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Urban Pesticides Coordinated Monitoring Program (UPCMP)  
Technical Group Meeting 

January 7, 2020 
9:00 AM – 11:30 AM 

 
Meeting Summary 

Attendees: 
 

Committee Member Affiliation Present 
Armand Ruby Armand Ruby Consulting phone 

Chris Sommers EOA, Inc. Yes 

Dan Wang CA Department of Pesticide Regulation Yes 

Debra Denton US EPA Region 9 phone 

Darren Haver 
University of California Cooperative 
Extension, Orange County 

phone 

Jian Peng Orange County Yes 

Kelly Moran Urban Pesticide Pollution Partnership Yes 

Rebecca Nordenholt Regional Waterboard (Region 2) Yes 

Rich Breuer State Waterboard phone 

Robert Budd CA Department of Pesticide Regulation Yes 

Sarah Hoyle Xerces Society phone 

Bryn Phillips UC Davis, Marine Pollution Studies Lab phone 

Tessa Fojut State Waterboard phone 

Tom Mumley Regional Waterboard (Region 2) Yes 

Claire Waggoner State Waterboard phone 

Doug Shibberu Regional Waterboard (Region 8) No 
 

Guests and Staff: 

● Melissa Foley - Aquatic Science 
Center (ASC) 

● Rebecca Sutton - ASC 
● Jamie Yin - ASC 

● Liz Miller - ASC 
● Nina Buzby - ASC 
● Matt Freese - State Waterboard 
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1. Welcome, introductions, review agenda 
Melissa Foley allowed time for a round of introductions and then provided a brief review of the 
representation and roles of the Technical Group. Melissa also reviewed the meeting’s agenda, 
with no questions from meeting participants.  

2. Information: Planning Grant components and TG role 
Melissa Foley and Matt Freese began the item by providing the regulatory context of the 
UPCMP. A planning grant has been provided to the Aquatic Science Center (ASC) to support 
the development of a recommendation to the State Waterboard on how funds from 
municipalities and other state funds can be used to monitor for urban pesticides. 
 
The goal of the Technical Group, as explained by Matt Freese, would be to help inform scientific 
details and set up a feedback mechanism for coordinated monitoring that would be an expected 
outcome of the eventual Urban Pesticide Amendment. Tom Mumely noted that he is also a 
participant of the UPCMP Steering Committee, whose membership generally mirrors that of the 
TG, and which will cover the decision-making and management aspects of the program. Tom 
will help serve as a link between the two groups to ensure the work is done in a coordinated 
fashion. 
 
Melissa Foley outlined five tasks that need to be completed by the end of the planning grant 
period. These tasks include establishing committee group membership and holding meetings, 
finalizing priority management questions, developing a program funding plan, creating a 
workplan for the first year of monitoring, and drafting a quality assurance project plan (QAPP). 
The main tasks that the TG need to consider are the workplan and management questions. TG 
members will also act as reviewers for workplans, special studies, draft reports, and 
communication products; as well as provide technical oversight on the workplan 
implementation. 
 
During discussion of the TG role, participants asked about the status of the program’s charter. 
Matt Freese commented that the charter is still in draft form pending approval by the State 
Board. Tom Mumley clarified that while the group’s charter has not been officially accepted by 
the State Waterboard, the group should consider the charter as the final version for all intents 
and purposes. Kelly Moran added that consensus around the draft charter has been established 
with various participants. Following this, the conversation turned to the need to establish a 
website or communication pathway by which interested stakeholders and the public can access 
information on the status of the program’s efforts. The group resolved to create a publicly 
accessible website and to post approved UPCMP committee agendas, meeting summaries, and 
summaries of existing urban pesticide monitoring work. Discussion of the program’s 
commitment to transparency also prompted a charge for the Steering Committee, specifically, to 
establish a strategic communication plan. 
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Action Items: 

● Work to create an online platform to post UPCMP meeting agendas and summaries 
(Melissa Foley, Matt Freese) 

● Add new and missing members to the group’s email list (Melissa Foley) 
● Include communications discussions in the next UPCMP Steering Committee agenda 

(Melissa Foley) 

3. Discussion: Priority Management Questions 
The TG was asked to review the previously drafted priority management questions, which had 
also been discussed at the SC meeting in September 2019. The main input needed on the 
questions was regarding the feasibility of responding to them, specifically from a scientific 
perspective. The three management questions related to (1) toxicity and regulatory targets, (2) 
pesticide concentrations and possible targets of concern, and (3) noticeable changes in trends 
and the possible drivers. 
 
The bulk of the discussion revolved around clarifying and defining seemingly vague terms 
included in the questions. This topic identified that such definitions will actually be based on the 
program’s data needs and uses, and will be important points to address in the Year 1 Workplan. 
For example, a method to identify water bodies that are considered relevant for monitoring will 
need to be developed. Along these lines, the group agreed on the need to establish baseline 
knowledge in the form of water bodies currently on the 303(d) list, and existing pesticide 
monitoring efforts and site locations from other groups (e.g., DPR, USGS, SWAMP SPoT). 
 
Clarifying that a numeric toxicity endpoint will be associated with the State Waterboard 
amendments, the group also discussed what is meant by “pesticide-related toxicity” and what 
level of proof is required to attribute observed toxicity to pesticides. Deciding what actions to 
take if observed toxicity not related to pesticides is encountered will be critical due to the cost 
implications of the decision.  
 
There was additional group discussion about separating the third priority management question 
into two questions. The TG thought the two parts of the question could require different types of 
data and monitoring because the trends could be related to management actions and/or 
changes in pesticide uses. The meeting participants felt comfortable proposing the now, four 
priority management questions to the Steering Committee - with the idea that certain terms will 
be defined through the planning process. 
 
Action Items: 

● Share DPR sampling plans and list of sampling sites/site summaries (Robert Budd) 
● Share SWAMP SPoT summary chapter and monitoring site list (Bryn Phillips) 
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4. Discussion: Workplan for Year 1 
Becky Sutton presented the meeting participants with a possible workplan structure and 
approach that included two components - regular regional monitoring, and special study work. 
Accounting for the logistic and funding constraints of monitoring the whole state each year, 
Becky proposed that monitoring efforts rotate between regions. Dan Wang noted that the 
monitoring data would be much more useful if it covered portions of every region each year, 
based on the yearly variation observed in DPR data and modeling efforts. 
 
Becky then outlined a potential special study to conduct a statewide screening of imidacloprid, 
which could address the needs of the second priority management question and possibly 
address the spatial aspect associated with the third. Imidacloprid is a high priority for this sort of 
work because of its high usage, and the desire to place existing DPR monitoring of “worst-case 
scenarios” into a state-wide context. Becky mentioned fipronil and its degradates as the next 
highest priority, which Robert Budd and Dan Wang noted as an important addition given that 
fipronil can sometimes be detected along with imidacloprid in one analytical test, and assessed 
for toxicity using the same indicator species. 
 
The discussion then shifted to higher-level topics; reminding the group that the Year 1 Workplan 
would not establish the full monitoring design, but rather should include options and associated 
recommendations on what sort of implementation the State Waterboard should consider. While 
constraints related to lab capacity, field sampling logistics, funding, and design integrity should 
be taken into account, the main priority of the Workplan would be to outline what is necessary to 
sufficiently answer the priority management questions. Various meeting participants brought up 
points that highlighted the importance of understanding the existing knowledge and where gaps 
remain. A review of existing programs and sampling locations will help identify the data gaps 
and inform the monitoring design.  
 
The group also discussed the various limitations that the monitoring design would need to 
account for, including funding, lab capacities, and sampling logistics (especially accessing 
sites). What can be successfully implemented and what would be ideal for informing modeling 
efforts may not always match. 
 
The conversation was briefly paused to allow time to schedule the next meeting. Afterward, the 
meeting participants discussed other possible data resources, and particularly, what data would 
be useful to share with Dan Wang to inform her modeling efforts. This modeling work could then 
help prioritize and evaluate sampling locations and data needs. Additionally, Kelly Moran posed 
a task to the group to think about what is needed to build, specifically, the long-term monitoring 
design. Chris Sommers also noted that while the Year 1 Workplan should be considered 
somewhat like a pilot study, the planning efforts are still an opportunity to start the analysis 
needed to inform the long-term design. 
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Action Items: 
● Ask USGS for 2017 pesticide study design (Melissa Foley) 
● Provide Dan Wang with information on bioassessment work and green infrastructure 

data (Jian Peng and Chris Sommers) 
● Provide ideas on potential special studies, year 1 monitoring via email (All members) 

5. Review action items and schedule next meeting 
In the interest of time, Melissa Foley suggested that the group meet again in early March and 
decide on the exact date through a doodle poll. The meeting participants agreed on this time 
frame. Melissa then reiterated the action items that had been established throughout the 
meeting, including those for group members and ASC staff.  
 
Action Item: 

● Schedule next meeting (Melissa Foley) 
 


