be used for high priority topics at the discretion of the Steering
Committee. It is the policy of the RMP to maintain a minimum balance of $200,000 in
Undesignated Funds as a reserve for unanticipated urgent priorities.

The balance of Undesignated Funds from 2003 through 2015 is presented in Figure 2. This figure
shows that the balance grew from $330k in 2003 to a maximum of $961k in 2013. In 2014, a
total of $243k of Undesignated Funds were used to cover additional special studies and other
projects. For the 2015 budget, $211k of Undesignated Funds are being requested: $134k for
special studies as approved by the Steering Committee on July 15, 2014 and $77k to cover the
shortfall in dredger fee revenue discussed earlier in this memo. If the 2015 budget is approved,
the balance of Undesignated Funds will be $507k, with $200k of this amount held as reserve.

Figure 2 indicates a sharp decline in undesignated funds in 2014 and 2015. However, these
declines may be partially offset by leftover funds from open projects that will be completed with
a remaining balance. Therefore, the projected balances for 2014 and 2015 should be considered
“worst-case”.



Iltem 5A 31

Expenses

The total expenses in the 2015 RMP budget are $3,625k. This total is lower than the 2014 budget
by $539k. The variance is largely explained by $301k more in special studies and $172k in
carry-over projects in 2014. Figure 3 shows a side-by-side comparison of the 2014 and 2015
budgets.

The 2014 and 2015 budgets are also different in the level of detail. Aside from the S&T
Monitoring and Special Studies, the 2014 budget had two major categories (Program
Management and Information Management & Synthesis) with a total of nine line items. In
contrast, the 2015 budget has five categories and 27 line items for the same activities. Two new
categories were added: Governance and Communications. This change was made at the request
of the Steering Committee to more clearly assign costs to deliverables and to make trade-offs
between competing priorities more explicit.

In order to keep this memo brief, only the major variances between the 2014 and 2015 budgets
will be discussed in the following sections. However, much more detail about the 2015 expenses
is available in Tables 2 and 3. Table 2 is the line item budget. Table 3 contains descriptions of
the tasks for each line item and the assumptions used to estimate the costs.

a. Program Management

The budgeted expense for Program Management in 2015 is $432k. This category includes line
items for:
e Program Planning ($50k)
Contracts and Financial Management ($187k)
Technical Oversight ($50k)
Internal Coordination ($90k)
External Coordination ($30k)
Safety Training ($5k)
Administration ($20k)

Approximately half of the cost for this category is fiduciary oversight, project-specific safety
training, and office administrative costs. The budget for Program Planning was raised from $12k
in the 2014 budget to $50k in the 2015 budget. The deliverables associated with this line item
(Annual Budget, Program Highlights, Detailed Workplan, Multi-Year Plan, MOU updates)
simply cannot be completed for $12k. $50k is a more realistic cost estimate for these
deliverables. A line item of $50k for Technical Oversight was added to the budget to explicitly
allow for technical review of products by senior RMP staff to ensure the quality of work.
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Funding for this function has been squeezed in recent budgets due to eroding funding in real
terms and competing priorities.

b. Governance

Governance is a new budget category for the RMP. In previous budgets, governance tasks were
considered part of Program Management. However, the duties to convene stakeholders and
facilitate group decisions are distinct from program management duties and should be tracked
separately.

The total budget for governance is $280k. The expenses includes convening, coordinating, and
facilitating Steering Committee, Technical Review Committee, and Workgroup meetings. In
addition, this category contains a line item of $50k for honoraria and travel for external science
advisors. Having advice and review from outside experts is critical for attaining the goals of the
Program.

Comparing the 2014 and 2015 budgets, the total cost for Program Management and Governance
in 2015 will be $711k versus $666k in 2014. The $45k increase is due to having a realistic
budget for Program Planning ($50k, up from $12k), adding some more time for technical
oversight by senior scientists, and time for external coordination by the SFEI Executive Director.

c¢. Data Management

The budget for Data Management tasks in 2015 is $355k, which is $38k higher than the 2014
budget. The increase is because the laboratory results from the large number of samples collected
in 2014 will be processed and quality assured in 2015.

d. Annual Reports and Conferences

This budget category combines the costs for the Pulse and other RMP reports with the RMP
Annual Meeting. These deliverables were included in previous budgets but were part of two
different line items.

The largest variance between 2014 and 2015 in this category is the 2015 Pulse Report ($165k),
which is approximately 50% higher than the 2014 RMP Update report. However, the budget is
realistic because the Pulse report is a much larger effort than the RMP Update report. In 2013,
the Pulse Report cost $189k. The cost for the Annual Monitoring Report was reduced from $40k
in 2014 to $10k in 2015. This report will be streamlined and used mainly to document the
monitoring activities during the field season, not the final results.
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e. Communications

The Communications category is new to the RMP budget. It was added to provide more explicit
funding to certain products in the RMP Communications Plan.

There are two strategic investments that should be highlighted. First, $22k has been allocated to
implement a basic communications strategy for the RMP. This task essentially will allow for
coordination of RMP communications using a calendar of events. Second, $42k has been
allocated for enhanced stakeholder engagement. This funding will be used for RMP staft to
attend board meetings of stakeholder groups and to communicate regularly with stakeholders.
These investments were added to the budget because maintaining good lines of communication
and relationships between the RMP and its stakeholders are critical to attaining the goals of the
Program.

In order to stay within the budget, two important communications products (RMP website
redesign and products for new media) could not be funded. The predicted cost for these products

was $62k.

f. Status and Trends

In 2015, the Status and Trends monitoring will include water chemistry monitoring, bird egg
monitoring, and support for the USGS moored sensor network and nutrient cruises. The overall
S&T budget for 2015 ($966k) is lower than it was in 2014 ($1,150k) because sport fish
monitoring occurred in 2014.

The 2015 budget also includes a line item of $120k for the Bay Margins Sediment Study. The
S&T redesign in 2013 resulted in an average cost savings of $120k per year. It was the intent of
the Technical Review Committee and Steering Committee that the cost savings from scaling
back S&T monitoring should be allocated to the margins study. The scope of work for the study
is still being developed and $20k has been allocated for RMP staff to refine the study plan in
2015.

A line item of $15k was added for compiling information on how the S&T program has evolved
and affected management decisions. This allocation was prompted by three things. First, there is
a need to clearly document all of the changes to the S&T design that have occurred over the past
few years. Second, the RMP has been asked to contribute a manuscript for a special edition of
the Journal of Regional Studies in Marine Science. The RMP is one of a handful of monitoring
programs that will be highlighted, which will bring national exposure to the Program. Finally,
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the RMP should be spending more time analyzing RMP data to plan future monitoring or address
management questions.

There were two S&T line items that were cut due to competing priorities. First, the analysis of
water samples for CTR parameters at three stations was not funded. This task was estimated to
cost $50k. However, this cost might cut in half if the samples could be collected during the
summer season, when the rest of the RMP water samples will be collected, instead of the winter
“worst-case” season. If this task is a priority, a combination of unallocated funds ($16k) and
funds allocated to the Bay Margins Sediment Study could be reassigned. Second, USGS has
requested a funding increase of $60k for suspended sediment monitoring. USGS is

simultaneously pursuing funding from the Bureau of Reclamation and this funding source seems
likely.

g. Special Studies

At the July 15, 2014 meeting, the Steering Committee approved a suite of special studies with a
total cost of $1,162k. The total cost was $134k higher than the budget allocation for special
studies ($1,028k). Therefore, the Steering Committee also approved the use of $134k from
undesignated funds to cover the difference.

The 2015 budget contains the suite of special studies approved by the Steering Committee. In
addition a line item for $10k for convening the Selenium Strategy Team was added to the list.
Oversight by the Selenium Strategy Team is needed because three special studies related to
selenium will be completed in 2015. No additional funds are being requested for this item.

The special studies budget for 2015 is $301k lower than it was in 2014. The revenue difference
between the two years is a result of three factors. First, the 2014 budget had an extra $100k from
Americas Cup Mitigation Funds. Second, more funds were allocated to special studies in the
2014 budget ($1,198Kk) than in 2015 ($1,028k). The higher allocation was possible because
Designated Set-Aside Funds were used to cover more of the S&T monitoring costs in 2014.
Third, more undesignated funds were withdrawn for special studies in 2014 ($190k) than in 2015
($134k). The special studies that this extra revenue paid for are mostly:

Impacts of Dredging on Benthic Habitats ($150k)

Emerging Contaminant Monitoring in Wastewater ($24k)

Selenium Strategy ($25k)

Bay Margins Sediment Study Planning ($20k)

Analysis of PFCs in Sediments and Seal Tissue ($26k)

Selenium in Sturgeon Plug Sampling ($23k)
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Unallocated Funds

In the 2015 budget, total revenues exceed expenses by $16k ($3,641k vs $3,625k). These funds
may be allocated to specific tasks by the Steering Committee. If these funds are not allocated,
they will be added to the Undesignated Funds at the end of the year.

35
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Recommended Motions for the Steering Committee

1. Approve the 2015 Budget as presented in the November 6, 2014 memorandum.

o Allocate $79,075 from Designated Set-Aside Funds for bird egg monitoring
($50,625), data management ($15,000), archive ($8,750), and aquatic toxicity
($4,700) to the 2015 budget to partially cover Status and Trends expenses.

o Allocate $87,836 from Designated Dredger Reserve Funds to the 2015 budget to
partially cover the dredger fee shortfall for 2015.

o Allocate $76,941 from Undesignated Funds to the 2015 budget to cover the rest of
the dredger fee shortfall for 2015.

2. Approve the merger of Designated Set-Aside Funds for water chemistry ($110,700), bird
egg monitoring ($50,625), sediment benthos ($30,900), and sediment toxicity ($25,750)
into a single Designated Set-Aside Fund for S&T Monitoring.

3. Approve the transfer of $50,000 unused monitoring contingency funds from the 2014
budget to a Designated Set-Aside Fund for Monitoring Contingency. These funds will be
used to cover unexpected monitoring costs. The Steering Committee must approve the
use of these funds before they are obligated except under the following circumstances:

o a strategically important sampling opportunity arises due to rare weather events,

o amechanical failure during field sampling necessitates rapid action to repair or
replace equipment in order to maintain the sampling schedule, or

o an unexpected event that, in the judgment of the RMP Manager, requires
immediate action.

Should the monitoring contingency funds be obligated by the RMP Manager under these
circumstances, staff will inform the Steering Committee at its next scheduled meeting.
The RMP Manager will request replenishment of the funds to the original $50,000 when

requesting approval for the next year’s budget.

4. Recommend that a new algorithm for collecting RMP fees from dredgers be developed.

10
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RMP Designated Set-Aside Funds for S&T Balance

2011 —

Figure 1
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Net Deposit or
Year Withdrawal Balance ($) | Comments
2004 $83,333.00 $83,333
2005 $108,333.00 $191,666
2006 ($101,667.00) $89,999
2007 $70,000.00 $159,999
2008 $218,000.00 $377,999
2009 ($253,000.00) $124,999
2010 $126,700.00 $251,699
2011 $149,500.00 $401,199
2012 ($15,500.00) $385,699
2013 $291,950.00 $677,649
2014 ($292,420.00) $385,229
2015 ($79,075.00) $306,154 |Budgeted
2016 $200,000.00 $506,154 |Forecast
2017 $125,000.00 $631,154 |Forecast
2018 ($225,000.00) $406,154 |Forecast
2019 ($150,000.00) $256,154 |Forecast
2020 $225,000.00 $481,154 |Forecast
2021 ($75,000.00) $406,154 |Forecast
2022 ($175,000.00) $231,154 |Forecast
2023 ($120,000.00) $111,154 |Forecast

2012 |—

2013
2014 .

2015

2016 I

2017 | —

2018 |——
2020

2019 I

2021 I

2022 s

2023 N

Year Balance after| Usedin |[Balance After
2014 2015 2015

Water Chemistry $110,700 $110,700
Program Review $88,179 $88,179
Cormorant Monitoring $50,625 $50,625 $0
Tern Monitoring $50,625 $50,625
Sediment Benthos $30,900 $30,900
Sediment Toxicity $25,750 $25,750
S&T Data Management $15,000 $15,000 $0
NIST Archive $8,750 $8,750 $0
Aquatic Toxicity $4,700 4700 $0
Total $385,229 $79,075 $306,154
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Figure 2

Balance ($)

$1,200,000

$1,000,000

$800,000

$600,000

$400,000

$200,000

$0

$330,209

RMP Undesignated Funds Balance

$961,323

Worst-Case
Forecast for

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

Year

S
<
Y g 8 2 2
< S ™ 2 ] 2014 and 2015
I T bl ©
s > &» Q >
™ 3 o
N — ~
0 <
0 © 2- ~ B &
o . ) <t & ~
N o 10 2 S
g 3 >
< &*
&“ .
Undesignated
Funds
Undesignated
Reserve

2012 2013 2014 2015

Transaction Details for Years with Net Withdrawals from Undesignated Funds

Year Type Authorization Date Amount Comments
2009|Withdrawal [Steering Committee 2/10/2009 ($96,623)|Budget shortfall due to unpaid fees and low interest -
2009|withdrawal |Steering Committee ($50,000)|Contingency replenishment from 2008
2009|Withdrawal |Steering Committee ($158,000)|Dioxin strategy
2009|Deposit $106,490 |Actual end of year budget balance
Net Withdrawal|  ($198,133)
Special Studies recommended by TRC plus $24k for EC monitoring and $25k for
2014|Withdrawal [Steering Committee 10/15/2013|  ($121,610)|Selenium strategy development.
2014|Withdrawal [Steering Committee 5/6/2014 ($50,000)|eBook for RMP Update Report
2014|Withdrawal |Steering Committee 5/6/2014 ($10,680)[Additional S&T sportfish tissue analyses
2014|Withdrawal [Steering Committee 5/6/2014 ($20,000)[Margins Planning
2014|Deposit 5/15/2014 $16,205 |Treasure Island funds
2014|Withdrawal [Steering Committee 7/15/2014 ($26,000)|Analysis of PFCs in sediment and seal tissue
2014|Withdrawal [Steering Committee 7/15/2014 ($23,000)|2014 Selenium in Sturgeon Plug Study
Adding 2012 data to the 2006-2009 Bird Egg Report. Approved by email. This
funding was actually added to the 2012 budget because there was an old task for
2014|Withdrawal |Steering Committee 10/2/2014 ($8,000)|this project in that budget.
2014 |Deposit $0 [Projected end of year budget balance
Net Withdrawal ($243,085)
Funding for 2015 Special Studies. Approved to put this amount into the 2015
2015|Withdrawal |Steering Committee 7/15/2014|  ($134,000)|budget from Reserve.
2015|Withdrawal [Steering Committee TBD ($76,941)|Funds to cover shortfall in Dredger revenue
2015|Deposit $0 |Projected end of year budget balance
Net Withdrawal|  ($210,941)
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Figure 3: Comparison of the RMP 2014 and 2015 Planned Expenditures
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$4,164k Total Carryover Projects
and Charter Review

Revenue

$1,473k, 35%

$348k, 8%

2014
B 1. Program Management M 2. Governance

M 6. S&T Monitoring B 7. Special Studies

Fee $3,625k Total

Special Studies

-Special studies expenses are $301k lower in 2014 vs. 2015.

-2014 PSSS budget was $170k higher than 2015, had $100k

revenue from Americas Cup, and used $190k from reserves.
-2015 PSSS budget uses $134k from reserves.

$1,172k, 32%

S&T Monitoring

-Water and Bird Egg samples will be collected in 2015.
-Lower level of effort compared to 2014, which included
sediment, bivalve, and sport fish collection.

Annual Reporting and Communications

-The two items were combined in the 2014 budget.
-Apparent $72k increase in 2015 is effectively $122k because
2014 included $50k for eBook (not funded in 2015).
-Variance due to higher Pulse costs ($80k) and increased
stakeholder engagement ($42k).

S166k, 5%

$254k, 7% /

Data Management
-$38k increase to manage 2014 data and do interlab studies.

2015 (proposed)

Program Management and Governance

-The two items were combined in the 2014 budget.

-$45k increase in 2015 due to realistic budget for Program
Planning ($50k, up from $12k) and more time for technical

oversight by senior scientists and external coordination by ED.

m 3. Data Management 4. Annual Reporting B 5. Communications

W 8. Charter Review W 9. Carryover Projects
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Table 1: RMP 2015 Revenue

IRow Labels 2015 Proposed Revenue |
Revenue $3,641,086
Participant Fees $3,253,234
Cooling Water $136,720
Dredgers $433,375
Industrial $375,981
Municipal $1,503,925
Stormwater $803,233
Interest Income $10,000
Interest Income $10,000
Designated RMP Funds $166,911
Dredger Reserve Funds $87,836
Set-Aside Funds for NIST Archive $8,750
Set-Aside Funds for S&T Aquatic Toxicity $4,700
Set-Aside Funds for S&T Bird Egg Sampling $50,625
Set-Aside Funds for S&T Data Management $15,000
Undesignated RMP Funds $210,941
Funds for 2015 Special Studies $134,000
Funds to cover shortfall in Dredger revenue $76,941

|Grand Total

$3,641,086|

40
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Table 2: RMP 2015 Expenses

{Row Labels 2015 Budget Proposed |
Expense $3,624,700
1. Program Management $431,800
A. Program Planning $50,000
B. Contract and Financial Management $187,100
C. Technical Oversight $50,000
D. Internal Coordination $90,000
E. External Coordination $30,000
F. Safety Training $5,000
G. Administration $19,700
. Governance $279,500
A. SC meetings $66,500
B. TRC meetings $81,500
C. WG meetings $81,500
D. External Science Advisors $50,000

. Data Management $355,000
A. Data Processing, Quality Assurance, and Upload to CEDEN $160,000
B. Database Maintenance and Online Data Access $140,000
C. Quality Assurance System $25,000
D. Updates to SOPs and Templates $30,000

. Annual Reporting $254,400
A. Pulse or Pulse Lite Report $165,500
B. Annual Meeting $73,900
C. Annual Monitoring Report $10,000
D. Updates to Copper SSO and Dredged Material Thresholds $5,000

. Communications $166,000
A. Communications Plan Implementation $22,000
B. Stakeholder Engagement $42,000
C. Responses to Information Requests $10,000
D. Fact Sheets and Outreach Products $10,500
E. Support for "Estuary News" $18,500
F. Presentations at Conferences and Meetings $48,000
G. RMP Website Maintenance $15,000
H. RMP Website Redesign S0
I. Products for New Media SO

. S&T Monitoring $966,000
A. Field Work and Logistics $175,000
B. USGS Sacramento Support $250,000
C. USGS Menlo Park Support $173,000
D. Water Chemistry Monitoring $45,000
E. Water Chemistry CTR Monitoring SO
F. Bird Egg Monitoring $150,000
G. Sample Archive $18,000
H. Planning for Bay Margins Sediment Study $20,000
I. Bay Margins Sediment Study $120,000
J. Analysis of S&T Impacts, Changes, and Data $15,000
. Special Studies $1,172,000
EC Microplastics Monitoring $9,000
EC Strategy Support $20,000
EC Wastewater Monitoring $55,000
Nutrient Modeling Program Development $165,000
Nutrient Moored Sensor Program Development $190,000
Nutrient Research TBD $115,000
PCB: PMU Conceptual Model $85,000
Selenium Delta Fish Derby Monitoring $20,000
Selenium Information Synthesis $10,000
Selenium Sturgeon Tissue Plug Monitoring $23,000
Selenium Strategy Team Meeting $10,000
STLS Regional Watershed Model $35,000
STLS Strategy Coordination $26,000
STLS Trends strategy $35,000
STLS Wet Weather Characterization $374,000
|Grand Total $3,624,700|
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Table 3: RMP Budget Line Item Descriptions
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|Task Subtask Description Expense Type Budget Notes for Final Estimate Proposed Budget 2015 |
1. Program Management A. Program Planning Preparing annual workplans and Labor 150 hours for Program Manager to produce the Annual $50,000
budgets (Program Plan, Detailed Detailed Workplan and Budget, Program Plan, and Multi-Year
Workplan, Multi-Year Plan). Plan. 40 hours for Lead Scientist to contribute to workplans.
Preparing presentation of RMP 16 hours each for 8 senior staff to contribute to the plans.
activities for the coming year for
Planning Workshop and outreach
meetings. Updating the MOU
between SFEI-ASC and the Water
Board biennially
B. Contract and Financial Tracking expenditures versus Labor 565 hours for Contracts Manager. 430 hours for accountant. $170,000
Management budget, accounting, working with 400 hours (8 hr/wk) for Program Manager.
auditors, providing financial
updates to RMP SC, developing
contracts, overseeing contracts,
invoicing stakeholders.
Direct Cost Audit fees $14,000
Bank activity charge $100
Fees for legal consultations $3,000
C. Technical Oversight Review of work products by Lead Labor For Lead Scientist and Program Manager: 80 hours (1.5 hr/wk) $50,000

Scientist, Program Manager, and
Senior Scientists to ensure the
quality of RMP deliverables. These
funds will also be used to provide
advice to junior staff on technical
problems. When possible,
technical reviews will be
completed using funds in the labor
budget for the project. However,
some projects are underbudgeted
for internal review; some projects
would benefit from a broader set
of internal reviewers than
orginally planned; and review is
often needed on small
deliverables such as slides.

each. For 3 Senior Scientists: 40 hours (0.8 hrs/wk) each.
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Table 3: RMP Budget Line Item Descriptions
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|Task Subtask

Description

Expense Type

Budget Notes for Final Estimate

Proposed Budget 2015 |

1. Program Management D. Internal Coordination

E. External Coordination

F. Safety Training

G. Administration

Workflow planning, tracking
deliverables, and holding staff
meetings.

Participation in meetings with
external partners to coordinate
programs (e.g., coordinating work
on the Pulse Report with the State
of the Estuary Report, linking RMP
monitoring with SWAMP, meeting
with SCCWRP, serving as liaison to
the Delta RMP and other RMPs)

Field and lab safety training
associated with RMP monitoring
activities

Office management assistance
(e.g., ordering supplies, arranging
travel) and supplies

Labor

Labor

Labor

Labor

Direct Cost

For Program Manager: 200 hours (4 hr/wk) for workflow
planning, deliverables tracking, and planning meetings with
Lead Scientist and staff. For Lead Scientist: 100 hours (2 hr/wk)
for planning meetings with Program Manager and other staff.
For RMP Staff: 48 hours (12 staff for 1 hour, four times) for
quarterly RMP All Staff meetings; 150 hours (0.5 hr/wk for 6
staff) for weekly core staff meetings; and 130 hours for
supervisors to meet with their staff as needed.

175 hours total, assuming 2.5 hours/week for senior scientists
collectively and 50 hours total for ED. Participation in meetings
with the Delta RMP and other organizations will have be
prioritized.

Assumes 4 hours per year for core RMP field staff (n=6)

80 hours (1.5 hr/wk) for two administrative staff.

Courier expenses for samples are not included in this line.
They are included in S&T monitoring budgets

Office Supplies

Project-specific conference calls. Expecting lower costs for
conference calls in 2015 due to WebEx service.

Project-specific mailings

Specialized technical and program management software.
Includes $100 for SmartSheet license

Subscriptions to access online scientific articles. Technical
books or journals. $7k for SCOPUS scientific journal search
access (important for CEC research). $500 budget for
additional articles or books.

Internet costs

$90,000

$30,000

$5,000

$7,000

$500

$1,500

$700

$1,000

$1,000

$7,500

$500
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Table 3: RMP Budget Line Item Descriptions

44

|Task Subtask Description Expense Type Budget Notes for Final Estimate Proposed Budget 2015 |
2. Governance A. SC meetings Preparing agendas, agenda Labor 4 meetings per year. For each meeting: 30 hours for Program $65,000
packages, participating in Manager, 40 hours for Environmental Analyst, 20 hours for
meetings, writing meeting Lead Scientist, 4 hours each for RMP staff for
summaries, action item follow-up, updates/reporting and attending part of the meeting, 4 hours
reviewing minutes from past for administrative staff.
meetings. Pre-meeting with Chair
and Co-Chair.
Direct Cost Catering for Steering Committee meetings. Typical catering $1,500
cost is $300 per meeting. 4 meetings per year.
B. TRC meetings Preparing agendas, agenda Labor 4 meetings per year. For each meeting: 30 hours for Program $80,000
packages, participating in Manager, 40 hours for Environmental Analyst, 20 hours for
meetings, writing meeting Lead Scientist, 8 hours each for RMP staff for
summaries, action item follow-up, updates/reporting and attending all of the meeting, 4 hours
reviewing minutes from past for administrative staff.
meetings.
Direct Cost Catering for Technical Review Committee meetings. Typical $1,500
catering cost is $300 per meeting. 4 meetings per year.
C. WG meetings Preparing agendas, agenda Labor 4 meetings per year. For each meeting: 30 hours for Program $80,000
packages, participating in Manager, 40 hours for Environmental Analyst, 20 hours for
meetings, writing meeting Lead Scientist, 8 hours each for RMP staff for
summaries, action item follow-up, updates/reporting and attending all of the meeting, 4 hours
reviewing past meeting minutes. for administrative staff.
Direct Cost Catering for Workgroup meetings. Typical catering cost is $300 $1,500
per meeting. 4 meetings per year.
D. External Science Honoraria and travel for external Direct Cost Honoraria for external advisors to RMP Workgroups, including $40,000
Advisors science advisors. the nutrient workgroup. Assumes $2k honoraria for 20
advisors
Travel expenses for external advisors $10,000
3. Data Management A. Data Processing, Formatting, performing QA/QC Labor Processing 2014 sediment/bivalve/sportfish ($93k, does not $160,000

Quality Assurance, and
Upload to CEDEN

review, and uploading RMP field
and analytical results from
laboratories to SFEI's RDC
database and replicating to
CEDEN. Maintaining the database
of archived RMP samples and
coordinating with archive
facilities. Coordinating team,
collection agencies, and
laboratories. Tracking data
deliverables and pending issues.

include work on these datasets already completed in 2014),
plus $48k contingency, plus $10k for 2015 water and bird egg
costs (10% of $100k total cost), plus 20 hours for Lead Scientist
and 30 hours for Senior Chemist for ratio review of organics
datasets. Archive container ordering, coordinating with the
labs and uploading the spreadsheet to our database is
included in this budget. Budget does not include IC formatting
or 2015 margins work.
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|Task Subtask

Description

Expense Type

Budget Notes for Final Estimate

Proposed Budget 2015 |

3. Data Management B. Database Maintenance
and Online Data Access

C. Quality Assurance
System

D. Updates to SOPs and
Templates

A. Pulse or Pulse Lite
Report

4. Annual Reporting

Incorporating updates and

corrections to data as needed,
including re-analyzed results and

updates implemented by
CEDEN/SWAMP. Adding

enhancements and updates to
web-based data access tools such

as CD3.

Updating the Quality Assurance
Project Plan, writing QA memos

for datasets, conducting

interlaboratory comparision tests,

and researching analytical
methods. Maintaining our
laboratory SOP file system.

Developing and enhancing

software tools and processes such
as EDD templates and writing and
maintaining internal SOPs to

increase efficiency of data
management tasks

SFEI staff time for technical

content (text, analyses, graphics),
design, and web presence. Direct
costs for printing and mailing

report. Subcontractors for
editorial content.

Labor

Labor

Subcontract

Labor

Labor

Subcontract

Direct Cost

The 2015 Data Management budget is higher than 2015 MYP
estimate. Reduced budget by $20k and added $15k revenue
from set-aside funds to bring closer into alignment.

50% of the funding level for 2013 and 2014. The QAPP was
updated in 2014. Only small edits are expected in 2015.
However, these funds are also needed for staff to write QA
memos and to do interlaboratory comparison studies.

Funds for interlaboratory comparison studies (e.g., for 10 IC
samples for PCBs in sediment).
Estimated cost based on 2013 and 2014 budgets.

Assuming 100 hours for Lead Scientist, 230 hours for technical
staff/Program Mgr/ED, 60 hours for data mgmt/GIS staff, 500
hours for design staff, 20 hours for web staff. Additional
Notes: 2013 Pulse cost $189k ($130k labor, $37k
printing/postage, $22k consultants).

Subcontracts for editorial content. Assuming a reduced level of
consultant support compared to what was used in 2013.

Office supplies for production and distribution for Pulse Report

Printing and mailing costs for hard-copy report. Bay Area
Graphics will handle both printing and mailing and will present
one invoice, so both printing, envelopes, and postage will be
recorded under expense category 522 "Printing". 2013 Pulse
print run was 3000 copies, assuming a similar cost in 2015. In
Pulse Lite years, the print run will be approximately half (1200
copies in 2014).

$140,000

$15,000

$10,000

$30,000

$110,000

$15,000

$500

$40,000
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|Task Subtask Description Expense Type Budget Notes for Final Estimate Proposed Budget 2015 |
4. Annual Reporting B. Annual Meeting Developing the meeting agenda, Labor Labor cost for Annual Meeting reduced to match the estimate $50,000
managing logistics, advertising from the communications plan ($50k). This funding level limits
about the meeting, managing attendance at the meeting to RMP core staff and the ED.
attendee registration, preparing Budget assumes 120 hours for Environmental Analyst, 30
presentations, staffing the hours for Program Manager, 30 hours for Lead Scientist, 80
meeting. Direct costs for Save the hours for Design, 32 hours for administrative staff, 8 hours for
Date mailings, venue, and IT staff, presentations by 5 Senior Scientists (16 hrs to prepare
catering. Travel funds for outside and deliver each), and attendance at the meeting by ED and 3
speakers. additional RMP staff for a total of $S50k.
Direct Cost Save the Date cards printed and mailed to RMP distribution list $900
(900 people). Costs include printing and mailing since this will
be done by the same contractor (Bay Area Graphics).
Venue rental and catering for RMP Annual Meeting or $20,000
contribution to SOE Meeting
Travel to RMP Annual Meeting for invited speakers. $3,000
C. Annual Monitoring Preparing summary information Labor Assuming 40 hours for Environmental Analyst, 48 for technical $10,000
Report for a streamlined report to staff, 8 hours for Program Manager, 4 hours for Lead Scientist,
document the activities taken and 4 hours for GIS staff.
during the field season. The report
will be part of the QA System,
along with the QAPP, cruise
reports, QA memos for datasets.
D. Updates to Copper SSO  Updating the rolling average of Labor Assuming 20 hours for Environmental Analyst, 10 hours for $5,000

and Dredged Material
Thresholds

dissolved copper concentrations in
water in each segment of the Bay
and making comparison to SSO.
Updating ambient sediment
concentrations for the Dredged
Material Management Office for
determining when
bioaccumulation testing will be
required for dredged material.
Due to the alternating schedule of
water and sediment sampling,
these calculations will be done in
alternate years.

data manager, 12 hours for senior technical staff, and 4 hours
for Lead Scientist.
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|Task Subtask Description Expense Type Budget Notes for Final Estimate Proposed Budget 2015 |
5. Communications A. Communications Plan Coordinate the distribution of Labor Assuming 20 hours for Lead Scientist, 20 hours for $22,000
Implementation RMP information to RMP communications coordinator, 60 hours for design staff, 20
stakeholders, natural resource hours for Environmental Analyst, and 40 hours for technical
managers, and the public through staff.
multiple media channels (e.g.,
website, publications, email
newsletters, fact sheets, social
media, etc.). Develop a calendar of
RMP communications products,
identify appropriate media
channels, and implement
calendarized events.
B. Stakeholder Preparing for and attending RMP Labor For Program Manager: 100 hours for 3 days each to prepare $42,000
Engagement stakeholder meetings (e.g., for and attend 4 meetings at stakeholder groups; 50 hours for
BACWA, BASMAA, LTMS, WSPA) 1 hr/wk to communicate with stakeholders. For Lead Scientist:
as well as communicating directly 50 hours for 1 hr/wk to communicate with stakeholders. For
with stakeholder representatives. Executive Director: 50 hours or 1 hr/wk to communicate with
stakeholders. No hours budgeted for technical staff to attend
meetings.
C. Responses to Responding in inquiries for RMP Labor Assuming 75 hours for technical staff and that most inquiries $10,000
Information Requests data and reports, including press will be handled by junior staff.
calls.
D. Fact Sheets and Producing summary information Labor Assuming 45 hours of design staff time and 30 hours of $10,000
Outreach Products on important topics in a technical staff time.
convenient format (includes
miscellaneous design products).
Production costs for hard-copy
fact sheets and other outreach
materials.
Direct Cost Printing costs $500
E. Support for "Estuary Coordinating and reviewing Labor Assuming 20 hours of Lead Scientist time and 20 hours of $6,500
News" content for the newsletter. Cash technical staff time. Total cost to RMP for Estuary News was
support to SFEP for Estuary News. estimated at $15k in Communications budget.
Subcontracts for editorial content
and graphic design.
Subcontract  Editorial content $2,000
Direct Cost RMP has made a commitment of $10k per year to support $10,000

Estuary News in 2014 and 2015.
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|Task Subtask Description Expense Type Budget Notes for Final Estimate Proposed Budget 2015 |
5. Communications F. Presentations at Participation in workshops and Labor Assumes 200 hours of technical staff time (equivalent to 3 $40,000
Conferences and conferences for SWAMP, NorCal week-long conferences plus 10 days of local meetings). 80
Meetings SETAC, ACS, and other hours of design staff time and 12 hours of GIS staff to prepare
professional organizations; as well posters and slides.
as presentations at local meetings.
Direct costs for travel and
conference registration.
Direct Cost Travel and registration costs for RMP staff to attend $8,000
conferences, workshops, and local meetings. Assuming 3
conferences at $2k per conference plus $2k for travel costs for
local meetings.
G. RMP Website Updating the RMP website with Labor Assuming 40 hours for IT staff, 40 hours for design staff, 20 $15,000
Maintenance new reports. Funds for online data hours for Environmental Analyst, 8 hours for El Director, 8
access tools (e.g., CD3) are in the hours for Program Manager.
Data Management budget. Funds
for webside redesign are a
separate line item.
H. RMP Website Redesign  Develop new design for RMP Labor Task un-funded. SC will need to authorize additional funds for S0
website website updates other than uploading new files.
I. Products for New Media  Produce and distribute RMP- Labor Task un-funded. SC will need to authorize additional funds for S0
branded products using new new media products, such as eBooks.
digital media (e.g., interactive
eBooks, social media)
6. S&T Monitoring A. Field Work and Coordinating field sampling, Labor Assuming a similar level of effort as 2013 plus $5k for GIS $45,000
Logistics preparing cruise plans, making services.
maps of sampling locations, field
sampling, and ensuring delivery of
samples to laboratories.
Subcontractors to assist with field
data collection and research
vessels. Direct costs for sampling
equipment, supplies, and
insurance.
Subcontract  Contractors to plan cruise logistics, collect samples in the field, $95,000

ship samples to laboratory, and manage sample archive. The
cost for contractor support for the water cruise in 2013 was
$91,174. A similar level of support will be needed in 2015.
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|Task Subtask Description Expense Type Budget Notes for Final Estimate Proposed Budget 2015 |
6. S&T Monitoring A. Field Work and Coordinating field sampling, Subcontract Rental costs for research vessels. In 2015, the USGS R/V $25,000
Logistics preparing cruise plans, making Turning Tide will be used for the water cruise. The cost for this
maps of sampling locations, field cruise in 2013 was $21,000. A similar level of effort will be
sampling, and ensuring delivery of needed.
Direct Cost Field equipment for sampling cruises $1,000
Field supplies for sampling cruises. Assumes lower costs in $3,000
2015 compared to 2014 because only bird egg samples will
need to be archived.
Insurance surcharge for field sampling on or near navigable $3,500
waters. The insurance rate is 0.22 of pay rate (billed
salary/2.95).
Shipping costs for delivery of samples to laboratories $2,000
Travel to field sampling locations $500
B. USGS Sacramento Support for USGS-Sacramento to Subcontract  USGS receives $250,000 directly from USACE. $250,000
Support conduct in-situ sensor monitoring.
The program is supported by
USACE pass-through funding
($250,000). USGS has requested
an additional $60,000 to support
the program in 2015.
This task was for a $60k funding increase request from USGS S0
for moored sensor and suspended sediment monitoring. This
task is un-funded due to insufficient funds. It is assumed that
USGS will receive funding from other sources.
C. USGS Menlo Park Support for USGS-Menlo Park to Subcontract  Assuming level funding for 2015 but costs are expected to $173,000
Support conduct nutrient monitoring. increase in out-years.
D. Water Chemistry Subcontracts for analytical and Subcontract  Estimated laboratory subcontract cost. $45,000
Monitoring field services
E. Water Chemistry CTR Study to measure the full suite of TBD This task was un-funded because of competing funding S0
Monitoring CTR pollutants in water at 3 priorities.
stations during the wet season.
The scope of work for the study is
still being developed.
F. Bird Egg Monitoring Subcontracts for analytical and Subcontract  Estimated laboratory subcontract cost. $150,000
field services
G. Sample Archive Storage costs for long-term Subcontract  Estimated laboratory subcontract cost. $18,000

archive of sediment, bivalve, bird
egg, and sport fish samples at
NIST. Payments are made in odd
numbered years.
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|Task Subtask Description Expense Type Budget Notes for Final Estimate Proposed Budget 2015 |
6. S&T Monitoring H. Planning for Bay Preparing a final sampling design, Labor Assuming 50 hours for Don Yee, 50 hours for Program $20,000
Margins Sediment Study which will involve working with Manager, and 25 hours for senior scientist.
statistics, analyzing available data,
issuing RFPs for subcontractors,
and holding meetings with
stakeholders.
I. Bay Margins Sediment Special study to determine the TBD In 2013, the S&T design was changed to be more efficient. The $120,000
Study concentrations of pollutants in the cost savings from this design change was $120k. The TRC has
bay margins sediments. The scope advised that the cost savings should be spent on the margins
of work for this study is still being study.
developed.
J. Analysis of S&T Compiling information on how the  Labor Assuming 40 hours for Program Manager, 20 hours for $15,000
Impacts, Changes, and S&T program has affected Environmental Analyst, 30 hours for data management, 30
Data management decisions. hours for senior technical staff.
Documenting changes to the S&T
design. Analyzing RMP data to
plan future monitoring or address
management questions.
Preparation of a manuscript for a
special edition of the Journal of
Regional Studies in Marine
Science.
7. Special Studies EC Microplastics Special study approved by SC on Labor (blank) $6,200
Monitoring 7/15/14
Subcontract  (blank) $2,800
EC Strategy Support Special study approved by SC on Labor (blank) $20,000
7/15/14
EC Wastewater Special study approved by SC on Labor (blank) $25,978
Monitoring 7/15/14
Subcontract  (blank) $29,022
Nutrient Modeling Special study approved by SC on TBD (blank) $165,000
Program Development 7/15/14
Nutrient Moored Sensor Special study approved by SC on TBD (blank) $190,000
Program Development 7/15/14
Nutrient Research TBD Special study approved by SC on TBD (blank) $115,000
7/15/14
PCB: PMU Conceptual Special study approved by SC on Labor (blank) $85,000
Model 7/15/14
Selenium Delta Fish Derby  Special study approved by SC on Labor (blank) $14,100
Monitoring 7/15/14
Subcontract  (blank) $5,900
Selenium Information Special study approved by SC on Labor (blank) $10,000

Synthesis

7/15/14
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|Task Subtask Description Expense Type Budget Notes for Final Estimate Proposed Budget 2015 |
7. Special Studies Selenium Strategy Team Strategy Team meeting added to Labor Funding to support one Selenium Strategy Team meeting in $10,000
Meeting provide oversight to the three 2015. 30 hours for Lead Scientist and 40 hours total for
selenium-related special studies technical staff.
planned for 2015. The task
includes preparing agendas,
agenda packages, background
documents, participating in
meetings, writing meeting
summaries, action item follow-up,
reviewing minutes of past
meetings.
Direct Cost Selenium Strategy Team meeting may be via WebEx so it will S0
not be catered.
Selenium Sturgeon Tissue  Special study approved by SC on Labor (blank) $13,900
Plug Monitoring 7/15/14
Subcontract  (blank) $9,100
STLS Regional Watershed Special study approved by SC on TBD (blank) $35,000
Model 7/15/14
STLS Strategy Special study approved by SC on TBD (blank) $26,000
Coordination 7/15/14
STLS Trends strategy Special study approved by SC on TBD (blank) $35,000
7/15/14
STLS Wet Weather Special study approved by SC on TBD (blank) $374,000
Characterization 7/15/14
|Grand Total $3,624,700|
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Regional Monitoring Program for Water Quality
In San Francisco Bay

2015 Program Plan

HIGHLIGHTS OF THE 2015 PROGRAM

In 2015 the Regional Monitoring Program for Water Quality in San Francisco Bay
(RMP) is entering its 23" year of collecting data and communicating information to support
water quality management decisions.

Status and Trends Monitoring

A continuing goal is to make optimal use of the funds that participants provide to the
Program. High priority topics continue to emerge (e.g., nutrients and selenium), and information
needs continue to grow. Status and trends monitoring of open Bay waters is a cornerstone of the
Program, but after 20 years of repeated sampling the information yield has gradually diminished.

In 2014, the Steering Committee and Technical Review Committee continued a process
of seeking efficiencies in status and trends monitoring. The committees reduced the frequency
of sediment sampling from a two-year cycle to a four-year cycle. Water will continue to be
sampled on a two-year cycle, but many of the more expensive parameters will be measured a
greatly reduced frequency. As one example, PCBs in water will now be analyzed once every 10
years - commensurate with the value of additional water PCB data in promoting understanding
and supporting decision-making. Other matrices that are more crucial for PCBs, such as sport
fish, bird eggs, and sediment, will continue to be monitored at a higher frequency. This belt-
tightening has freed up resources that can be applied to higher priority information needs, such as
sampling of sediment on the shallow margins of the Bay, which have historically not been
included in status and trends monitoring.

The revised schedule for status and trends monitoring is as follows:

 continuous monitoring of suspended sediment,

« monthly monitoring of basic water quality parameters (salinity, temperature and
dissolved oxygen; suspended sediments; and phytoplankton biomass),

* biennial water and bivalve monitoring,

 triennial bird egg monitoring, and

 sediment monitoring on a four-year cycle, and

 sport fish monitoring on a five-year cycle.

In 2015, the schedule calls for sampling of water and bird eggs. Water analytes will
include copper, cyanide, selenium, methylmercury, ancillary parameters, and aquatic toxicity.
Eggs of double-crested cormorants and Forster’s Terns will be collected. Cormorant eggs will
be analyzed for Cormorant eggs are analyzed for PCBs, PBDEs, Hg, PFCs, and Se. Tern eggs
will be analyzed for Hg, PBDEs, and Se.
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Discussions are in progress regarding using the funds freed up by the reductions in water
and open-Bay sediment monitoring to sample sediment on the Bay margins. Due to the type of
sampling vessel used in open Bay monitoring, sediment sampling to date has not included areas
on the margin of the Bay where the water is less than 1 ft deep at mean lower low water. In parts
of the Bay, especially Lower South Bay, this encompasses an extensive area of important habitat.

Special Studies

Special study funds in 2015 will primarily go to work on nutrients and small tributary
loading. Smaller amounts will go to studies on emerging contaminants, PCBs, and selenium.

Nutrients

RMP funds will provide support for the Nutrient Science Strategy, augmenting major
funding from BACWA, USGS, and other sources. RMP funds will primarily be used for moored
sensor work. RMP moored sensor monitoring began in 2013 to better assess the Bay’s
condition, and to collect high frequency data to calibrate water quality models. The sensors
gather data on chlorophyll, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, temperature, and other parameters were
deployed at three stations in Lower South Bay and South Bay. RMP funds are also supporting
development of models that will allow forecasting the response of the Bay to changes in nutrient
loads and other factors that drive potential impairment related to nutrients.

Small Tributaries

RMP work on small tributary load monitoring is being conducted in close coordination
with monitoring being performed by members of the Bay Area Stormwater Management
Agencies Association. Work elements to be performed with funds from 2015 will include:

» acharacterization study to support identification of additional watersheds for
management consideration through analysis of contaminant concentrations on suspended
sediment particles, with a design that includes sampling of fine sediments using settling
chambers,

» ongoing regional-scale stormwater load estimation using the regional watershed
spreadsheet model, and

» development of a trend monitoring strategy.

Chemicals of Emerging Concern

Monitoring of chemicals of emerging concern continues to be a priority for the Program.
Activities in 2015 will include:
 astudy of perfluorochemicals (PFCs or Teflon chemicals) and the pesticide fipronil in
treated wastewater discharged to the Bay, and
 analysis of microplastic pollution in Bay water and sediment.
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PCBs

A synthesis and conceptual model update published in 2014 shifted focus from the open
Bay to the contaminated areas on the margins where impairment is greatest, where load
reductions are being pursued, and where reductions in impairment, in response to load
reductions, will be most apparent. The Synthesis was the foundation for a 2014 update of the
PCB Strategy that calls for a multi-year effort to identify margin areas that are high priorities for
management and monitoring, develop site-specific conceptual models and sediment mass
balances for margin areas downstream of watersheds where management actions will occur, and
perform monitoring in these areas as a performance measure. Work in 2015 will include
selection of priority margin areas for evaluation and development of conceptual models and mass
balances for one or two of these areas.

Selenium

In April 2014 the RMP formed a Selenium Strategy Team to evaluate low-cost, near-term
information needs that can be addressed by the Program in the next several years. The Team
recommended exploring an opportunity to obtain a larger number of sturgeon muscle samples,
non-lethally and inexpensively, through collection of small plugs of sturgeon muscle in a
collaboration with a California Department of Fish and Wildlife annual tagging program. A pilot
effort using this technique was conducted in 2014, and the approach will be applied again in
2015. Another small study of selenium in sturgeon will be performed in collaboration with a
fishing derby in the Delta. Tissues will be obtained from fish caught for the derby that will allow
a comparison of muscle plugs, which are easy to obtain, with concentrations in eggs or ovaries,
which is the exposure of interest toxicologically.

Communications

A Pulse of the Bay will be produced in 2015, to be released at the Annual Meeting which
will once again be held jointly with the State of the Estuary Conference in September. This
edition of the Pulse will be a companion to the State of the Estuary Report, which will also be
released in September. The 2015 Pulse will provide profiles of the contaminants of concern in
the Bay, similar to the profiles provided for CECs in the 2013 Pulse.

This Program Plan is a brief summary of activities planned for 2015. A Detailed
Workplan and budget are prepared separately and are reviewed and approved by the Technical
Review Committee and Steering Committee. A budget summary of the total cost for each
program element is included in Table 1. Detailed scopes of work and budgets will be presented
in the 2015 Detailed Workplan.
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TASK DESCRIPTIONS
1. Program Management

The administration and management of the RMP requires a substantial effort from SFEI
staff. Program management tasks include:
program planning
contract and financial management
technical oversight
internal coordination
external coordination
safety training
administration

Approximately half of the cost for this category is fiduciary oversight, project-specific
safety training, and office administrative costs. Deliverables associated with this line item
include documents describing the budget, the Multi-Year Plan, the Detailed Workplan, and the
Program Plan. The funds for technical oversight allow for internal review by senior staff of the
many reports, presentations, posters, workplans, memos, and other communications coming out
of the RMP. The funds for external coordination cover participation in meetings with external
partners to coordinate programs and leverage RMP funds (e.g., coordinating work on the Pulse
Report with the State of the Estuary Report, coordination with SCCWRP, and serving as liaison
to the Delta RMP and other RMPs).

The total cost for these tasks in 2015 will be $432k.
2. Governance

Governance tasks include convening, coordinating, and facilitating Steering Committee,
Technical Review Committee, and Workgroup meetings. Tasks include preparing agendas,
agenda packages, participating in meetings, writing meeting summaries, action item follow-up,
reviewing minutes from past meetings, coordination with committee chairs, and honoraria and
travel for external advisors.

The total budget for governance is $280k.
3. Data Management

Data management tasks include processing of new data, maintaining the RMP database
and providing online access, and providing quality assurance.

Results from the large number of samples collected in 2014 will be processed and quality
assured in 2015. Processing of new data includes formatting, performing QA/QC review, and
uploading RMP field and analytical results from laboratories to SFEI's Regional Data Center
database and replicating to CEDEN, maintaining the database of archived RMP samples and
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coordinating with archive facilities, coordinating our team, collection agencies, and laboratories,
and tracking data deliverables and pending issues.

The RMP database currently includes approximately 1.1 million records generated since
the Program began in 1993. Database maintenance includes incorporating updates and
corrections to data as needed, including re-analyzed results and updates implemented by
CEDEN/SWAMP; and adding enhancements and updates to web-based data access tools such as
CD3. Web-based data access tools provided by CD3 include user-defined queries, data
download and printing functionality, maps of sampling locations, and visualization tools.

Quality assurance tasks include updating the Quality Assurance Project Plan, writing QA
memos for datasets, conducting interlaboratory comparision tests, researching analytical
methods, and maintaining our laboratory SOP file system.

The total cost for these tasks in 2015 will be $355k.
4. Annual Reporting

A Pulse of the Bay will be produced in 2015, to be released at the Annual Meeting which
will once again be held jointly with the State of the Estuary Conference in September. This
edition of the Pulse will be a companion to the State of the Estuary Report, which will also be
released in September. The 2015 Pulse will provide profiles of the contaminants of concern in
the Bay, similar to the profiles provided for CECs in the 2013 Pulse.

Tasks related to production of the Pulse include preparation of technical content (text,
analyses, graphics), graphic design, and web presence. Subcontractors assist with editing and
preparing content.

Tasks related to the Annual Meeting include developing the meeting agenda, managing
logistics, advertising about the meeting, managing attendee registration, preparing presentations,
and staffing the meeting.

In 2015 the report formerly titled “Annual Monitoring Results” will be scaled back and
renamed the “Annual Monitoring Report.” The report will now only provide summary
information on data collection.

The total cost for these tasks in 2015 will be $254k.

5. Communications

Communications tasks will implement the plans included in the RMP Communications
Strategy, approved by the Steering Committee in July 2014. Tasks will include the distribution
of RMP information to stakeholders, natural resource managers, and the public through multiple
media channels (e.g., website, publications, email newsletters, fact sheets, social media, etc.).

Stakeholder engagement is critically important to addressing the information needs of
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RMP participants. Tasks include preparing for and attending RMP stakeholder meetings (e.qg.,
BACWA, BASMAA, LTMS, WSPA) as well as communicating directly with stakeholder
representatives.

Other communications tasks include responding to inquiries for RMP data and reports,
including press calls, producing summary information on important topics in convenient formats,
and planning and reviewing content for Estuary News. Participation in workshops and
conferences for SWAMP, SETAC, ACS, and other professional organizations allows sharing of
RMP information, gathering of information from other investigators on the latest advances in
monitoring and understanding, and identification of opportunities for collaboration with other
organizations. Presentations at local meetings and to local audiences are also important for
collaboration and information dissemination to scientific partners. Keeping the website up to
date is another important component of communication.

The total cost for these tasks in 2015 will be $166k.
6. Status and Trends Monitoring

A continuing goal is to make optimal use of the funds that participants provide to the
Program. High priority topics continue to emerge (e.g., nutrients and selenium), and information
needs continue to grow. Status and trends monitoring of open Bay waters is a cornerstone of the
Program, but after 20 years of repeated sampling the information yield has gradually diminished.

In 2014, the Steering Committee and Technical Review Committee continued a process
of seeking efficiencies in status and trends monitoring. The committees reduced the frequency
of sediment sampling from a two-year cycle to a four-year cycle. Water will continue to be
sampled on a two-year cycle, but many of the more expensive parameters will be measured a
greatly reduced frequency. As one example, PCBs in water will now be analyzed once every 10
years - commensurate with the value of additional water PCB data in promoting understanding
and supporting decision-making. Other matrices that are more crucial for PCBs, such as sport
fish, bird eggs, and sediment, will continue to be monitored at a higher frequency. This belt-
tightening has freed up resources that can be applied to higher priority information needs, such as
sampling of sediment on the shallow margins of the Bay, which have historically not been
included in status and trends monitoring.

The revised schedule for status and trends monitoring is as follows:
 continuous monitoring of suspended sediment,
* monthly monitoring of basic water quality parameters (salinity, temperature and
dissolved oxygen; suspended sediments; and phytoplankton biomass),
 biennial water and bivalve monitoring,
* triennial bird egg monitoring, and
« sediment monitoring on a four-year cycle, and
 sport fish monitoring on a five-year cycle.

In 2015, the schedule calls for sampling of water and bird eggs. Water analytes will
include copper, cyanide, selenium, methylmercury, ancillary parameters, and aquatic toxicity.
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Eggs of double-crested cormorants and Forster’s Terns will be collected. Cormorant eggs will
be analyzed for Cormorant eggs are analyzed for PCBs, PBDEs, Hg, PFCs, and Se. Tern eggs
will be analyzed for Hg, PBDEs, and Se.

Discussions are in progress regarding using the funds freed up by the reductions in water
and open-Bay sediment monitoring to sample sediment on the Bay margins. Due to the type of
sampling vessel used in open Bay monitoring, sediment sampling to date has not included areas
on the margin of the Bay where the water is less than 1 ft deep at mean lower low water. In parts
of the Bay, especially Lower South Bay, this encompasses an extensive area of important habitat.

The total costs for these tasks in 2015 will be $966k. Brief summaries of each of the
Status and Trends elements for 2015 are provided below.

Continuous Monitoring of Suspended Sediment ($250k)

Tides and wind waves are constantly moving water and altering the water quality of San
Francisco Bay. The USGS California Water Science Center provides the RMP water quality
measurements at the tidal time scale through continuous monitoring of suspended-sediment
concentration and dissolved oxygen at multiple locations in the Bay. At each station, turbidity
and dissolved oxygen sensors are deployed in the water column and automatically collect
measurements every 15 minutes. Approximately every 3 weeks technicians visit the stations to
clean the sensors, check their calibrations, and download data. Data are processed and edited to
remove values that are corrupted by biofouling. Data are available at
http://waterdata.usgs.gov/ca/nwis/sw/. Data are analyzed and the resulting reports are available
at http://ca.water.usgs.gov/projects/baydelta/publications.html.

This monitoring has been conducted since the Program began in 1993, and revealed that
suspended sediment concentrations in the Bay declined sharply beginning in 1999. This work is
led by Dr. David Schoellhamer of the USGS in Sacramento.

USGS maintains five suspended sediment stations in the Estuary (i.e., Mallard Island,
Benicia, Richmond Bridge, Alcatraz, and Dumbarton Bridge) and funding for a temporary site.
The USGS used the temporary site funding for 2013 for better understanding the sediment flux at
the Golden Gate. In 2014, the temporary site funding was used to install a suspended sediment
station at the Exploratorium (Pier 15). Discussions are underway to determine how to maintain
the existing monitoring scheme in light of increasing costs and the available budget, which has
been fixed at $250k since 1993.

Hydrography and Phytoplankton ($173k)

This work is led by Dr. Jim Cloern of the USGS in Menlo Park. The study performs
monthly water sampling to map the spatial distributions and temporal trends of basic water
quality parameters along the entire Bay-Delta system. Measurements include salinity,
temperature, dissolved oxygen, suspended sediments, and phytoplankton biomass. This basic
information is required to follow the seasonal changes in water quality and estuarine habitat as
they influence biological communities and the distribution and reactivity of trace contaminants.
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This monitoring has played a crucial role in documenting changes in the Bay that have raised
concern for the possible impacts of nutrients and provided an impetus for the Nutrient Science
Strategy.

USGS also provides funding for this monitoring. This funding decreased in 2014, and
the contribution from the RMP increased from the $110k that had been in place for many years
to $173k.

Water Chemistry ($45k)

Monitoring for trace elements and water quality parameters will occur at 22 sites in 2015.
Water analytes will include copper, cyanide, selenium, methylmercury, ancillary parameters, and
aquatic toxicity. As in prior years, SFEI staff will assist in the collection of water samples.
Subcontractors conducting the water chemistry analyses will include EBMUD for ancillary, ALS
Laboratory Group for nutrients, Brooks Rand for inorganics, City and County of San Francisco
for cyanide, and City of San Jose for splits of copper and nickel. We may also work with a
specialty lab to be determined for lower selenium detection limits. Applied Marine Sciences has
will continue to serve as our logistics coordinator.

Bird Eggs ($150k)

Avian egg monitoring is a tool that was piloted in the Exposure and Effects Pilot Study
and retained as an element of RMP Status and Trends monitoring (Davis et al., 2006). Avian egg
monitoring in other aquatic ecosystems has proven to be a highly effective tool for assessment of
long-term trends in persistent, bioaccumulative contaminants. Egg monitoring is now conducted
in the RMP once every three years.

Double-crested Cormorants (Phalacrocorax auritus) are now routinely monitored by the
RMP as a sentinel species for the open waters of the Bay. Cormorant eggs are sampled Bay-wide
every three years and analyzed for mercury, selenium, PBDEs, PCBs, legacy pesticides, and,
starting in 2009, perfluorinated compounds (PFCs). Sampling locations include Wheeler Island
in Suisun Bay, the Richmond Bridge, and Don Edwards Wildlife Refuge in the Lower South
Bay.

Forster’s Tern eggs were selected as another avian indicator because this species feeds
primarily on small fish in shallow water habitats on the Bay margins, including managed ponds.
The spatial and habitat coverage of this species (Bay margins and managed ponds) therefore
complements that of Double-crested Cormorants (open waters and large sloughs).Studies by the
U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) have resulted in the establishment of Forster’s Tern eggs as a
primary biosentinel tool for monitoring of mercury risk to Bay wildlife. Tern eggs are also
sampled every three years and analyzed for mercury, PBDEs, and selenium. Forster’s Tern
nesting locations vary from year to year. Past sampling locations have included Knight Island
and Napa Marsh near the Napa River (San Pablo Bay segment); salt ponds near Hayward (South
Bay segment); and salt ponds in Lower South Bay.
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Field Work and Logistics ($175k)

This task includes work by SFEI to assist with sampling and coordination ($45k); a
subcontractor (Applied Marine Sciences) to plan cruise logistics, collect samples, ship samples to
laboratories, and manage the sample archive ($95k); funds for renting the research vessel (the
USGS R/V Turning Tide) ($25k); and funds for other miscellaneous items.

Margin Sediment Sampling: Planning ($20k) and Sampling ($120K)

As mentioned above, discussions are in progress regarding using the funds freed up by
the reductions in water and open-Bay sediment monitoring to sample sediment on the Bay
margins. In parts of the Bay, especially Lower South Bay, this encompasses an extensive area of
important habitat. The 2014 workplan included $20k for development of a draft probabilistic
sampling design. An additional $20k is needed to support continued discussion and sampling
design development. The reductions in the water and open-Bay sediment elements of RMP
status and trends monitoring have made $120k available for margin sediment sampling.

Sample Archive ($18Kk)

This item covers storage costs for the long-term archive of sediment, bivalve, bird egg,
and sport fish samples at NIST. Selected RMP samples are stored at ultra-low temperatures.
Payments are made in odd numbered years. An archiving protocol documents the procedures:
http://www.sfei.org/sites/default/files/Report%20628%20Archive%20Protocol.pdf

Data Analysis ($15k)

The RMP has been invited to submit a paper for a special issue of the new journal
Regional Studies in Marine Science. The special issue will focus on successful regional
monitoring programs around the US. These funds will allow for an article documenting the
evolution of and lessons learned from RMP monitoring, including data analysis.

7. Special Studies

The following studies were reviewed by the TRC and SC and approved for incorporation
into the 2014 Program Plan. The total costs for special studies in 2015 will be $1,172k.

Nutrients ($470k)

San Francisco Bay has long been recognized as a nutrient-enriched estuary, but one that
has historically proven resilient to the harmful effects of nutrient enrichment, such as excessive
phytoplankton blooms and hypoxia. Available information suggests that the accumulation of
phytoplankton biomass in the Bay is strongly limited by tidal mixing, grazing pressure by
invasive clams, light limitation from high turbidity, and potentially, in the North Bay,
ammonium inhibition of diatom uptake of nitrate. However, evidence is building that, since the
late 1990s, the historic resilience of the Bay to the harmful effects of nutrient enrichment is
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weakening. In response to these apparent changes in the Bay’s resilience to nutrient loading, a
Nutrient Science Strategy has been developed.

Bay-wide Nutrient Permit funds from BACWA ($880k/yr) are being directed toward
nutrient science studies in the Bay. The intent is for these funds to be combined with funds from
the RMP ($470k in 2015) and other entities, and that the Nutrient Management Strategy Steering
Committee will make decisions about how to allocate funds, based on recommendations in a
Science Plan, which is under development. Tentative plans for the use of the funds from the
RMP are presented here.

Moored Sensor Monitoring ($190Kk)

While monitoring has occurred regularly in the Bay over the past 40 years, most of the
data have been collected at weekly or monthly time intervals. Phytoplankton, nutrients, dissolved
oxygen, and other parameters such as suspended sediment (which dictates the light available for
phytoplankton growth) vary strongly over much shorter time scales (e.g., on an hourly basis) due
to the daily cycle of photosynthesis and respiration in phytoplankton, mixing, biogeochemical
processes, and tides. To better assess the Bay’s condition, and to collect high-frequency data to
calibrate water quality models, the RMP is funding a moored sensor network. Beginning in
summer 2013, sensors for chlorophyll, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, temperature, and other
parameters were deployed at three stations in Lower South Bay and South Bay. In 2015, plans
include addition of one more permanent deployment in a slough or margin habitat in South Bay,
and performing a number of shorter-term deployments at a network of margin sites, with a
specific focus on characterizing dissolved oxygen in the system. Telemetry will be added to new
and existing sites. Experiments will also be conducted to improve our ability to accurately infer
chlorophyll-a concentration from fluorescence measurements.

Modeling ($165k)

RMP funds are also supporting development of models that will allow forecasting the
response of the Bay to changes in nutrient loads and other factors that drive potential impairment
related to nutrients. Among its recommendations, the Nutrient Strategy calls for developing
models to quantitatively characterize the Bay’s response to nutrient loads; explore ecosystem
response under future environmental conditions; and test the effectiveness of load reduction
scenarios and other scenarios that mitigate or prevent impairment. A draft modeling workplan
for 2015-2021 is currently in review.

The draft workplan calls for a phased approach, quality assurance protocols, and an open-
source modeling platform to promote efficiency, produce quality results, and maximize the value
of the modeling investment. In Phase 1 of model development, models will be simplified-
domain (several boxes, with “real” hydrodynamics through grid aggregation of an existing
hydrodynamic model), and focused on South Bay/Lower South Bay and Suisun Bay. The
simplified domain models will allow effort to be directed toward parameter sensitivity analysis,
subembayment scale calibration, exploration of underlying causes of observed changes in
ecosystem response, and identification of key data needs to prioritize among other research and
monitoring activities in subsequent years. Phase 1 will begin in 2015 and conclude in 2017.
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For Phase 2, beginning in 2017, work will gradually move toward higher degrees of
spatial resolution, building toward a whole bay model and will provide preliminary answers to
key management questions about the role of nutrients in the Bay. Phase 3 modeling, planned to
begin in 2021, will involve more complicated and/or multi-year scenarios to answer management
questions with a higher degree of certainty.

Small Tributary Loadings

RMP work on small tributary load monitoring is being conducted in close coordination
with monitoring being performed by members of the Bay Area Stormwater Management
Agencies Association as required by the Municipal Regional Permit.

Wet Weather Characterization ($374Kk)

Most of the budget for small tributary load monitoring in 2015 will support a
characterization study in the winter of 2014-15 to identify additional watersheds with high-
concentration sources areas for potential actions to reduce loads of PCBs and mercury. The
basic design of this effort will be to collect one composite in the tidal reaches of up to 25
selected tributaries. Concentrations of PCBs, mercury, and other metals will be analyzed on
suspended sediment particles. In addition, a pilot study will be conducted to collect fine
sediments using special settling chambers. If this approach works, it will provide a highly cost-
effective means of evaluating concentrations on particles for future monitoring.

Regional Watershed Spreadsheet Model ($35k)

To accurately assess total contaminant loads entering San Francisco Bay, it is necessary to
estimate loads from local watersheds. “Spreadsheet models” of stormwater quality provide a useful
and relatively cheap tool for estimating regional scale watershed loads. Spreadsheet models have
advantages over mechanistic models because the data for many of the input parameters required by
those models do not currently exist, and also require large calibration datasets which take money and
time to collect. Development of a spreadsheet model for the Bay has been underway since 2010.

Tasks for 2015 depend upon the outcomes of the work for 2014 which is still underway.
Possible uses of the 2015 funds include improving the basis of the model by shifting the model
to a water-based starting point or completing further structural improvements to the sediment-
based model, or incorporation of additional calibration watersheds and BASMAA studies.

Trends Strategy ($35k)

The Sources, Pathways, and Loadings Workgroup recommended an effort to define
where and how trends may be most effectively measured in relation to management effort so that
data collection methods deployed over the next several years support this future need. A trends
strategy white paper will be developed in 2015 addressing where trends should be measured,
appropriate media and metrics, numerical methods for assessing trends, and sampling design.
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Small Tributary Loading Strategy Coordination ($26k)

The RMP Small Tributaries Loading Strategy Team provides the forum for planning and
coordinating projects for the improvement of information on small tributary loads to the Bay.
This task will include quarterly STLS meetings to coordinate monitoring, and provide updates
and solicit input on spreadsheet model and trends strategy development. Monthly phone
conferences calls will be convened to provide brief updates and information sharing.

Chemicals of Emerging Concern (CECs)
CECs in Municipal Wastewater ($55k)

The State Water Resources Control Board’s Chemicals of Emerging Concern (CECs)
Science Advisory Panel has recommended that programs include sampling wastewater treatment
plant (WWTP) effluent and stormwater when screening for emerging contaminants. The follow-
up state pilot study, now under development, similarly emphasizes examination of these
contamination pathways as an important means of providing managers with the data they need to
make sound decisions regarding CECs. A study in 2015 will expand our knowledge of the role
of WWTP effluent in contaminating the Bay environment by monitoring high priority and
newly-identified CECs in this matrix. This study will expand on previously-approved plans to
sample WWTP effluent monitoring for alternative flame retardants and estrogenic contaminants.
The 2015 funds will be used to screen for perfluorinated compounds (including PFOS) and
fipronil in effluent from eight WWTPs. Both PFOS and fipronil are Tier 3 (moderate concern)
CECs according to the RMP prioritization scheme.

Microplastics in the Bay and Municipal Wastewater ($9Kk)

Microplastic is a term used to describe fragments of plastic that are less than 5 mm.
Microplastics can be pellets that are used as precursors for industrial products, microbeads used
in consumer products (e.g. exfoliants), or fragments/fibers of plastics that are the breakdown
products of larger plastic materials. Microplastics can enter the aquatic environment through
wind, stormwater runoff, or illegal dumping of plastic materials. Additionally, both microbeads
from cosmetic products and plastic fibers (e.g., polyester and acrylic) from clothing can be
washed down the drain and enter wastewater treatment plants. Microplastics are not captured by
wastewater treatment plants because they are buoyant and do not flocculate; therefore, they are
released in wastewater. California and New York have proposed bans on microplastics found in
cosmetics. Additionally, Johnson & Johnson, L’Oreal, Colgate-Palmolive, and Procter &
Gamble have pledged to phase out the use of microbeads in their skin cleansers. Therefore, the
concentrations entering wastewater may decrease in the future.

Microplastics are found in surface waters, the water column, and sediment. They can also
be found in the gut and circulatory system of aquatic organisms that ingest the particles.
Ingestion of microplastics can block the digestive tract, reduce growth rates, block enzyme
production, lower steroid hormone levels, affect reproduction, and cause the adsorption of
contaminants.
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Samples of ambient Bay water and sediment from 10 sites will be analyzed for
microplastics in two size classes: >0.355-mm and 0.125-0.355-mm (the size fraction that is
characteristic of personal care product microbeads). Effluent from six WWTPs will also be
analyzed.

CEC Information Synthesis ($20Kk)

Information on CECs is rapidly evolving. The RMP CEC Strategy
(http://www.sfei.org/sites/default/files/SFEI%20CEC%20strateqy%20FINAL .pdf) calls for
routine review of work done by others to identify new chemicals, new methods, and new
collaborators. RMP staff actively read the latest literature, attend scientific conferences, and
confer with leading CEC scientists to obtain feedback on existing RMP studies, to identify new
CECs, and to forge new partnerships. This information feeds into annual study plans and
refinement of the CEC Strategy.

PCBs ($85k)

A synthesis and conceptual model update published in 2014 shifted focus from the open
Bay to the contaminated areas on the margins where impairment is greatest, where load
reductions are being pursued, and where reductions in impairment, in response to load
reductions, will be most apparent. The Synthesis was the foundation for a 2014 update of the
PCB Strategy that calls for a multi-year effort to identify margin areas that are high priorities for
management and monitoring, develop site-specific conceptual models and sediment mass
balances for margin areas downstream of watersheds where management actions will occur, and
perform monitoring in these areas as a performance measure.

Tasks in 2015 will include 1) selection of priority margin areas for evaluation and 2)
development of conceptual models and mass balances for one or two of these areas.

Task 1 will be performed by the PCB Strategy Team with staff support from SFEI. An
initial survey and prioritization of all the margin units will be conducted. Properties of the
margin units to be evaluated will be determined through Team discussion. Data gathering and
analysis will be needed to support the prioritization effort, including evaluation of data on
contamination in the watersheds and in the Bay, mapping information to link watersheds with
margin units, and mapping to delineate boundaries of margin units. All margin units will be
considered in this prioritization phase, not just those for which data are already available.

For task 2, the one or two highest priority margin units (PMUs) will be evaluated in detail
in 2015. The following approach will be applied to each PMU. A relatively large Conceptual
Site Model Workgroup (CSMW) will be assembled that includes members of the PCB Strategy
Team, along with experts on potential biotic indicators, sediment movement from watersheds to
margins to the open Bay, and local conditions. This CSMW will meet two to three times to
develop and document conceptual understanding and a monitoring plan for the PMU.
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Selenium

In April 2014 the RMP formed a Selenium Strategy Team to evaluate low-cost, near-term
information needs that can be addressed by the Program in the next several years.

Sturgeon Tissue Plug Monitoring ($23Kk)

The Team recommended exploring an opportunity to obtain a larger number of sturgeon
muscle samples, non-lethally and inexpensively, through collection of small plugs of sturgeon
muscle in a collaboration with a California Department of Fish and Wildlife annual tagging
program. A pilot effort using this technique was conducted in 2014, and the approach will be
applied again in 2015. This task will be performed in collaboration with CDFW and USGS. SFEI
staff would plan the study, train CDFW staff and perform sampling, manage the data, and write a
brief technical report. USGS (Robin Stewart and her team) will perform analysis of selenium and
stable isotopes of C, N, and S in the plugs. The stable isotopes provide information on diet and
habitat use by the sturgeon. The sampling will occur during the course of the CDFW survey in
August through October. Thirty white sturgeon plugs will be collected and analyzed. Another 30
will be collected and archived in case additional samples are needed.

Sturgeon Derby Study ($20k)

Another small study of selenium in sturgeon will be performed in collaboration with an
annual sturgeon fishing derby in the Delta. Tissues will be obtained from fish caught for the
derby that will allow a comparison of muscle plugs, which are easy to obtain, with
concentrations in eggs or ovaries, which is the exposure of interest toxicologically. This study
will be performed in collaboration with USFWS and USGS. SFEI staff will plan the study, perform
sampling, manage the data, and write a brief technical report. USGS (Robin Stewart and her team)
will analyze of selenium and stable isotopes of C, N, and S in the plugs, and of selenium on the eggs
or ovaries. The stable isotopes provide information on diet and habitat use by the sturgeon. The
sampling would occur on Super Bowl weekend in 2015.

Fifteen white sturgeon muscle plugs will be collected and analyzed. Fifteen splits of their
egg or ovary samples will also be obtained from USFWS for analysis by USGS.

Selenium Information Synthesis ($10k)

The Selenium Strategy Team recommended the allocation of $10k per year to support
compilation of data and information, review of literature, and continuing Strategy development.

Selenium Strategy Team ($10k)

The Selenium Strategy Team provides the forum for planning and coordinating projects
for the improvement of information on selenium in the Bay. This task will include one or two
meetings in 2015 to coordinate monitoring, provide updates and solicit input on current projects,
and plan projects for 2016 and beyond.
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Table 1: RMP 2015 Expenses

IRow Labels 2015 Budget Proposed |
Expense $3,624,700

1. Program Management $431,800

A. Program Planning $50,000

B. Contract and Financial Management $187,100
C. Technical Oversight $50,000
D. Internal Coordination $90,000
E. External Coordination $30,000
F. Safety Training $5,000
G. Administration $19,700
. Governance $279,500
A. SC meetings $66,500
B. TRC meetings $81,500
C. WG meetings $81,500
D. External Science Advisors $50,000
. Data Management $355,000
A. Data Processing, Quality Assurance, and Upload to CEDEN $160,000
B. Database Maintenance and Online Data Access $140,000
C. Quality Assurance System $25,000
D. Updates to SOPs and Templates $30,000

. Annual Reporting $254,400
A. Pulse or Pulse Lite Report $165,500
B. Annual Meeting $73,900
C. Annual Monitoring Results Report $10,000
D. Updates to Copper SSO and Dredged Material Thresholds $5,000

. Communications $166,000
A. Communications Plan Implementation $22,000
B. Stakeholder Engagement $42,000
C. Responses to Information Requests $10,000
D. Fact Sheets and Outreach Products $10,500
E. Support for "Estuary News" $18,500
F. Presentations at Conferences and Meetings $48,000
G. RMP Website Maintenance $15,000
H. RMP Website Redesign SO
I. Products for New Media SO

. S&T Monitoring $966,000
A. Field Work and Logistics $175,000
B. USGS Sacramento Support $250,000
C. USGS Menlo Park Support $173,000
D. Water Chemistry Monitoring $45,000
E. Water Chemistry CTR Monitoring SO
F. Bird Egg Monitoring $150,000
G. Sample Archive $18,000
H. Planning for Bay Margins Sediment Study $20,000
I. Bay Margins Sediment Study $120,000
J. Analysis of S&T Impacts, Changes, and Data $15,000
. Special Studies $1,172,000
EC Microplastics Monitoring $9,000
EC Strategy Support $20,000
EC Wastewater Monitoring $55,000
Nutrient Modeling Program Development $165,000
Nutrient Moored Sensor Program Development $190,000
Nutrient Research TBD $115,000
PCB: PMU Conceptual Model $85,000
Selenium Delta Fish Derby Monitoring $20,000
Selenium Information Synthesis $10,000
Selenium Sturgeon Tissue Plug Monitoring $23,000
Selenium Strategy Team Meeting $10,000
STLS Regional Watershed Model $35,000
STLS Strategy Coordination $26,000
STLS Trends strategy $35,000
STLS Wet Weather Characterization $374,000
|Grand Total $3,624,700|
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DATE: October 8, 2014

TO: RMP Steering Committee

FROM: Philip Trowbridge, RMP Manager

RE: Projected RMP Expenses and Fees for 2016-2023
Introduction

The RMP is funded by fees paid by municipal wastewater agencies, stormwater agencies,
refineries, dredgers, and industrial dischargers. The fees are set by the Steering Committee every
three years. On January 24, 2012, the Steering Committee decided that total fees should increase
1.5% for 2013, 2% for 2014, and 2% for 2015, for a total fee revenues of $3,285k, $3,350k, and
$3,418Kk, respectively. On November 13, 2014, the Steering Committee will need to set the target
fees for 2016, 2017, and 2018.

The purpose of this memo is to estimate the RMP expenses for 2016-2018 so that the Steering
Committee can make an informed decision about what the total fees should be in these years.
Rather than limit the analysis to 2016-2018, the expense projections were extended to 2023 in
order to span the full range of RMP monitoring activities. The RMP’s most expensive
monitoring program, sport fish tissue monitoring, now occurs every five years. Sport fish were
monitored in 2014 and will next be monitored in 2019. Given this schedule, it made sense to
estimate expenses for 2016-2023, which spans the next five years after the 2016-2018 interval.

Methods and Assumptions

The first part of the analysis was to estimate the net RMP expenses in each year between 2016
and 2023 following the steps and assumptions outlined below.

e Determine the 2015 budget for yearly RMP activities. The yearly RMP activities consist
of program management, governance, data management, annual reporting, and
communications.

e Estimate the variable costs for RMP Status and Trends (S&T) monitoring in each year
based on what it cost to do the work in previous years after adjusting for inflation. If the
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planned stations or parameters monitored were different from previous years, the future
cost of the activity was prorated accordingly.

e Assume that $1,150k of funding (in 2015 $) would be needed for RMP special studies
each year. The Steering Committee has allocated $1,020k, $1,228k, $1,682k, and
$1,162k for special studies in 2012, 2013, 2014, and 2015, respectively. The funding
level in 2014 appears to be an outlier. The average expense for special studies for 2012,
2013, and 2015 was $1,136k. Therefore, this analysis will assume that typically $1,150k
will be needed for special studies in each year.

e Assume that $120k of funding (in 2015 $) will be used for a study of sediment
contamination in the bay margins or another high priority monitoring activity. In 2013,
the RMP reduced the frequency of sediment monitoring from once every two years to
once every four years. This change and several other adjustments netted a cost savings of
$120k per year on average for the 2016-2023 period. The expectation has been that these
cost savings will be allocated to the study of the bay margins. Therefore, a line item with
this amount was added to the budget explicitly. Note that, due to the variable costs of the
S&T program, there will not be exactly $120k savings in each year. Also, the annual cost
savings estimate is sensitive to the assumed rate of inflation and, therefore, is
approximate.

e Convert all costs to real dollars in each year by adjusting for inflation. This calculation is
sensitive to the inflation rate but, of course, the inflation rate in the future is unknown. In
the past, the Bay Area Consumer Price Index (CPI)! increased an average of 2.4% per
year over the 10-year period of 2004-2013. Most recently, the year-over-year CPI in June
2014 and October 2014 has increased by 3.0%?>. For this analysis, an average inflation
rate of 2.5% per year was assumed. However, the calculations were checked using a 3.0%
inflation rate to demonstrate how the outcome might be different if inflation were to be
higher than expected.

e (alculate the net RMP expenses in real dollars in each year after accounting for set-
asides and interest income. Set-asides are funds that the Steering Committee “saves” in
years with low S&T monitoring costs to be used in later years with high S&T monitoring
costs. Therefore, the net expense for S&T in a year will be the actual expense plus any
funds set-aside for future years and minus any previously set-aside funds that will be used
in that year. A nominal amount of interest income ($10k in 2015 $) was also assumed to
offset a small portion of the expenses.

!http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/research/cpi.html
2 http://www.bls.gov/ro9/cpisanf.htm
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The second step of the study was to estimate the total fees that would be collected under the
following three fee scenarios.
e The first scenario was that fees would increase at 2%, which is less than inflation but
equal to what the Steering Committee approved for 2014 and 2015.
e The second scenario was that fees would increase at 3%, which is the current rate of
inflation.
o The last scenario was that fees would increase at 4%, which is faster than inflation in
order to make up for past years when RMP fees increased slower than inflation.

The third and final step of the study was to compare the estimated fee revenue and net expense
for each year between 2016 and 2023 for each of the three fee scenarios. If expenses were higher
than revenue in a year, the deficit was calculated and was assumed to be made up by funds from
the RMP reserve funds until the $593k current balance of those funds was exhausted. This
comparison was used to show which fee scenarios would require the RMP to draw upon reserve
funds and how long the reserve funds would last.

Results and Discussion

Table 1 shows the RMP budgets for 2014 and 2015 along with the projected expenses for 2016-
2023. In 2015, the gross expenses are budgeted to be $3,633k; and, after adjusting for set-asides
and interest revenue, the net expenses will be $3,544k. The relative contributions of each line
item in the budget are shown in Figure 1. The total net expenses for the RMP are expected to
increase to $3,812k by 2018 and $4,339k by 2023 in order to keep up with inflation. Please note
that the 2015 budget presented in this memo is a draft. The agenda package for the November
13, 2014 Steering Committee meeting will contain a more detailed description of the proposed
budget.

Table 2 shows the three different scenarios for fee increases and how the fee revenue would
compare to net expenses. Each of the scenarios is explained below.

e For the first scenario, 2% increase in fees per year, the total fees would be less than
expenses in every year. The annual deficit would grow from $121k in 2016 to $334k in
2023. Unless expenses were cut by an average of $241k each year, RMP reserve funds
would be needed to fill the funding gap and would be exhausted in 2019.

e For the second scenario, 3% increase in fees per year, the total fees would initially be less
than expenses but would catch up by 2022. A total of $554k would need to be taken from
reserves during 2016-2023, which would nearly exhaust the reserve balance ($593k).

e For the third scenario, 4% increase in fees per year, the total fees would initially be less
than expenses but would catch up by 2018. A total of $164k would need to be taken from
reserves during 2016-2017, after which the reserve would begin to accumulate funds. At
the end of 2023, the reserve balance would be $904k higher than it was in 2015.
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e A final scenario was run to estimate the “break even” point when fees would equal net
expenses over the 2016-2023 period. It was determined that a fee increase of 3.4% per
year would allow for the current level of expenditures without depleting the reserve
balance. A total of $333k of reserve funds would be needed in years 2016-2019. After
that, the reserve balance would begin to grow again and would end $27k higher than it
started in 2015. The break even rate for fee increases is higher than the inflation rate
because the 2015 budget, which is the starting point for the out-year projections, has
$126k more expenses than fee revenue. The excess expenses are for special studies that
were were approved by the Technical Review Committee and Steering Committee.

The projected expenses in Tables 1 and 2 are sensitive to the assumed rate of inflation. An
average rate of 2.5% was assumed for this analysis. If the rate were to actually be 3% (which it is
currently in the year-over-year CPI), the results would be different. In particular, the first and
second scenarios (2% and 3% increases in fees per year) would fully deplete the reserve funds
balance by 2017 and 2019, respectively. With a 3% average rate of inflation, fees would need to
increase by 3.9% to “break even” and not deplete reserves. What actually happens in future years
depends on the actual rate of inflation that occurs in each year. Inflation rates as high as 5.4%
have occurred in the Bay Area (2001).

Summary

The purpose of this analysis was to make reasonable estimates of RMP expenses in future years
to inform decisions about fees in 2016-2018. The calculations show that the current level of
expenditures would not be sustainable if fees were increased by 2% per year. At least $241k in
expenses would need to be cut each year to balance the budget. Fee increases of 3% per year
might be able to cover the current level of expenses depending on the actual rate of inflation.
Finally, fee increases of 4% per year would generate revenue greater than expenses.
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Figure 1: Relative contributions of different line items to the draft 2015 RMP budget
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Table 1: RMP Budgets in 2014-2015 and Projected Expenses in 2016-2013 ($'000)

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023

Line Item Budget Budget Forecast | Forecast | Forecast | Forecast | Forecast | Forecast | Forecast | Forecast
1. Program Management $666 $447 $458 $469 $481 $493 $506 $518 $531 $544
2. Governance $370 $379 $388 $398 $408 $418 $429 $439 $450
3. Data Management $318 $345 $354 $362 $372 $381 $390 $400 $410 $420
4. Annual Reports and Conferences $137 $141 $144 $148 $152 $155 $159 $163 $167
Pulse or Pulse Lite Report* $348 $165 $85 $173 $89 $182 $93 $191 $98 $201
5. Communications $76 $78 $80 $82 $84 $86 $88 $90 $93
6. S&T Monitoring™** $993 $811 $622 $741| $1,111] $1,040 $687 $992| $1,098] $1,048
Margins or Other Monitoring Study $0 $120 $123 $126 $129 $132 $136 $139 $143 $146
7. Special Studies*** $1,682 $1,162 $1,179] $1,208| $1,238] $1,269| $1,301| $1,334] $1,367| $1,401
Subtotal $4,007  $3,633]  $3.418 $3,693] $4,048] $4,141| $3,773| $4.251] $4,340] $4,471
S&T Set-Aside Revenue -$417 -$79 -$225|  -$150 -$75( 8175  -$120
S&T Set-Aside Expense $161 $200 $125 $225

Interest Revenue -$7 -$10 -$10 -$11 -$11 -$11 -$11 -$12 -$12 -$12
Total Net Expenses $3,744 $3,544 $3,608| $3,808| $3,812( $3,980 $3,986| $4,164| $4,153( $4,339

Inflation rate for 2016-2023 was assumed to be:
* Cost for "Pulse Lite" report was assumed to be 50% of the cost for the full Pulse report.

** For S&T costs in 2014, the value shown is the actual cost, which was $157k less than budget ($1,150k).

2.5% http://www.abag.ca.gov/planning/research/cpi.html

**% For Special Studies, 2014 values are actuals, 2015 values are budgeted, and 2016-2023 are forecast assuming a need for $1,150k in 2015 §.
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Table 2: Comparison of Projected RMP Fee Revenue and Expense in 2016-2013 For Different Scenarios ($'000)

A. Fees Increase Slower than CPI (2% per year)

Year 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Total Fees $3,351 $3,418 $3,486[ $3,556 $3,627( $3,700( $3,774| $3.,849 $3,926] $4,005
Total Net Expenses $3,744 $3,544 $3,608| $3,808| $3,812] §$3,980] $3,986 $4,164 $4,153] $4,339
Funding Gap -$393 -$126 -$121 -$252 -$185 -$280 -$213 -$315 -$227 -$334
RMP Reserve Balance $593 $471 $220 $35 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
B. Fees Increase at CPI (3%)

Year 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Total Fees $3,351 $3,418 $3,521 $3,626 $3,735[ $3,847 $3,962 $4,081 $4,204 $4,330
Total Net Expenses $3,744 $3,544 $3,608[ $3,808 $3,812 $3,980[ $3,986 $4,164 $4,153] $4,339
Funding Gap -$393 -$126 -$87 -$182 -$77 -$133 -$24 -$83 $50 -$9
RMP Reserve Balance $593 $506 $324 $247 $114 $90 §7 $58 $49
C. Fees Increase Faster than CPI (4%)

Year 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Total Fees $3,351 $3,418 $3,555[ $3,697 $3.845[ $3,999 $4,159| $4,325[ $4,498| $4,678
Total Net Expenses $3,744 $3,544 $3,608| $3,808| $3,812] $3,980] $3,986 $4,164 $4,153[ $4,339
Funding Gap -$393 -$126 -$53 -$111 $33 $18 $172 $161 $344 $339
RMP Reserve Balance $593 $540 $429 $462 $480 $652 $813| $1,158] $1,497

Red text indicates that total fees are less than RMP net expenses.
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Project Overview

 RMP conducts periodic review to ensure optional performance

» Steering Committee authorized review to update RMP
governance, procedures and organizational tools

* Primary objective: document RMP governance by creating
a written charter

» Approach: Center for Collaborative Policy conducts assessment
with RMP participants to inform charter development

« Steering Committee reviews, refines and ratifies draft charter
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Purpose of the Assessment

* Gather information from a cross-section of RMP members,
staff & key external partners

» Historic & current conditions surrounding the RMP
* Governance practices (past, present & future)
« Future program opportunities & challenges

» Prepare assessment report for RMP Steering Committee

« Assessment process description
« Key findings & analysis
e Preliminary process recommendations / draft charter




As
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sessment Process

Development of standardized questionnaire
Phone & face-to-face interviews
All interviews confidential; no attribution

17 questions to explore RMP governance, membership,
decision-making & future opportunities / challenges

Optional follow-up questions based on responses
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Assessment Process

Individual interviews

John Coleman — Bay Planning Coalition

Eric Dunlavy — City of San Jose

Jim Ervin — City of San Jose

Kelly Moran — TDC Environmental

Bridgette DeShields — Integral Consulting

Karin North — City of Palo Alto

Rob Lawrence — Army Corps of Engineers

Arleen Feng — County of Alameda

Dan Tafolla — Vallejo Sanitation and Flood Control District
Harry Ohlendorf — CH2M Hill

Luisa Valiela — US Environmental Protection Agency
Mike Connor — East Bay Dischargers Authority
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Assessment Process

Group interviews
« Peter Carroll and Dan Glaze
Tesoro Corporation

 Adam Olivieri, Tom Hall, Chris Sommers
EOA, Inc.

 Tom Mumley and Karen Taberski
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

« Phil Trowbridge, Jay Davis, Meg Sedlak
San Francisco Estuary Institute
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Guide to Acronyms

Acronyms used throughout the presentation

RMP — Regional Monitoring Program for Water Quality in the San
Francisco Bay

« SFEI — San Francisco Estuary Institute

 SC — RMP Steering Committee

« TRC — RMP Technical Review Committee

« WG - RMP Work Group

« ST - RMP Strategy Team

« RWQCB — Regional Water Quality Control Board
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Presentation Outline
* Purpose of the Assessment
* Assessment Process
* Gude to Acronyms
* Key Findings & Analysis Topics
e Preliminary Process Design Recommendations

e Draft Charter Discussion

82




ltem 7

Key Findings & Analysis Topics

* (Governance

 Membership

* Decision-making

» Future opportunities & challenges

* Overarching perspectives on the RMP
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Key Findings — Governance

Past RMP practices & understanding of different groups

* Broad agreement with “characterization of RMP practices”
document, though not read thoroughly by all

* Broad understanding of purpose & role of different RMP
groups, notably the SC

* Many acknowledge that SC participation requires big, but
necessary, commitment (positive perspective)

* Some note big commitment inhibits broad participation
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Key Findings — Governance

Past RMP practices & understanding of different groups

* Many recognize & understand important linkages between the
SC & TRC (“The TRC vetting process works well”)

* Strategy teams critical to the bottom up process of setting the
RMP focus & direction

* Science advisors / peer review a valuable WG contribution

* SFEI viewed positively, yet room to improve information
sharing (generally) & timely distribution of meeting materials
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Key Findings — Governance

Coordination & information sharing

* Good coordination between & within groups, though much
1s informal & not documented

* Cross-representation & longstanding relationships enable
communication & information sharing

* SFEI 1s “glue” that links groups / helps meeting preparation

* Equity concerns: some perceive most active members /
dominant personalities may drive process too much
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Key Findings — Membership

Member engagement & expectations
* Active members generally plan to stay involved

* Some want / expect to become more involved, especially to
better represent less active stakeholders (e.g. dredgers)

* Conflicting responses on TRC representation: some see broad,
others see gaps (“Need to address gaps to achieve equity™)

* Unbiased science that supports sound decisions the most
common expectation of program
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Key Findings — Membership

Member expectations (continued)

* Interviewees noted many additional expectations of the RMP

« Continue to collect information about bay health, prioritize
pollutants that need attention, & fulfill permit requirements

“Maintain confidence that discharge is not impacting the bay”
« Consistently achieve clarity on science needed to answer key issues
* Ensure status & trends data is robust for future permits

* Educate the public about source reduction & pollution prevention
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Key Findings — Membership

Member expectations — specific stakeholder interests

 Some interviewees focused on interest-based needs

Conduct “receiving water monitoring” to fulfill permit requirements

Facilitate more research into data gaps that exist for dredging issues
(e.g. endangered species, sediment quality, sediment in bay etc.)

Look at other ways to dispose & re-use dredged material

Ensure stakeholders are not overcharged & work is legitimately tied
to permit requirements

Maintain stakeholder satisfaction with the program




ltem 7 90

Key Findings — Membership

Member attendance, participation & replacement
* Desire for stakeholder interests to choose their participants

* Significant minority suggest alternates; open question is
whether formalized or not

* Several recognize technical expertise requirements

* Conflicting perspectives on web based meeting tools: some
feel ok, others say hard to run meeting with only some present
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Key Findings — Membership

Member attendance, participation & replacement (continued)

* A significant minority stress that all stakeholder groups need
to participate, particularly on the TRC & SC

“We need continuity of attendance at the TRC, not decisions
made by whoever happens to show up at a meeting”

* Many say structure / attendance less important in WGs & STs

* Common sentiment: “A [ittle more structure helpful to
enhance participation, but no need to rock the boat”
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Key Findings — Decision Making

Communication & past decision-making methods
« SC/TRC interaction has become more clear in recent years

« SC generally achieves consensus through effective process
* Facilitate open discussion & dialogue

* Weigh pros & cons
* Give minority opinion due consideration

* Take time needed to get to consensus

« Some think email decisions in between meetings works,
others suggest conference calls sometimes warranted
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Key Findings — Decision Making
Methods to resolve differences & reach consensus
* Broad agreement on consensus as a fundamental principle

» Several suggest a fall back decision-making procedure

* Some note occasional RWQCB influence to advance desired
projects; SFEI may also inadvertently support projects at times

« A few note consensus 1s unnecessary at the WG / ST level

« SFEI facilitation / task work helpful, particularly with TRC
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Key Findings — Decision Making

Communicating meeting outcomes

« Most appreciate core elements 1n summaries

Decisions made

Action items

Pros, cons & rationale behind proposals & decisions
Any presentations or science shared

« Additional suggestions

Tighter summary for SC, more detail for TRC

More detail on WG summaries

Allow WG members to review / comment on draft summaries
Share all agendas & summaries more broadly with all groups
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Key Findings — Future Challenges/Opportunities

e Nearly all interviewees spoke to challenges more than
opportunities, with funding the only commonly cited 1ssue

« Other potential future challenges

Nutrients, emerging contaminants & changing ecology of the bay
How to handle stormwater management program

Relationship between RMP governance & permits not always clear
Lack of clarity on which projects are part of RMP & which are not
Product bans or source limitations

What to do when RWQCB staff turnover

Dynamic between region 2 & region 5

Future conditions may require greater participation of affected
stakeholder groups
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Key Findings — Opportunities/Lessons Learned

« RMP continues to demonstrate effective multi-party negotiation
& decision-making

« Stay focused on mission as the program delves into new areas

« Maintain adequate stakeholder representation & clarify roles of
non-stakeholders (e.g. science advisors, EPA)

« Continue to operate in an open, transparent manner
“We need trust among participants, but even more important is

the trust of the larger community that the RMP operates in a
scientifically robust and financially responsible manner”
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Analysis — Overarching Perspectives on the RMP

« Broadly positive views of program effectiveness / efficacy

“The RMP is a high quality program that works
well & should be kept strong™

* Broad understanding of purpose / role of various RMP groups

« Benefits seen to fleshing out governance structure while not
fundamentally changing what works well

* Broad desire for more timely & comprehensive information
sharing, & continuation of good public communication
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Analysis — Overarching Perspectives on the RMP

e C(larity on decision-making procedures will help balance
individual stakeholder interests with broad desire for consensus

 (Consideration / selection / use of alternates should...

Be encouraged yet not required

Be decided by each respective stakeholder group; not mandated
Aim to ensure consistent representation among stakeholder groups
Occur only if alternates are adequately prepared for a meeting

Be revisited on occasion to ensure necessary representation
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Analysis — Overarching Perspectives on the RMP

* Need to improve representation & involvement across
groups, but especially on the TRC

e Need to expand & track communication between groups, &
share more information generally (e.g. agendas, summaries)

* Need to clarify some membership, process management &
decision-making procedures

* Need to better maintain the established timeline for
distributing pre-meeting packages to stakeholder groups

* Need to memorialize the purpose & role of RWQCB
members in RMP operations
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Presentation Outline
* Purpose of the Assessment
* Assessment Process
* Gude to Acronyms
« Key Findings & Analysis Topics
e Preliminary Process Design Recommendations

e Draft Charter Discussion
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Preliminary Recommendations

Communication & information sharing
* Clarify & memorialize communication methods /
documentation between groups, notably the TRC & SC

* Broadcast meeting information more widely & consider

setting up a clearing house of information for members

« Orientation document: purpose, structure & focus of all groups
* Meeting agendas & summaries for all groups

e Membership roster for all groups

* Information flowing down & up (better use of existing list serv)

* Re-establish & maintain appropriate timeline for distribution
of preparatory meeting packages to all groups
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Preliminary Recommendations

Membership
* Assess current member representation & recruit as needed
to ensure equitability, especially on the TRC & SC

* Memorialize membership roles & responsibilities for all
groups, as well as SFEI’s overarching role

* Define “active” membership & discuss pros & cons of
requiring meeting attendance

* Consider alternates for stakeholder groups & prepare
protocols for alternate participation
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Preliminary Recommendations

Membership (continued)
* Continue to allow RMP participants to self-select members

* Ensure appropriate technical qualifications / interest of TRC
members (“We should not require participation from non-
technical people as this doesn’t work.”)

* Develop a process & product for new member orientation

* C(Create & maintain a membership roster for all groups

* Clarify & memorialize the role of the RWQCB
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Preliminary Recommendations

Decision-making
* Clarify / refine decision-making process across all groups
 How consensus and quorum 1s defined (for SC & TRC)
*  Who weighs in to achieve consensus decisions
«  Who weighs in on special studies
« When / how voting is used as a fall back protocol
* How minority opinions are documented

* Develop criteria for when decisions in between meetings
require a conference call versus email thread
 Inability to make decision via email
« Complexity of subject or length of email thread
« Conference call request by member(s)




Open Discussion
Questions, comments or 1ssues
needing clarification?
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Presentation Outline
* Purpose of the Assessment
* Assessment Process
* Gude to Acronyms
« Key Findings & Analysis Topics
e Preliminary Process Design Recommendations

e Draft Charter Discussion
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Draft RMP Charter — Purpose and Main Elements

Purpose

* Describes RMP governance procedures such as membership,
participant responsibilities, and decision-making rules

* Orients new committee members and program participants

* Essentially serves as the “rules of engagement” for all participants

Main elements

* Guiding RMP Principles

* RMP Organizational Structure
 Communication, Public Education and Outreach
* Other Regional Efforts

* General RMP Operating Guidelines

* Decision-making Protocols
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RMP Deliverables Scorecard

Deliverable Lead Deliverable Start  Original Current g Comments 1% §
Type Year Due Due T €3
£ £z
=4 o
1) PCB Conceptual Model  JD Report 2011 Mar-12  Jul-14 % Completed.
2) Broadscan Screening of RS Report 2012 Mar-12 Dec-14 @ Received final seal data and 32
Biota for EC interim mussel data. After

confirmation of mussel data,
RMP will produce a fact sheet
and the project will be
complete. NIST to publish
results in journals.

3) PFCs in Bay Biota MS Report 2012 Mar-13 Dec-14 ‘@ Report will be completed by 20
12/31/14.
4) Developing Bioanalytical PT Report 2013 Dec-13 Dec-14 Year one report completed, 11
Tools (Year 1) author is incorporating reviewer
comments.
5) Developing Bioanalytical PT Report 2014 Apr-15 . Year two work underway.
Tools (Year 2)
6) Effects of particle PT Report 2014 Dec-14  Apr-15 @ 6-month no-cost extension
size/shape on toxicity granted to allow for a third
experiment.

7) Copper and the olfactory PT Report 2013 Dec-13 Dec-14 The lab used by NOAA had 11
nerve equipment problems, which has
delayed the final report.

8) Develop Selenium D Task 2014 Dec-14 @ Held 2 meetings.
Strategy
9) 2014 Sportfish Report D Report 2014 Dec-15 @ Data collected. Report will be
written after data are received
from labs.
10) Impacts of Dredgingon  PT Report 2014 Dec-16 . Technical Assistance Agreement
Benthic Habitats has been executed and research
is underway.

Updated 11/7/2014 9:01:27 AM Page 1 of 3
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Deliveradm 8 Lead Deliverable Start  Original Current Comments

Type Year Due Due
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anpJanQ
SYuo

11) Nutrients Conceptual DS Report 2012 Dec-12  Sep-14 +" Completed 10/17/14. 23
Model and Scenario
Building

12) Nutrients Stormwater DS Field 2013 Dec-13 Dec-14 Draft Report sent out for review 11
Sampling (WY 2013) Sampling 10/17/14 and posted to

Nutrient Strategy website
(sfbaynutrients.sfei.org)

13) Nutrient Model DS/DY  Task 2013 Dec-14  Jun-15 @ This task is for actual model
Development development. It will begin after

detailed modeling workplan
plan is finalized. Due date
extended to 6/30/15 to match
Fiscal Year. A technical report
summarizing progress will be
completed at that time

14) Detailed Nutrient DS Report 2013 Jan-14 Dec-14 Draft Report sent out for review 10
Modeling Workplan 9/16/14 and posted to Nutrient
Strategy website. Comments
are being incorporated.

15) Moored Sensor Pilot DS Report 2013 May-14 Dec-14 Year 1 report (and manual) 6
Program report sent out for review on
9/19/2014 and posted to
Nutrient Strategy website

16) Algal Biotoxin Monitoring DS/RK  Field 2013 May-14 Dec-14 Contract extended to allow for 6
Sampling more sample analysis. Interim
technical report posted to
Nutrient Strategy website

17) Nutrient Monitoring DS Report 2014 Dec-14  Jun-15 @ Program Development Plan
Program Development completed in June 2014. Report
of the first year of results due
by 6/30/15.
18) Nutrients Stormwater DS Report 2014 Dec-14 Mar-15 @ Report due date changed to
measurements (WY2014) coincide with public release of
data
19) Moored Sensor DS Report 2014 May-15  Jun-15 @ End date extended to 6/30/15
Monitoring Program - to match Fiscal Year. A Yr 2
Year 2 progress report will be

completed at that time

Updated 11/7/2014 9:01:27 AM Page 2 of 3
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20) USGS South Bay D Factsheet 2011 Mar-13  Apr-14 «/ Distributed at 7/15/14 SC 20
Sediment Budget meeting.

Factsheet

21) S&T Bird Egg Report JR/ID Report 2012 Jan-13 Dec-14 @ On 10/2/14,SC approved $8000 22

(2006/2009/2012) to add 2012 data. Report to be
done by December 2014.

22) Updated Ambient EWN Memo 2013 Jan-14 Dec-14 Memo updated but awaiting 10
Sediment Threshold approval by LTMS before
Concentrations finalizing.

23) Coring Manuscript DY Manuscript 2013 Oct-13  Dec-14 @ Waiting for comments from co- 13

authors.

24) RMP Website Update EWN Task on-going .

25) Load Monitoring - EMC LM Task 2014 Dec-14 @

Development (2014)

26) Load Monitoring in LM Task 2014 Dec-14 @
Representative
Watersheds (WY2014)

27) Develop and Update LM Report 2014 Sep-14 Dec-14 @ 2
Spreadsheet Model -

Year 5

Updated 11/7/2014 9:01:27 AM Page 3 of 3
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Workgroup Activities — Third Quarter 2014

A. Sources Pathways and Loading Workgroup (SPLWG)/Small Tributaries
Loading Strategy Team (STLST)

Meetings:

e The STLS group continues to hold monthly phone conferences to plan for Water Year
2015 POC monitoring. So far in 2014, meetings have been held on January 22, March
19, April 1, April 16, May 15, June 9, July 2, August 29.

Milestones:

e Continued preparations for developing a monitoring design and site list for water year
2015 POC monitoring. Finalize POC monitoring locations in Contra Costa and San
Mateo counties. Continuing to work with countywide programs and BASMAA to
identify locations in Alameda and Santa Clara Counties,

e Continued the QA/QC process for water year 2014 POC data.

e Developed annotated outline for POC WY 2014 report

Activities for the Fourth Quarter of 2014:

e Stormwater sampling.
e Begin reporting and analysis for water year 2014 POC monitoring.
e Continue to meet with STLS on an as needed basis.

For more information, see SPLWG minutes and agenda at http://www.sfei.org/rmp/splwg or
contact the SPLWG lead, Lester McKee, at Lester@sfei.org.

B. Exposure and Effects Workgroup

Meetings:

e The EEWG held a conference call on May 12, 2014. During the meeting, special studies
for 2015 were recommended.

Milestones:
e Completion of a draft of the Mesohaline Index Development San Francisco Bay Index

Report Phase I. Comments from workgroup’s science advisors are being addressed. The
report will be finalized by the end of November 2014.


http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sfei.org%2Frmp%2Fsplwg&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNFhoFw_fbxzbGQKgTobCrtjkcnYPA
mailto:Lester@sfei.org
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e Completion of the Bioanalytical Year 1 Progress report. Comments from the ECWG and
EEWG science advisors are being addressed. The report will be finalized by November
11,2014.

Activities for the Fourth Quarter of 2014:

e Year 2 funds for the Bioanalytical Tools study have been released and contracting is
underway.

e Copper and olfactory nerve project. The study originally planned on collecting olfactory
data from juvenile Chinook salmon late summer 2013 (both before and after smolting in
estuarine water). A shutdown of the salmon aquaculture facility at the Mukilteo Research
Station earlier this year prevented the study from using Chinook salmon. Coho salmon
reared at the Montlake facility in Seattle are available for the study. However, switching
to coho salmon required that smolting occur in the Spring of 2014. Most of the
experiment has been completed. The end date for the project has been extended to
December 31, 2014 due to equipment problems at the laboratory.

e UC Davis will conduct experiments to (a) establish a dose response relationship between
E. estuarius survival and percent clay in sediment and (b) investigate whether clay
particle shape is correlated with amphipod mortality. The deadline for this work has been
extended to April 30, 2015 to allow for an experiment to be re-run.

For more information, see previous EEWG minutes and agenda at http://www.sfei.org/rmp/eewg
or contact the EEWG lead, Phil Trowbridge, philt@sfei.org.

C. Emerging Contaminants Workgroup

Meetings:

e The ECWG met April 15", 2014. During the meeting special studies for 2015 were
recommended. Updates were given on the Bioanalytical Tool study, the PFOS precursor
study results, alternative flame retardant work, and current use pesticide mapping
exercise.

Milestones:

e Finished the draft PBDE manuscript. After final input from co-authors and distribution to
the ECWG, TRC and SC for comments, the manuscript was submitted to the journal
Environmental Science and Technology. A revised manuscript responding to peer
reviewer comments was submitted on October 31.

e C(Collected effluent samples for analyses of PFCs (and pro bono total organic fluorine
analyses with Erika Houtz, DTSC), fipronil, and microplastics. Sample collection for
2015 effluent special studies was authorized in fall 2014 to allow for work during the dry
season, preferred for fipronil.

e C(Collected alternative flame retardant effluent, seal, sediment, and bivalve samples.


http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sfei.org%2Frmp%2Feewg&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNEQIMOAKgLfdtVW_U_E-1ert-OpsQ
mailto:philt@sfei.org
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Collected bivalve samples for pro bono siloxanes analyses (with Derek Muir,
Environment Canada).

Collected sediment samples for pro bono quaternary ammonium compounds analyses
(with Bruce Brownawell, Stony Brook University), and sediment and water samples for
pro bono hindered phenol analyses (with Derek Muir, Environment Canada).

Collected seal serum samples for PFOS and pro bono metabolomic analyses by AXYS
Analytical Services.

Performed QA/QC review of PBDE and PAH measurements in 2014 stormwater.
Presented posters on alternative flame retardants in San Francisco Bay for the BFR 2014
conference in Indianapolis, the American Chemical Society conference in San Francisco,
and the Society of Environmental and Toxicology and Chemistry in Vancouver.
Presented overview of RMP work on flame retardants as part of UC Berkeley Green
Chemistry seminar series.

Presented CEC strategy update at the RMP annual meeting.

Activities for the Fourth Quarter of 2014:

Begin QA/QC review of results for effluent analyses of fipronil and degradates, PFCs and
precursors, and microplastics.

Continue QA/QC review of results for alternative flame retardants in various matrices.
Continue NIST broadscan work. NIST has provided the RMP with a final report for
harbor seal samples and a preliminary report for mussel samples. NIST plans to publish
the results from the seal samples in a manuscript (no date set). The NIST report on
mussel samples was sent to the ECWG for review and no comments were received. A
publicly accessible fact sheet describing the project and its findings is in preparation and
will be shared with the ECWG, TRC, and SC prior to publication.

Continue bioanalytical tools project undertaken by Keith Maruya (SCCWRP) and Nancy
Denslow (University of Florida).

Develop calendar of RMP CEC strategy deliverables for the next two years in
conjunction with the Water Board.

Develop 2016 special study proposals.

Plan ECWG meeting for April 2015.

Develop small fish archive guidelines.

For more information, see previous EC workgroup minutes and agenda at
http://www.sfei.org/rmp/ecwg or contact the ECWG lead, Rebecca Sutton, RebeccaS@sfei.org,

(@beckysuttonphd.

D.

Nutrients

Meetings

The Nutrient Steering Committee met on October 27th to discuss budget and governance
issues, and to discuss the scope and structure of the draft Science Plan for the Nutrient
Management Strategy. A meeting of the Assessment Framework technical team was held


http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sfei.org%2Frmp%2Fecwg&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNEayX1qjivUen4BMBmYcZk3la1zNA
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on October 7th and 8th to discuss potential metrics to be used in the nutrient assessment
framework (not RMP-funded project, but still part of the overall Nutrient Science
Program). David Senn co-chaired a special nutrients session at the Bay-Delta Conference
on October 28th-30th.

Milestones

The “Scientific Foundation for a San Francisco Bay Nutrient Management Strategy”,
formerly known as the Conceptual Model, was finalized in October 2014 and was
distributed to the Nutrient Technical Workgroup (NTW). It will be sent to the TRC/SC
and posted on SFEI’s website shortly.

A draft Year 1 Progress Report for the Nutrient Moored Sensor Program was completed
in September 2014 and was distributed to the TRC/SC and NTW for feedback. It will be
finalized in November 2014.

A brief draft memo summarizing results from nutrient stormwater monitoring in WY
2012 and WY 2013 was completed in October 2014 and will be distributed for comment
shortly.

A draft detailed modeling workplan was completed in September 2014 and was
distributed for comment. Comments are being incorporated and a final version is
expected in November 2014.

A beta web-visualization tool for visualizing moored sensor data is nearing it’s final beta
version. This tool allows users to build interactive time-series of nutrient-related
parameters at a number of SFEI and USGS sites across the Bay and Delta. It will be
reviewed by collaborators in November 2014 and then released publicly. [Funded by
NMS]

Activities for the Fourth Quarter of 2014

Incorporate comments and complete final drafts of the moored sensor progress report,
stormwater memo and detailed modeling workplan by November 2014.

Finalize beta version of nutrient visualization website and release publicly by December
2014

A draft report that synthesizes seasonal, spatial and temporal trends in ecosystem drivers
(nutrients, sediments) and responses (chlorophyll, dissolved oxygen) in Lower South Bay
is currently in development and is expected to be completed in November 2014. This
report is not RMP funded, but will be reviewed by the Nutrient Technical Workgroup.
[Funded by NMS]

A draft report that summarizes issues related to forms and ratios of nutrients in Suisun
Bay is expected to be completed in December 2014 (“Suisun Synthesis II"’). This report is
not RMP funded, but will be reviewed by the Nutrient Technical Workgroup. [Funded by
NMS]

For more information, please contact David Senn at davids@sfei.org or Emily Novick
emilyn@sfei.org.

E.

Sport Fish


mailto:davids@sfei.org
mailto:emilyn@sfei.org
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Meetings
e The group decided (via email) to spend unallocated funds processing and analyzing

striped bass caught in Artesian Slough.

Activities for the Fourth Quarter of 2014:

e Continued coordination of field activities, lab analysis, and data management for sport
fish monitoring.

For more information, please contact April Robinson at april@sfei.org.

F. Selenium Strategy Team

Meetings
e The Selenium Strategy Team held its first meeting on April 22. The meeting was devoted

to orientation for the members and preliminary discussion of a Strategy and workplan for
2015.
e A second meeting was held on June 3 that yielded proposals submitted to the TRC for
their June meeting. The TRC accepted all Se proposals submitted by the Strategy Team.
e The next meeting will occur in Q1 or Q2 of 2015 to review results from the proposed
2014 study of sturgeon muscle plugs and develop a plan for 2016 work.

Milestones
e Coordination of field activities, lab analysis, and data management with CDFW and
USGS.

e Conducted sturgeon muscle plug field sampling with CDFW. Sampling proved more
difficult than anticipated due to low fish counts, difficulty in removing the tissue plugs
from the fish, and small sample masses. Sampling methods were improved over the
course of several days of fieldwork and through consultation with sturgeon researchers in
Ohio. A total of 9 samples were collected, and preliminary dry weight calculations from
USGS suggest 5 of these likely have enough mass to analyze for Se . A subset of the
samples were improperly frozen and results from those samples will be flagged as
questionable, however these samples should still be able to tell us whether this sampling
method is viable for the future. CDFW staff were unable to collect muscle plug samples
while performing their other field duties, but were able to accommodate having another
person on board to collect samples.

Activities for the Fourth Quarter of 2014:

e Report results from sturgeon muscle plug sampling.

G. PCB Strategy Team
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Meetings
e The PCB Strategy Team will meet again this year to discuss criteria for prioritizing

margin units, set the stage for work to be conducted in 2015, and further flesh out the
multi-year workplan for PCBs.

Milestones
e Workgroup members provided comments on the PCB Synthesis Report released in June.

e The PCB Strategy Report was finalized in October, 2014.

Activities for the Fourth Quarter of 2014:

e Preparations for the 2015 special study on Priority Margin Units.

For more information, please contact Jay Davis at jay@sfei.org.

H. Items of Interest

The RMP Annual meeting was held on October 14, 2014 at the Brower Center in Berkeley, CA.
For copies of the presentations, go to http://www.sfei.org/2014RMPannualmeeting.

The RMP Update report was released at the Annual Meeting. The report can be downloaded
from http://sfei.org/rmp/update.

Items of interest from SFEI-ASC and the RMP can be found in the SFEI/ASC Newsletter and the
RMP Newsletter.



http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fwww.sfei.org%2F2014RMPannualmeeting&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNHt4VrbFJyexZLB2nyY0VTUUy1dNA
http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fsfei.org%2Frmp%2Fupdate&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNFImXmc2M7IHcJ7ad__qOSYqX2aUw
http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fus2.campaign-archive2.com%2F%3Fu%3Db8746ebdb26440764c640f4d6%26id%3D73f66a8329&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNGWlkZrsbqwg6jM9Ej9uPqd0-TNbw
http://www.google.com/url?q=http%3A%2F%2Fus2.campaign-archive1.com%2F%3Fu%3Db8746ebdb26440764c640f4d6%26id%3Dc0fa4915e3&sa=D&sntz=1&usg=AFQjCNG4wuAnP5gFTx3DYlnoc84aMY5G8Q
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Item 1: SC Action Items

Action Items - July 2014

#

Action Item

Who?

Updated: Thursday, November 06, 2014

When?

117

Status

1

Phil Trowbridge will add updates on
the Program Review to the agenda
for the fall 2014, winter 2015, and
spring 2015 SC meetings.

Phil Trowbridge will ask Dave
Ceppos to present the results from
Tasks 1, 2, and 3 of the Program
Review at the fall 2014 SC meeting.

Mom noted that he would check-in
with Regional Board staff regarding
the connection between permit
related and RMP receiving water
monitoring.

Phil Trowbridge will ask Dave
Ceppos to address the level of detail
for the SC meeting summaries as
part of the Program Review.

Tom Mumley will discuss the action
item for catastrophic event
monitoring with other Water Board
staff and determine if they think SFEI
would be useful during an
emergency.

Phil Trowbridge will scope out the
effort and role that the RMP (or
SFEI) could play for catastrophic
event monitoring

Phil Trowbridge

Phil Trowbridge

Tom Mumley

Phil Trowbridge

Tom Mumley

Phil Trowbridge

Completed

Completed

Completed

On agenda

Page 1 of 4
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Item 1: SC Action Items Updated:

Action Items - July 2014

#

7

10

11

12

13

14

Action Item

Karin North, Phil Trowbridge, and
Rebecca Sutton will work together
on th CEC action plans and will
inform SC of their progress.

Bawrence Leung will change the
wording in the budget memo from
“outstanding participant fees” to
“accounts receivable.”

Bawrence Leung will add a graph
(or table) to the quarterly budget
memo showing the balance of
unencumbered funds (2014
onwards).

Bhil Trowbridge will include a
discussion of workgroup strategy
development budgets into the 2015
October planning meeting.

Pay Davis and Phil Trowbridge will
prepare five different special study
budget scenarios with varying
priorities for the Planning Workshop.

Pay Davis and Phil Trowbridge will
provide the SC with a detailed break-
down of each line item on the RMP
budget at the Planning Workshop.

Pay Davis and Phil Trowbridge will
prepare information fee increase
scenarios of 2%, 3%, and 4% for the
Planning Workshop.

Ellen Willis-Norton will make the
links to the RMP page more visible
on the SFEl homepage

Thursday, November 06, 2014

Who? When?

Rebecca Sutton

Lawrence
Leung

Lawrence

Leung

Phil Trowbridge

Phil Trowbridge

Phil Trowbridge

Phil Trowbridge

Ellen Willis-
Norton

118

Status

Completed. Rebecca Sutton
met with Tom Mumley and
Karin North and outlined
how RMP products can
assist the WB with action
plans.

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

Completed

Page 2 of 4
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Item 1: SC Action Items Updated:

Action Items - July 2014

# Action Iltem

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

Phil Trowbridge will provide the SC
with the costs for each RMP
communication product at the
Planning Workshop.

Phil Trowbridge will create a
calendar of key stakeholder
meetings that the RMP should
attend each year.

Ellen Willis-Norton will investigate
making the Annual Monitoring
Report shorter and less expensive to
produce.

om Mumley will meet with Judy
Kelly to talk about her expectations
for the SOE Report.

Pay Davis will inform Dave Senn
that Mike Connor suggested that
Anthony Malkassian give a talk
rather than Emily Novick.

Pay Davis will re-send the SC the
draft RMP Update text.

Fay will contact all potential
presenters

Action Items - May 2014

#

Action Item

119

Thursday, November 06, 2014

Who? When? Status

Phil Trowbridge Completed

Phil Trowbridge

Ellen Willis- Completed
Norton

Tom Mumley Completed

Jay Davis Completed

Jay Davis Completed

Jay Davis Completed

Who? When? Status

3

Bdam Olivieri will send Jay Davis
names of people to interview for the
Small Tributaries Integrated Report
article in the Estuary Newsletter.

Phil Trowbridge will come back to
the SC in July with a more detailed
margins sampling plan.

Adam Olivieri

Phil Trowbridge Detailed margin sampling
plan was presented to the
TRC in Sept. 2014. The plan
is being revised and will be
sent back to the TRC and SC
in 2015.

Page 3 of 4
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Item 1: SC Action Items Updated: Thursday, November 06, 2014

Action Items - January 2014

120

# Action Item Who? When? Status
4 [Bm Kelly will inform the Board that Jim Kelly Task will be completed as
the RMP has a process for reviewing part of RMP Charter
documents and deciding whether to development.
publish peer-reviewed articles.
Action Items - January 2013
# Action Item Who? When? Status
10 Tom Mumley will consider talking Tom Mumley In progress
with congressional delegation or a
senior USGS manager about the
importance of USGS continuing the
monitoring program.
Action Items - October 2012
# Action Item Who? When? Status
7 Arrange a meeting with USGS, Jay Davis This task will be addressed
including Jim Cloern, EPA and RMP as part of the 2015 RMP
to discuss proposed increases in Budget Workshop in
RMP contribution to USGS monthly October 2014.
monitoring
Action Items - January 2012
# Action Item Who? When? Status
3 Keep the SC up to date regarding the Phil Trowbridge ongoing On-going
status of projects pertaining to
permit requirements
Action Items - June 2011
# Action Item Who? When? Status
2 Discuss developing a plan for Phil Trowbridge September On agenda for 11/13/14 SC
monitoring after a catastrophic 2011 TRC meeting
event to the Bay meeting

Page 4 of 4
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