Joint Scenic Rivers Committee

February 5, 2014

9:00

Tulsa Community College Northeast Campus
Boardroom 1315, Main Academic Building
3727 East Apache Street

Tulsa, Oklahoma 74115

I Call to Order and Approval of Minutes

TIME: 9:00
HAGGARD called to order and roll call

Members Present:

Arkansas Representatives Oklahoma Representatives

Brian Haggard (HAGGARD) Shellie Chard-McClary (CHARD-MCCLARY)
Marty Matlock (MATLOCK) Shannon Phillips (PHILLIPS)

Thad Scott (SCOTT) Derek Smithee (SMITHEE)

See sign-in sheet for public members present which is ATTACHMENT 4 to the
minutes.

CHARD-MCCLARY presented minutes
MATLOCK requested minor typos be corrected

e MOTION 1: To approve minutes as presented with the typogl aphical errors
corrected. .

Representative es No Abstain | Absent

Shellie Chard-McClary
Brian Haggard

Marty Matlock Motion
Shannon Phillips
Thad Scott Second
Derek Smithee
Approved minutes and sign in sheet to be provided to PHILLIPS to be scanned and

uploaded to the website
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II. Interview of Selected Finalists

Walter Dodds/Kansas State Team

SCOTT due to weather Walter Dodds (DODDS) will call in.

DODDS on the telephone with HAGGARD advancing PowerPoint slides.

DODDS thanks the committee for allowing him to be part of this important
process. Special thanks for allowing him to call in due to the significant snow




storm in Kansas. He has to ski in to the university this mornmg to make his
presentation due to the weather conditions.

See presentation slides ATTACHMENT 1 to the minutes

The following is a summary of the information provided:
DODDS will use Sparrow models which allows for accounting for conditions
downstream including land use and land cover. This is a method he developed.

He will also use reference streams, if they can be found.
He will obtain information from USGS where available.
He will review and cull existing data and use where appropriate.

He reminded the committee of the existing Level III eco-regions for National
Nutrient Strategy. This is Eco-region 11 and 9 which are very different eco-
regions. This will impact baseline values. ‘

DODDS pointed to a paper published by Oaks/Dodds WhICh contained a graphic
to illustrate the statistically significant impacts versus P. This informationis
from Kansas but this will be used to determine reference values, One weakness is

extrapolating to get values.

Sparrow Model shown indicates 2 light areas which are watersheds in question.
The gray is Arkansas River. This suggests 0.037 is sort of in the range of what to

expect.

Abrief discussion of the EPA stressor response model indicating the key factors
are: response variables; algal mass; biodiversity; algal will be primary focus and
invertebrate diversity will be included; the water quality concerns will be
Oxygen excursions and pH; and then finally the productivity of the whole stréam
metabolism. '

Important elements of the study will include the temporal and spatial grain of
sampling, how frequent to sample; how to determine that frequency; the
statistical analysis; necessity if increased intensity of sampling during critical
times (summer low flow, extreme wet weather); and using existing sampling
sites to gain additional data.

There is a lot of good USGS stream data; flood frequency, morphological data that
can be considered.

The response variables threshold below no significant response would be
evaluated. The threshold above conditions in these rivers similar to other areas

would be considered.

The relationship algal biomass and nutrients has to be evaluated. The
interaction between N and P is important. [fyou can't get I’ below a certain
point, there will be no improvement. That range in general is 50 - 100




microgram/liter. The relationship is interactive. If N is high as well that is
where public sees impact which is in the range of 100 micrograms/liter

If the relationships are linear it will be easy to set criteria, The reality
demonstrated by the previous graphic, the using of regression prediction bands
will be used. Likely between 180 and ?

Best case will use multiple methods to complete analysis and to make a
recommendation,

He will also use other sampling like snails, grazers, rock rollers etc. It will be
important to keep the hydrology in mind.

It is important to address the “Luxury” P. In the work for Kansas, it indicated
80% P runoff occurred in spring, Algae can store P during the times of excess P
and continue to grow in later months. P can deposit in calcareous and release it
later; pH conditions will impact; it will be rereleased into the water during low P
" times; this has been verified in everglades.

Proposed sampling would consist of 30 sites on the Illinois River; 8 on the
Mountain Fork; will talk with committee to make sure it is balanced and

appropriate.
He will reference Jan Stevenson’s papers and will increase number of samples

justin case there is a problem.

He will focus on diatoms and create an index of sensitive /less sensitive species.
There will be an evaluation of the metabolism and DO. He will evaluate the

invertebrates.

The field and lab work was discussed with a reading of material from the slides
which included the QA/QC processed to be followed, etc.

The anticipated ddeliverables were discussed as presented on the slides.

There is funding for peer reviewed papers and for students to attend scientific
meetings. There is funding for his summer salary, students, equipment including
microscopes and cameras, travel, materials and supplies for a total of $590, 566.

SMITHEE the Oklahoma scenic river criteria is based on 1st order to 4th order
stieet; are you confident you can take that into account?

DODDS relied yes. The canopy cover will be important in smaller to larger. He
will consider this and should have been clearer in his presentation,

SCOTT you made reference to using multiple techniques to study and analyze the
data. Will you recommend a range? If so, how will you account for inflow?
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DODDS stated that he will provide the range but will stay out of the politics of
this issue, He will measure flow at the time of sampling. He will have to look at if
the algae will suck up the P later, He will also need to see if the flow washes the

algae off rocks, etc.

MATLOCK asked how the reconciliation of the reference and WQ standard will
occur, '

DODDS stated that he will go through this process and reference condition is 20
microgram/l; the response variable is higher than desired he can’t do any better
than the reference then ask question of what are you willing to accept; this is
probability of exceedance over time; data will be provided and people will have

to make decision

MATLOCK if you use a confidence interval of 40-75; assume 90% confidence
interval of 40-75; this which of these numbers would be the number?

DODDS replied that he would look at upper number and see how much of the
time there was an exceedance; malke a plot to determine the percentage of time

the criteria was met.

HAGGARD with 30 sample sites over multiple seasons, how will you get high flow
values to get P flux?

DODDS answered that the load and flux is not has important as instream
concentrations; you don't have to catch them; for nutrient criteria, if you have
the downstream data. This was what happened in Clark work, Loads are not is
key need flow. If you are interested in looking at the low flow summer period he
will not put out samplers and sample during storms. The discharge response has
been calculated in previous work. It doesn't always turn out the way you think it
will. He will use USGS back ground data and it will be important to this study.

PHILLIPS this work applies to 5th order streams and the reference is 2nd or 3rd
order system. How will you do this?

DODDS replied that he will use two ways. The Sparrow model with the
accumulation approach which allows you to use land use/land cover data. The
part of the work with Oaks was to look at riparian streams in order to look at 1st
order streams. This may be less of the problem than what we think. Second, he
will test with actual data which he thinks we can get.

SMITHEE commented about the use of confidence intervals around a threshold
and how that influences determining a single value for a standard. He asked if
the work proposed by Dodds was right in terms of the blind approach (i.e. not
considering the existing 0.037 mg/L)

DODDS responded that his work would not consider the current standard.
Rather, it is designed to let the science show what number(s) would be relevant.




CHARD-MCCLARY asked how likely is it that we can get to an actual answer to
make recommendation(s).

DODDS said that he thinks there is enoigh money to get aniswer. He can do the
science and give us the numbers and then it is s a science based review to make

decision by the management agency.

HAGGARD thanked Dodds for his presentation.
Ryan King/Baylor Team

HAGGARD welcomed and thanked Ryan King (KING) for making the presentation
and for being flexible to change the time of his presentation.

See presentation slides ATTACHMENT 2 to the minutes

KING thanked the committee for thero'pportunit'y to make the presentationand
to be considered for the project. He reviewed the specific guidelines spelled out

in the Second Joint Principles document,

To determine what is statistically significant and results in undesirable change
will be a challenge. He was part of the review on the EPA guidance; so he will

definitely conform to that approach.

He is planning a field gradient study for P. He has done P in stream studies in the
past. He also plans to incorporate experiments with actual field data.

The sampling needs to occur frequently in order to develop an appropriate
gradient. He wants to avoid the chimping of data, The study needs to find
similar environments to sample and to leverage existing data.

Looking at land use/land cover will be important. He needs to make sure the
information is in eco-region Highlands Level III. He will use 25 stream reaches

as minimum.

The biomass in stream is difficult. Looking at peaks and averages requires a lot
of measuring, At this point he is proposing to sample 12 times over 2 years at 25
or more sites, He will try to have enough samples to have good average and
maximum values.

For the field study he will look at dissolved oxygen. He will target low flow

conditions.

He discussed the field study including methods, laboratory algae studies and C to
P ration changes in order to indicate changes in filamentous algae,

He is proposing to use experiments to replicate the conditions in the field. He
might want to do whole stream enrichment...one of the states would have to

allow it and it would take about 60 days.



http:welcml).ed

For the study, he will use ISCO auto samplers, maybe 4 ox so, He will control
temperature, light, and static variables, He will use stream water and take it
back to Baylor; add rocks in and see what grows. He will seed to allow growth
and collect species data; He will use field based benchmark method.

He thinks using 2 methods we should get close to the same result which will give
more validity. He said that EPA used this method.

He will look at metrics. If he can't really clearly find a change point this method
helps with WQS "where things get crazy."

He will look at the weight of the evidence in the derivation of numeric criterion,
He will be able to suggest a number and will work with the committee.

His proposed budget is primarily personnel. There is no charge for vehicles;
indirect cost rate is 26.5% which he was able to niegotiate down from the
university’s higher rate. Baylor has agreed to match any other lower indirectcost
rate. .

SMITHEE stated that KING's approach “blurs his vision.” He sees a 3 prong
approach rather than old school and wonder's how do you do this? Was it woven
in since it is easy to understand?

KING said that this it is to beef up the science and make it more robust, He says
this allows us to get information that we can’t getin field. By taking water from
the actual stream and looking at in lab in the controlled study at BU we get more
useful data under controlled conditions. The Stream Enrichment Project would
be the best and will do as much as possible to make this project successful within

the budget.

CHARD-MCCLARY please explain more about how the stream enrichment would
work.

KING replied that he would identify 2 stream reaches that are as similar as
possible. They would be monitored constantly. He would dose the stream with
N and P. The field study would look at where there was no P but N was high and
algae are almost the same as a reference. The effects on the water bodies will be

shoit lived,

CHARD-MCCLARY asked if he thought the amount of money for the study was
adequate to generate a good outcome,

KING thought it was very likely. He already has a lot of equipment purchased
from previous studies that will be utilized in this study:.

SCOTT asked King to explain how we reconcile spatial differences to cone up
with standard on a larger river.
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KING replied that scaling up to a river is a jump but without replicating a 5th or
6th order tributary it is the only way a field study can be'done. A flow weighted

estimate will be done.
SCOTT asked how a flow weighted estimate would be accomplished.

KING stated that samples, models, and assumptions would have to be used. He
continued that he and the committee will have to really think about and think

through that.

PHILLIPS thanked him for his work to geta low indirect rate and then asked if all
three approaches will be used or if he will he pick one or two.

KING stated that he would like to do all three but is willing to do whatever the
committee wants: He thinks the whole stream enrichment would be ideal but it

will need to be a small area.

PHILLIPS asked if he was proposing to include other watersheds or only the
Illinois River.

KING stated that he would consider the others watersheds as well and would
work with the committee,

MATLOCK think the threshold of the P response is the key question. How mm:h
P is reasonable in these watersheds?

KING the amount of algal biomass has to be looked at. There are real numbers
that represent real undesirable outcomes.

MATLOCK asked do you select based on your confidence interval.

KING stated that he would go with the lower end because that is where things
turn into a problem.

HAGGARD asked if other contaminates would be separated out:

KING stated that yes; his study would separate algae from sediment. Algae could
store P and see how it responds when P is not available in the water body.

Geosyntec

HAGGARD introduced Adrian Nemura (NEMURA) and Chris Zell (ZELL) from
Geosyntec to make the presentation for their team with Song Qian on telephone,

See presentation slides ATTACHMENT 2 to the minutes

NEMURA stated that their team consisted of consultants and academics and that
they had reviewed the methods and process used by several other states.
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NEMURA described the workflow that the Geosyntec teams plans to utilize for
this project. Task 3, the synthesis of available data is the most critical task.

NEMURA stated that they will look at mesocosms, statistical threshold analysis
and process-based modeling. They will look at answering the question of “what
is the condition the criterion seeks to protect?” They will have to determine if it
is just the designated beneficial use or something else,

NEMURA described the technical approach they intend to use. They may have a
public protection survey discussion at end. The 30 day average will be important
since that is how long it takes to reach objectionable conditions.

NEMURA said there are key questions related to duration and magnitude of any
rain even and they must determine how to judge compliance with criteria.

ZELL discussed the conceptual approach including change poihts_; 4 study
reaches in 2 stireams, one with low and one with high nutrients; 2 samples each

month for 1 year; and 1 wet weather event to be sampled.

ZELL said that they will collect benthic and suspend a'lgae and perform statistical
analysis followed by modeling.

ZELL discussed nutrient concentrations in the Illinois River and tributaries.

ZELL stated that shading levels impact results, Light is key.
ZELL discussed the impact of the magnitude and duration of wet weather.

ZELL discussed the monitoring program including both field and lab process. He
stated they will look at N, P or if both appropriate.- _

NEMURA stated that the budget and schedule is hard to set at this point. The
project can move forward quicker based on QAPP approval.

SMIITHEE commented that their presentation was very general and conceptual.
He said that the standard applies 1st order up to 5% to 6th order and wanted to

know what the Geosyntec vision would be.
ZELL stated that it is scalable and they would likely use a model.
NEMURA said she did a lot of models in the Chesapeake Bay.

HAGGARD stated that they were involved in the Chesapeake Bay activities and
models. He continued to say that people like to poke holes in models and that he
personally didn’t see a lot of success in the models. He wanted to know how
Geosyntec will help the committee get where we need to be and communicate

the confidence level of the model(s).




NEMURA said that not all types of models were appropriate for load reduction.
She continued on by saying, “all models are wrong but some are useful.” She said

you have to set the error bars correctly.
CHARD-MCCLARY asked about the proprietary method referenced.

ZELL responded that it is no longer proprietary and that it is now contained in
Standard Methods. He meant to indicate that this method was specifically
designed by a Geosyntec team member.

CHARD-MCCLARY asked if the amount of money available for the study was
adequate to generate a good outcome.,

NEMURA said that it was enotigh to study the environmental impacts.

ZELL added that he thought the approaches they would use should geta
completed study with-an acceptable result.

SCOTT asked about the study approach and what techniques they will use and
about the relevancy of the generated data.

ZELL replied that they would collect data every other week in the 4 reaches, pool
the data and run change point analysis, Based on the wet weather event(s) look
at the data and then determine how to best use the data. The model will be

strictly a numerical exercise

QIAN said that they will use modeling and using regional and local data to
develop a more adaptive management approach.

SCOTT asked what he meant by local and regional data and if he intended to find
this data to use with the data that their study would collect.

QIAN replied that they will have to do so. He continued to say that “local data is
noisy” and that you have to expand the data set to get more information.

ZELL added that it is important to make sure that the study stream is
comparable to the other sites where data is collected. He said that was very

important.
SCOTT inquired about what are regional boundaries they would use.

QIAN replied that the Level 4 eco-region would be used. He thinks there are
enough data points in EPA’s data system.

PHILLIPS notes that they mention shading but asked how they planned to
address the impacts of grazing in the watershed since these areas have
significant grazing population.
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ZELL stated that they would use models to take into account the grazers and may
do individual studies to see outcomes. '

MATLLOCK commented that large firms work with many cities, facilities,
companies, etc, and wanted to know how Geosyntec would address the conflict
of interest issues that will arise if they are selected since they work for other
entities impacted by this study.

NEMURA stated that they would disclose who they work for and the nature of
that work. She said thatif thei'e is some concern raised by other clients, “then let
the chips fall where they may.”

MATTOCK stated that sample intensity would be important and wanted to know
how many samples would be collected and at how many sites. ,

ZELL replied that there would be 2 samples per month in 4 stream reaches for a
1year period. They would also collect samples during a wet weather event in

each study reach.
HAGGARD clarified that the field work being proposed is the 4 reaches

ZELL 're’p]ied that at this time, it is. However, they are flexible and wants to
maximize the funding.

HAGGARD asked if Jack Jones involved in one of lawsuits:

NAMURA replied that she didn’t know but would check.

BREAK FOR LUNCH 12:02
RECONVENE 12:52
III. Discussion of Selected Finalist Interviews

HAGGARD we should start with the same process of going around the table to
share comments, opinions, etc. and see where we stand afterward,

SMITHEE stated that he wished Dodds was present. He thought the Indirect Cost
rate of 50% is high. He thinks the Study Dodds proposed is what he thought
should happen because he is old school. He thinks King's study gets “more bang
for the buck.” He thinks the new approaches seem good but is skeptical of the
enrichment of river approach. This is nota smoking gun; it is a dead animals. He
was disappointed that Dodds and King made no reférence to historically data,
etc, Hethought Geosyntec had a lot of history but wanted to use a lot of models.
Their Indirect Cost rate was 41%. He is not sure what they are going to do.
Seemed high level or conceptual. He thinks Geosyntec could do work but it
would take a lot of work from the committee to get them where they needed to




be and what we want. His ranking would be Dodds and King at the top and
would lean toward to King.

CHARD-MCCLARY stated that she would rank Geosyntec last, Dodds in the
middle and King first. She didn't think there was much separation but just
different approaches, She acknowledged there were definitely holes in all of the
presentations. There are concerns about the models being proposed by
Geosyntec and how the dosing study on the Illinois River would work that was
proposed by King. She thought that King's study brought an additional level of
validation to the study based on the experimental aspects it included with the

field work.

SCOTT stated that he was pleasantly surprise by Dodds’ presentation and that he
“nailed the questions.” He liked what Dodds had to say. Geosyntec brought the
other aspects to the table. They were relied on duration and frequency. He feels
it is a fatal flaw to have a stream study of only 4 reaches: He agrees King did a
good job. However, he had concerns about him defaulting to the lower end of the
confidence lévels. He found it fascinating that all three quoted reference
standards but were slightly different, Geosyntec 115, Dodds 100, and King 50. It
will be the job of the committee to reign in some of that. He would be very happy
with King or Dodd. He thinks Geosyntec played thelr way out due to the limited

scope of their proposal,

PHILLIPS commented that Geosyntec was only going to samplel yearin 4
reaches, then rely on modeling. There is a lot of data in the water shed but there
is not algae data available. It is too hard to model especially to extrapolate those
results to other water bodies. She would be happy with either Dodds or King,
She would be happy with King and the way he talked about the specific questions
asked. She appreciated King's indirect rate and high number of sampling
sites/events. She has a similar opinion like SMITHEE (more in tune with Dodds'
methodology). Dodds addressed other limiting factors and his designed project
considered those. She appreciated that Dodds felt d this was a great amount of
money to get the work done. She said she was worried about King's mesocosm
and in-stream dose response studies representing real dosing relationships and
natural variability. King and Dodds have good proposals and could do a good

job.

MATTOCK stated that his opinion was different from others. He thought that
Geosyntec was the only one that presented a framework for establishing a
standard. They discussed co-variables. He thought King set aside the co-variable
and Dodds split the middle. Dodds Sparrow model is not appropriate. His rating
would be Geosyntec, Dodds, and then King. :

HAGGARD referred back to letter of invite for what the committee expected them
to tell us. Based on that, Geosyntec did not do it, They did address the
magnitude, frequency and duration, He is nervous about their reliance on
models. The 2 academics did good jobs laying out broad based study. He thought
Dodds did better layout of co-variables; but that King will do the same. He :
thought that King will give us 2 or 3 more times the amount of data, He was




providing additional information. His ranking would be that Geosyntec was out
of contention and that King was ahead of Dodds due to amount of info to be
gained. He thought that the committee will have to address some of the issues in
the contract to ensure that King addresses what we need/want.

SMITHEE asked what the experimental aspect brings to the table

SCOTT replied that it is another level of information. It lies over the other layer
of data. It verifies and can help overlay the experimental data over the actual
data. The flip side is that he will enrich directly into the stream and nutrients

enter in different forms.
SMITHEE/SCOTT discussed that it is not that different from field data.

MATLOCK stated that if you add more P water gets greener. Itis self- evident. In
this system how much P can we tolerate before bad things happen? Geosyntec
replied based on their graphic's they provided; Dodd answered better than King

but neither of them was very good.

SCOTT said that he thought King would say allow statistics to determine; but
King "jumped in." He wished King would have talked about the biology and the
statistical analysis, '

SCOTT /MATTOCK noted the different approaches from the 2 academics versus
the consultant.

HAGGARD summarized that it appears that 5 of 6 committee members felt
Geosyntec was out of contention.

MATLOCK stated that he was not going to be swayed, He followed with that if
not Geosyntec then Dodds was best because he doesn't want to be in the politics.

SMITHEE said he would take that approach that Dodds had taken but he did like
King adding experimental processes.

MATLOCK thinks King is head and shoulders above when you look at what we
can get from the study.

SCOTT asked what product we would get from Geosyntec?

MATLOCK said that we would have to spell it out in the contract. He thinks
Geosyntec is better to move toward a criterion.

HAGGARD noted that the statistician from Geosyntec was a co-author with King
and they were relying so heavily on modeling.

SCOTT said he didn’t see the model put into place from Geosyntec.

MATLOCK stated that we agreed that 4 of 6 would have to agree in order to make
a decision and that he is not trying to be difficult.
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HAGGARD asked if we wanted to make a motion for something.
SCOTT asked if we could compare the two that seem to rising to the top.

SMITHEE asked if we could get the language in the contract to specify what we
needed.

SCOTT said that we needed to look at who is closer to what we want and go from
there.

~ PHILLIPS thought that Dodds was sampling over 2 years at 30 sites, Dodds also
talks about algae and P, However, King mentions no invertebrates:

SCOTT commented that you can have high level of P a lot of the time but no
impacts noticed due to snail population and activity.

MATLOCK/HAGGARD said it is possible that King would have to drop the
experiments in order to add the invertebrates.

SCOTT noted that there needs to be river stem samples and include flow
variability.
MATLOICK‘ stated that if there is a difference in current standards and the

outcome of the study, the states will have to go through rulemaking to set the
new standard.

SMITHEE stated that his vision is a contract providing us not with an answer but
with an error range, then the states would be going through the rulemaking

process o1 not

HAGGARD read the language in the Second Joint Principles document; we will
have specific recommendation of a number and scope at the end of this project.

SMITHEE noted that MATLOCK is contrarian; King and Dodds are the top but
MATLOCK will not die on the hill on the issue.

SMITHEE is comfortable with Dodds’ proposal but he thinks King would 'hav,e to
modify his to address invertebrates.

PHILLIPS noted that Dodds talked the Mountain Forl,

HAGGARD pointed out another conversation by the committee about Lee and
Little Lee Creeks.

SMITHEE commented that to be fair, 95% or more of the issues are related to
the Illinois River.
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HAGGARD/PHILLIPS noted that the presentation shows that Dodds had looked
at Scenic Rivers and had an understanding. The committee will have to make
sure that selected contractor gets the data. -

HAGGARD noted that Dodds seemed to relie on those he had worked with while
King acknowledged that there were experts sitting around this table. Dodds
didn't recognize the work that had been done locally.

MATLOCK if we shift from policy to budget efficiency, King is the more hungry of
the three. We get more out of the project.

CHARD-MCCLARY is not set in stone and agrees with MATLOCK that she may
have dissenting opinion. She really likes King's “out of the box” thinking. With
that said, she could be very comfortable with Dodds or King if others feel
strongly about Dodds. i

HAGGARD after reading the charge from the Second Joint Principles document,
frequency is the issue. Kingis better than Dodds; the comimittee will need to
make sure the selected applicant know about all the active monitoring sites.

ALL agreed that the contract will have to get the response data. We don't have
much of that. We can and should provide a lot of guidance.

MATLOCK agrees that we seem to have consensus. He will not object to any of
the candidate because they are all good.

1V. Selection of Contractor to Conduct the Water Quality Study to address the
Second Statement of Joint Principles and Actions under the supervision of this

Committee

e MOTION 2: The committee will contract with the Ryan King/Baylor
University Team for worlc at a cost of $600,000 and would meet soon with
Ryan King to work on updated work plan. The Revised work plan will
include: synthesis of historical data and its analysis, addition of macro
invertebrates and grazer biomass numbers including grazing fish, and
simultaneous niain stem of the river coincident with the co-monthly
synoptic sampling. Letter of notification will be sent to the noii-selected

applicants.

<t

Representative es | No Abstain__ | Absent

Shellie Chard-McClary
Brian Haggard Second
Marty Matlock
Shannon Phillips
Thad Scott
Derek Smithee Motion

B S B

CHARD-MCCLARY will draft the needed letters and send to committee for review
and comments and then finalize and send to the three teams.
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SMITHEE wbndered. if we could talk to Ryan King ahout partnering with Dodds
because he like the way Dodds proposed the key threshold analysis.

CHARD-MCCLARY said she was uncomfortable with the idea.
MATLOCK and SCOTT agreed that the committee should not do it.

COMMITTEE discussed that we should look at the all proposals and pull out all of
what we need in order to get the best work plan possible.

SCOTT thought we should look at steams around the Illinois River, Flint Creek
and the Baron Fork not just the tributaries. We will need biological response
information in those areas.

SCOTT stated that the next meeting is March 6 at 10. Is that when we are going
to sit down with Ryan King to discuss?

SMITHEE said yes.

SMITHEE and HAGGARD asked if Ryan King could to get draft or template
contract from Baylor University and we will review it with the AGs, ]D Strong for

Oklahoma and Randy Young for Arkansas.

HAGGARD will encourage Ryan King to talk to the committee members to get a
feel for each committee member’s ideas, etc. to enlighten the discussion on

March 6. .

AUDIENCE asked if the data collected by Stevenson as part of the lawsuit will be
included. '

HAGGARD replied that any data available through state and federal agencies
should be included. However, the analysis of that data (by Stevenson) is not to

be part of the process. Data yes. Analysis no.

V. NEW BUSINESS

HAGGARD asked if any of the commit had any new business. There was none

AUDIENCE asked if the results of the meeting could go in the Trout Unlimited
newsletter.

HAGGARD replied that he could publish that the committee is extending an
invitation to Ryan King and his team. He will call Ryan King and Walter Dodds
and let them know the outcome, Since the Geosyntec team stayed to listen to the

discussions, they are aware of the outcome.

CHARD-MCCLARY will do formal notification ASAP to all three teams.




AUDIENCE - Springdale, AR is already anticipating $30M in plant upgrades to
meet whatever standard comes out of this study. The committee deserves
special thanks for all the work. Without the work of committee, the two states
would clearly be involved in a long litigation process. i

VI. Adjournment
e MOTION 3: To adjourn

Representative es No Abstain. | Absent

Shellie Chard-McClary | Motion
Brian Haggard
Marty Matlock
Shannon Phillips Second
Thad Scott

Derek Smithee

e B A P

Meeting adjourned

TIME 2:23
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Oklahoma Scenic Rivers Joint
Phosphorus Criteria Study-
Proposal
Walter K. Dodds  Kansas State University

Matt R. Whiles  Southern Illinois University, Carbondale
Rexlowe Bowling Green State University

QOutline

* Theory of approach

‘» Field and lab sampling- data analyses
* Budget

MANDATORY STUDY COMPONENTS

The primary purpose of the Joint Study is to
determine the total phosphorous threshold
response level at which any statistically
significant shift occurs in algal species
composition or algal biomass production
resulting in undesirable aesthetic or water

quality conditions in the Designated Scenic
Rivers.

Putting functional relationships and
nutrient criteria into context

* What is best possible condition? (reference)

* What response variables are to be
considered? ’

* How do response variables respond to
nutrients (functional relationships)
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'Reference nutrients

What is the best possible condition?
Sparrow models (account for downstream
accumulation) '

Land use-land cover relationships {(account for
areas with few reference streams left)

Reference streams (if they can be found, best
indicators of low nutrients as well as local
biological indicators)

Reference nutrients

» Getregional results of Sparrow model

* Link land-use land-cover in watershed to
nutrients across sub-basins of the scenic rivers

» |dentify, cull existing data for, and sample
current reference streams that feed into the

designated scenic rivers (best of three
approaches)

4  Cont Great Plains
2  Cent lrreg Plains
® 'Com Beit
4 Flint Hills
& .
E
o
%
-
A
0.0 02 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
%crop*0.00668+%urb*0.01465
‘Dodds, W and R Oakes, 2004, A technique fa ng roferenco nubisnt ocoas
linpacted by humans. Limnalegy and Ocaanography Mathods 2333-041,
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‘the
T

Srth, R A, R B Aleander, and G. E. Sthwarz. 2003, Natural 5 o |
‘backgrougd concentrations of nutrients in streams and riversof -
37

Sparrow Model

United States, Environmental Science and i
-2039-3047. =

Determining response variables: EPA stressor -
response model for Rivers and streams
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Proposed response variables

Algal biomass (aesthetics, potential water quality
problems) ’

Biological integrity

— Algal (primary)

— Invertebrate and vertebrate diversity (secondary)
Water quality (extreme oxygen excursion, pH
swings)

System productivity (whole stream metabolism,
primary production and respiration)

Temporal and spatial grain of sampling

= Assemble existing data- determine temporal

autocorrelation scale

* Increased sampling intensity in critical times of year

(e.g. summer low flow period vs spring high flow)

Longitudinal sampling to reveal patterns downstream
of point sources or high load confluences

« Take advantage of existing sampling sites/ prior data

for context
— USGS
— Oklahoma and Arkansas DEQs
— Stevenson et al. (Hydrobiologia (2012) 695:25-42)
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http:excursion,.pH

Lots of good USGS Stream Gages

07154760 Itlinois River Site 5 Near Viney
Grove, ArK

07194800 Mlinois River At Savay, AR
07194880 Osage Creek Near Cave
Springs, AR

07195000 Osage Creek Near Elm Springs,-
AR : .

07155400 Winois River At Hwy. 16 Near
‘Siloam Springs AR

07195430 lilinois River South Of Siloam
Springs, AR

07195500 lllinols River Near Watts, OK
07155800 Flint Creek At Springtown, AR

07195855 Flint Cr Nr W Slloam Sprgs OK

07196000 Flint Creek Near Kansas, OK

07296050 Illinois River At Chewey, OK

07196500 Illincis River Near Tahlequah,
oK

How do response variables respond to
nutrients (functional relationships)

'» Are there thresholds below which there is no
significant response?

* Are there thresholds above which nutrient
control is pointless?
» Do conditions in these scenic rivers line up with
other areas?
— how well will models generated over larger
geographic areas transfer?

— are there unusual controlling mechanisms in these
watersheds?

Relationship Between Algal Biomass and Nutrients
in Streams- Interaction between N and P

Dodds, WK, V.H, Gmilh, and K. Lohman, 2002 Nirogen
and photpharus relationshiss 1o benthic Bigal blamass In
of Flzhodes and

lemporsle cirsamz.  Canadian Journal
Aguatic Sclanca S BOT-0T4.

Response variable

Total Phosphorus
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Relationship Between Algal Biomass and
Nutrients in Streams

i

B

10

Benthic chlorophyll (mg m™2)

Total N {ug L)

2

Best case scenario

‘Desired condition

hrosssssssnsewenss

Response variable

uoiIal|)
lepuaiod

Total Phosphorus:

Potential feedbacks with diversity of animals-
additional information on biotic integrity
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:%".l' A
- 40
ggm °f o
]
38
-3
13 B
&> ..
iz :
== ® %
o
000 005 040 0I5 630 080 090 130
b TP {mgh.)
Variation In diversity of ctream b rim ) and mhw‘ d gtreams In
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There were significam b 4
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Breakpoints or thresholds determined using various methods . Take
home message: need multiple methods and will not get one single
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answer

Metiod Breakpeint anx axiz signilicance ol Conlideneo inferval of
({mg/LTP) ‘breakpaint beeakpoink (95%)

Yoo-parametric change poinl anslyzis s <aool 0.040-0075
Quanile regresmion tres {10, 50% and 90% quaniles, 0,041, 0.049,50d 0.75 <0001 .
resptively)
Twe dimenzional Ealamgoro Smirsonv 0090 opez -
Breakpeint regremmien 0.100 0001 Q0679-0.131
Cumwlativs [requency, point where hall slss with more  0.05 -
Chan 25 ypeeics hod been reached
“Regime hilt deiostion, Ioial I substituted for me 0g3 <8.001 -

S (thresheld eimated based on locally weightad Q15
‘polysonial repression using a bandwidth af b=0.06)

mwx.wum K. Gldo, RH, Hidarbrand, uummnmm ond nonlinaadly In




Factors that may de-couple response
to phosphorus in streams
Heavy shading (light limitation)
Extensive grazing (snails common in high
densities in limestone watersheds,
herbivorous fishes might be locally abundant)
Flooding/ high flow high turbidity
Luxury P consumption- delayed response to
increased P in water column

Luxury P consumption- need time-
lagged analysis and sampling

* Most P runoff will occur in spring (20% in 20%

of the events)
— Danner, EL A, Stahl and W.K. Dodds. 2009. Stream discharge and riparian land usa influenca In-
stream concentrations and loads of phosphorus from Central Plains watersheds. Environmental

Management 44:552-505.

* Algae can retain P'in spring and grow through

summer, pamcu]arly ﬁlamentous algae
= Lohman, K and J. C. Priscu. 1992,
mmhmmmﬂmmmmm.lmm

P deposition in calcareous areas can store P as
calcite for slow release later

= Dedds, WX, 2003. The role of I phe retention In thallow
Journel of Phycology 39:83C-349.

Sa'mpling for Nutrients/ Algae

30 sites from a wide range of background concentrations in
Wlinois River basin, 8 sites in Upper Mountzin Fork

= TP, TN, chlorophyll, algal chemncal composition and community
assemb age

— Habitat assessment, visual assssment of filamentous algal
cover , macrophyte cover (if any)
Samples in winter, summer low flow (2x), fall low flow and
spring high flow (to catch luxury consumption of P)
Note - 30 extra sites samples taken but not analyzed for
summer unless needed

= will not be able to tell how many samples will be needed to be
counted for diatoms until preliminary.data analysis.

Diatom community as response
variable

¢ Samples can be taken quickly from erosional

habitats.

+ Easy to preserve
e Substantial literature on relationship of stream

diatoms to phosphorus

* Voucher specimens last indefinitely

Rex Lowe world expert on their taxonomy will
train in identifications, help with sampling
protocol and check identifications
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Creating diatom-based index

 Will start with published index approach from

US rivers
— Potapova, M. and D. F. Charles..2007. Diatom

metrics for monitoring eutrophication in rivers of

the United States. Ecological Indicators 7:48-70.
* Will check that indicator species follow

general US trends (e.g., are there ecoregion-
specific differences)

Sampling for dissolved oxygen-
metabolism

Run DO and light loggers at 15 sites for 2 days

Pick range of sites from lowest to highest
nutrients

Use USGS gaging stations when possible or state
monitoring sites to put in historical perspective
and provide physical data for models of
metabolism

Picl three times when low oxygen or'high oxygen

most likely {(summer, spring and fall low-flow
periods)

Sampling invertebrates

Invertebrate sampling and éample processing
methods standardized

* Predictable community responses to nutrient
_enrichment:

* Assess potential confounding grazer effects
* Auxiliary biotic integrity data

* Collections at'same time as nutrients, but two

times peryear (spring high flow, summer low
flow)

Field and lab work

Conform to field and [ab EPA bioassessment protocols

‘QA/ QC conform to EPA guidance

— Digital records of diatom communities
~Subset of diatom samples re-identified.

— Subset of invertebrate samples checked for picking
accuracy and proper identifications

— Nutrients based. on standards at national level (USGS -
round-robin)

- L:ght probes NIST traceable, oxygen probes regularly
calibrated

Besr; data handling procedures (backup, guality check
etc.
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