
Sources Pathways and Loading Workgroup Meeting 
May 5th, 2005 10 am – 4 pm 

SFEI Conference Room 
7770 Pardee Lane 2nd Floor 

Oakland CA 94621 
 

Minutes 
Attendees: Jon Leatherbarrow, SFEI; John Oram, SFEI; Jon Konnan, BASMAA; Terry Cooke, URS; 
Carrie Austin, RWQCB; Rand Eads, Redwood Sciences Laboratory; Lester McKee, SFEI (Chair); Jay 
Davis, SFEI (RMP Manager); Neil Ganju, USGS; Richard Looker, RWQCB; Fred Hetzel, RWQCB; Trish 
Mulvey, Clean South Bay; Jim Kuwabara, USGS; Jill Rooth; Jim McGrath, Port of Oakland; Paul Salop, 
AMS/CEP; David Drury, SCVWD; Andy Gunther, AMS; Kit Conaway, UCSC; Mike Connor, SFEI; 
James Erwin CSJ; Lisa Windham, USGS; Meg Sedlak, SFEI; Nicole David, SFEI; Aaron Slowey, 
Stanford; Don Yee, SFEI, Josh Collins, SFEI; Letitia Grenier, SFEI; Luisa Valiela, USEPA. 
 
10:10 am   

Item #2  
Review of SPLWG 5-yr work plan 

Lester delivered an exhaustive presentation of the contents of the 5-year work plan document that was 
prepared following October 2004 WG recommendations and a review of the contents other similar 
documents from local groups and off the internet. Lester covered the history of WG planning and 
recommendations  in the past and how that has successfully translated into numerous WG presentations, 
matrices of knowledge, conceptual models, monitoring plans, field studies, and at least 13 technical reports 
and papers. He pointed out how WG activities have influenced our priority list of contaminants over the 
past 5 years. On this point there was WG discussion: Andy asked the question – Should we do work based 
on pollutants or processes? Members tended towards processes and pathways as the focus. Jim M: given 
budget issues end up having prioritize top priority contaminants for analysis. Lester: Could approach 
studies by doing the full suit in the first year and then cutting back in subsequent years. Richard: Must not 
forget emerging contaminants. Jon K: In some management areas OP pests are medium to high priority 
even though in the WG they tend to be low priority. Fred referenced a SETAC presentation that found OPs 
at toxic levels in 75% of samples. Jon K suggested that OPs might end up on the 303(d) list. After WG 
discussion Jay suggested that we add pyrethroids and pointed out how this list is an important recognition 
of our progress over the past 5 years.  
 
Lester moved on to remind the WG of the early recommendations in 2000 and how the response to those 
have largely rewritten our understanding of the sediment and contaminant (Hg, PCB, OC pest) budgets for 
the Bay and strongly influenced the development of the Hg and PCB TMDLs. Andy made a very 
supportive statement that these simple pie chart comparisons provide a very powerful message to the 
plethora of stakeholders, managers, scientists/consultants.   
 
Lester then reminded the WG that most of the written recommendations described in early work products 
of the group have been achieved – hence the need to formalize a new set of recommendations to guide 
activities over the next 5 years. Lester went on to describe the TMDL recommendations for Hg and PCBs 
and recognized that now the TMDL implementation plans were starting to drive WG activities. A brief 
discussion then ensued lead by Trish with regard to the boundary between RMP and CEP activities. WG 
generally agreed that RMP SPL is more about mobilization and transport and CEP is more about sources 
although there are grey areas. Lester pointed out that the SFEI prop 13 project covers both as do some CEP 
projects.  
 
Lester then went on to discus the recent results of the PCB multi-box model and how that might place 
emphasis on generating improved loading information in the South Bay. Lester talked about how the Bay 
margin has been heavily used for industrial purposes and that it is highly connected to the Bay via storm 
drains. We presently have no information on concentrations or loads for that potentially significant area 
(demonstrated by a thought experiment that Lester presented). Jon K indicated some support for this 
concept but there was generally mixed response from the WG on a south Bay emphasis and perhaps more 
support for a wider coverage.  



 
Lester went on to discuss some previous studies / observations of contaminated hotspots on the Bay margin 
and in storm drains. Andy suggested that much of this work was not really designed to influence decisions 
on loadings studies and suggested that we might be better to focus on areas where there is a known spillage 
of e.g. a drum of PCBs. Andy referenced a SETAC presentation that had talked about this issue in relation 
to cyanide. Lester commented that perhaps the 1989 earthquake might have caused a catastrophic release of 
PCBs into the Bay? Lester and Jim opened a discussion on depositional processes and suggested that some 
areas along the bay margin that are protected might have quite different depositional regimes than other 
areas that are exposed to a greater wind fetch. Terry commented that it is a big leap of faith to assume 
concentrations combined with volume of sediment on the Bay margin is representative of local watershed 
loads and WG generally agreed. Jim concluded saying that we need a better conceptual model of source-
deposition on the Bay margin.  
 
Lester then went on to present a 5-year work-plan matrix showing what he currently believed were priority 
projects and funding that had already been allocated through previous WG discussions and TRC approval. 
Jim asked the question – Has anyone ever tried to synthesize data collected by BASMAA since 1995 in 
response to their permits? Terry commented that there has been little data collected by BASMAA since 
1995 except by CSJ (Lester and other WG members know of and have read that report). Terry said the 
other exception might be data generated from industrial permits but generally the data is variable. Trish 
said she had seen a report that discussed some of this data with regard to WQ standards and excedances. 
Lester to follow up with Richard. A discussion on budget ensued and Jay pointed out that what he needs is 
a recommendation from the WG on how to spend approximately $200k per yr for 5 years. Andy supported 
the content of the work plan document in general recognizing that it needed to contain enough information 
to document the rational for the study recommendations summarized in the table near the end of the 
document. Jim reiterated that the loading data is very important and that we need to get more specific 
information. The WG agreed that loads data should be the focus of the WG given budget constraints - a 
premise consistent with WG comments at the October 2004 meeting. It was also recognized that the 
document might need to be modified periodically as new information is generated over subsequent years.  
 
Action: It was decided that additional time (14 days) would be allocated to the WG to provide written 
review of the document, the revisions would be incorporated by Lester ready for recirculation and TRC 
approval. 
 
 
11:00 am 

Item #3  
Criteria for picking new observation watersheds for loadings studies 

Context: An RMP funded review and reconnaissance field project ($7.5k) will be completed in 2005 to 
help make decisions on where to sample next.  
 
Lester presented several slides on possible selection criteria. He started by reviewing the Diazinon toxicity 
WG criteria and their list of watersheds. He then suggested his own list of possible criteria and proposed a 
set of criteria that he thought might be best for the WGs purposes. Jon K suggested an additional criteria 
might be channel modification. Trish and others suggested proximity to SB should not be a criteria and that 
historic or current USGS monitoring should be higher on the criteria list. Jim and Andy agreed that 
diversity of location is good. Trish suggested partnership as an addition criterion. Paul commented on 
issues relating to land use and non-tidal watershed area. Terry commented that just 1 additional watershed 
or storm drained area will not be sufficient – need 6 as was proposed by the WG in 2000. Any and Jim 
agreed and supported looking at one of the highly industrial watersheds next. Trish commented that 
perhaps the Diazinon watersheds (1 per county) might be a good pick. In response to general WG concerns, 
Lester reiterated that the outcome of the small project would be a matrix of 6-12 potential locations for 
study with attributed in relation to criterion described – it would be then up to the WG to make final 
decisions.  
 
Action: Lester to present the matrix via email prior to the next WG meting. 
 



11:30 am 
Item #4  

Review of proposals for SPL special and pilot studies 
Context: The RMP has funds for special and pilot studies available for small projects in 2006-2009. We are 
presently requesting proposals for consideration through the Workgroups. 
 
The WG discussed the following proposals: 
 
Study #1 Small tributaries loading study #2 
WG supports this study concept without any modifications expressed. 
 
Study #2 Design of an Urban Creeks Regional Monitoring Program 
WG was unsure if this should be funded through the RMP but most agreed that it was an important concept 
that might be best discussed at the joint RMP/CEP meeting scheduled for late May. Trish remarked that the 
current description was contaminant focused yet there are other watershed issues such as sediment TMDLs 
that should be considered in the scope. Any suggested the word “urban” also be removed and substituted 
with “Bay Area” 
 
Study #3 Improving Bay Area Hydrography for Characterization and Modeling 
WG gave general support and felt this project is timely. Not major revisions were suggested at the meeting. 
 
Study #4 Storm Drain Outfall Sediment Characterization 
Jim commented that this project would need to include the development of an understanding of what is 
driving the process of deposition. Paul commented that TOC analysis might be a good first cut – that in 
cored that show high TOC – do analysis for contaminants. Jon K suggested might need to focus on 
industrial areas to narrow focus. Andy pointed out there are archival cores from previous efforts. Jon K said 
that this proposal needs to be developed to include an evaluation of the const of implementation. 
 
Study #5 Determining the Ability of Loadings Studies to Observe Change 
Trish suggested the inclusion of biological indicators be more explicitly stated. Jim K agreed that some 
biological indicators are the best way to observe trend at a variety of proximal scales versus the Bay. 
 
Study #6 Enhanced Isohyetal Analysis of the San Francisco Bay Area 
Jim commented that it might be better to focus locally rather than in the Bay Area. Richard asked what 
detriment would occur if this were delayed until say 2007? Lester responded saying that in fact all this 
discussion is for projects that would start in 2007 
 
Action: Lester to send all project ideas out digitally and the WG members are to offer comments and 
ranking (High medium or low) by the end of the 1st week of June. 
 
 
12:15 pm            Lunch 
Lunch provided as long as you arrive at the meeting before 11 am to put in your lunch request. 

Item #5 Brownbag presentation by Christopher Conaway, UCSC 
“Estimate of mercury emission from gasoline and diesel fuel consumption, San Francisco Bay Area, CA” 

 
Informational only – no actions. There was much WG interest in this very well presented piece of work 
with questions during and after the presentation.  
 
1:00 pm 

Item #6  
Mallard Island Larger Rivers Loading Study 

- Context: The RMP has approved funding for continuation of the Mallard Island study at various 
levels 2006-2009.  

 



Jon L have a brief update on the Mallard Is work and plan for the next 5 years. He presented for the first 
time a calculation of sediment load for WY 2004 and a 10 yr average of 1.15 Mt. Fred asked for a rundown 
of error terms included. Lester responded: we included errors for SSC daily averaging, x-section variation, 
turbidity SSC regression, flow, lab analysis so that total error adds to 32%. Jon went on to describe the 
sampling so far for the 1st 4 WYs and then showed a graphical summary of the data. Lisa Windham asked 
what fraction of Hg transported is particulate. Lester recounted that 4 samples analyzed show 85% was 
particulate. Rand asked about possible contamination errors in the sampling lines. Jon and Lester are 
confident that there are no contamination issues – there is sufficient rinsing and river water is never allowed 
to sit in the lines over night.  
 
1:30 pm  

Item #7  
Presentation by Neil Ganju, USGS Sacramento 

 “Sediment fluxes through Carquinez Strait: magnitude, direction, and long-term prediction” 
 

- Context: The sediment processes in the Suisun/Grizzly area of the Bay are of interest because of 
the potential for erosion of contaminated sediments and because the loads from the Central Valley 
measured at Mallard Island must pass through this area on the way to the Golden Gate. 

 
Informational – no actions. After Neil’s presentation, Jim suggested that there might be a big slug of 
sediment associated with the big jetty at the mouth of the Napa River. Lester and several other WG 
members asked if Neil had tried to estimate how his data compared to long term estimates of sedimentation 
and erosion. He said it appeared that the numbers are in the ball park but would not put his reputation on it. 
 
2:00 pm  

Item #8  
Guadalupe River Small Tributaries Loadings Study 

- Context: The Guadalupe River is known to be contaminated with Hg from mining activities and 
urbanization, with PCBs associated with historic urban use, with OC pesticides associated with 
historic urban and agricultural applications, and with PBDEs associated with current use. SFEI has 
led the first long-term loading study in the Bay Area beginning October 2002. There is support for 
continuation in WY 2006 but funding is not yet secured.   

Lester delivered an exhaustive presentation on the Yr-2 report, and opening remarks on Yr-3 (WY 2005). 
Lester has received review comments from David Drury (SCVWD), Todd Fisher (Axys), Neil Ganju 
(USGS), Larry Bahr (FSSD), Carrie Austin (and RB2 staff), Aaron Slowey (Stanford University), Jon 
Konnan (BASMAA), James Downing (CSJ), and 3 Anonymous Journal reviewers. 
 
Rand then went on to present data on year 3 suspended sediment. He started with comments on the 3 water 
years and how they compared. WY 2003 was about average flow with several large storms, WY 2004 was 
dry with a number of small storms, and WY 2005 was about average flow with a number of small storms. 
He talked about this year calibration between turbidity and SSC being limited by a small range of SSC data 
because the first storm was not sampled by the USGS observer. Jim asked about the lack of data during the 
first peak and how that might influence the accuracy of the data interpretation. Terry suggested that Rand 
compare the rating curve to the 2 previous years to verify if it is indeed an issue – Lester agreed this would 
be a good check. Rand finished with a very preliminary estimate of suspended sediment load for WY 2005 
of 4,625 metric tonnes.  
 
Lester went on to present preliminary contaminant data for WY 2005 – Hg only – note no organics back 
from the lab yet. He started with a graph of sampling times relative to the hydrograph and then showed 
some videos of the actual sampling process. HgT conc peaked this year at 1,916 ng/L and MeHgT concs 
peaked at 1.9 ng/L during the first flush. With the exception of 5 samples, HgT was >95% particulate and 
MeHgT was >80% particulate. With the exception of 1 sample, MeHgT was <1% of HgT the proportion 
was inversely related.  
 
Action: Lester to address reviewer comments and submit the final version of the Guad Yr2 report to the 
TRC and CEP for approval. 



 
3:00 pm 

Item #9  
Presentation by Aaron Slowey, Stanford University 

“Accumulation, release and methylation of mercury in oxygen-depleted riparian zones: Preliminary 
results.” 

 
- Context: Our Guadalupe study this year including the analysis of methyl Hg data. Aarons data 

may shed some light on the possible upstream environments that might be providing a source of 
MeHg to the channel for transport during floods. 

 
Informational only – no actions. There was much WG interest in this very well presented piece of work 
with questions during and after the presentation.  
 
3:30 pm 

Item #10  
Presentation by Rand Eads, Redwood Sciences Laboratory, USDA Forest Service, Arcata 

“The challenges of sampling suspended sediment in a mobile channel with highly dynamic transport” 
 

- Context: The Guadalupe River sampling location is a relatively low gradient system with SSC 
<1,500 mg/L. Studying small tributaries in the Bay Area with higher channel gradients, higher 
sediment concentrations or more flashy responses to rainfall adds extra challenges. 

 
Presentation deferred to a future date. 
 
4:00 pm 
Adjournment (snacks, drinks etc)  


