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Bay RMP Technical Review Committee Meeting 
March 12, 2020 - San Francisco Estuary Institute 

 

Meeting Summary 
 
Attendees (all participants remotely attending) 
TRC Member Affiliation Representing Present 

Irene Lui-Wong EBMUD POTW no 

Yuyun Shang EBMUD POTW yes 

Mary Lou Esparza Central Contra Costa Sanitary District POTW yes 

Tom Hall EOA, Inc. POTW yes 

Ross Duggan City and County of SF CCSF no 

Anne Hansen Balis City of San Jose POTW yes 

Bridgette DeShields* Integral Consulting Refineries yes 

Chris Sommers BASMAA (EOA, Inc.) Stormwater yes 

Shannon Alford Port of San Francisco Dredgers no 

Richard Looker SF Bay Regional WQCB Water Board yes 

Luisa Valiela US EPA US EPA -IX yes 

Ian Wren Baykeeper NGOs yes 

Jim Mazza US Army Corps of Engineers USACE no 

Heather Peterson SFPUC CCSF yes 

Xavier Fernandez SF Bay Regional WQCB Water Board yes 
*Chair; alternates in gray and italicized 
 
Guests and Staff 

● Jay Davis - SFEI 
● Melissa Foley - SFEI (office) 
● Nina Buzby - SFEI (office) 
● Alicia Gilbreath - SFEI (office) 
● Don Yee - SFEI 

● Cristina Grosso - SFEI (office) 
● Miguel Mendez - SFEI 
● Paul Salop - AMS 
● Diana Lin - SFEI 
● Becky Sutton - SFEI 
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● Scott Dusterhoff - SFEI ● Lester Mckee - SFEI 
 

1. Introductions and Review Agenda 
 
Given public health concerns, the Technical Review Committee (TRC) members and meeting 
participants were encouraged to attend the meeting remotely. To help the meeting run 
smoothly, Melissa Foley began with a brief summary of best practices for virtual meetings. 
Additionally, members and SFEI staff were introduced via roll call.  
 
After quickly reviewing the agenda items, Melissa Foley noted a small change in the science 
update and encouraged participants to keep track of ideas to discuss during the final Plus/Delta 
agenda item.  
 

2. Decision: Approve Meeting Summary from December 12, 2019, and 
Confirm/Set Dates for Future Meetings 

 
No one expressed any comments on the past meeting summary, nor conflicts with the 
September or December meeting dates. However, the Nutrient Management Strategy (NMS) 
Steering Committee meeting takes place the day after the planned June 11th meeting. Meeting 
participants agreed that the next TRC meeting should be rescheduled to Wednesday, June 
24th.  
 
Melissa also informed the TRC that the Multi-Year Planning (MYP) meeting date is Wednesday, 
October 21st,  and the 2020 RMP Annual meeting is on Tuesday, October 6th.  
 
Action Item: 

● Reschedule June TRC meeting to 6/24 (Nina Buzby, 3/31/20) 
 
Decision: 

● Chris Sommers motioned to approve the December 12, 2019, meeting summary. Mary 
Lou Esparza seconded the motion, the motioned was carried by all present members. 

 
3. Information: MYP and SC Meeting Summary from January 22, 2020 

 
Melissa Foley provided a summary of the continued MYP discussion and SC meeting that was 
held in January. The SC approved the discontinuation of bivalve S&T sampling, workgroup 
budgets, as well as the 2020 Multi-Year Plan and Detailed Workplan. Additionally, the SC 
decided that ~$37K of available MMP funds would be allocated to a project studying sunscreens 
in effluent. Given the recent influx of additional MMP funds, Melissa suggested that the TRC flag 
any unfunded special studies as potential options for future allocations.  
 

4. Information: Workgroup Dates and Special Studies Budget 
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Melissa informed the Committee members of the workgroup meeting schedule and the decision 
to make all meetings entirely remote attendance. She noted that the Sediment Workgroup held 
the first of two meetings on March 3rd where the meeting participants prioritized a number of 
project directions, but did not explicitly define and assign proposals. This, in combination with 
the fact that the WG was in the midst of developing a conceptual model, prompted an altered 
timeline for the WG special studies. At the Workgroup meeting, Tom Mumley communicated 
that the SC could be amenable to approve funds for a general allocation that would be further 
developed in the fall. 
 
The consensus among the TRC members was to have some specific details by the June TRC 
meeting, particularly because the Committee will be comparing them to more detailed studies 
from other Workgroups and to allow for a fair comparison of all the studies. RMP staff have 
begun reaching out to possible proposal contributors in preparation for the May 7th Sediment 
WG meeting, with the goal to prioritize studies at the meeting and develop full proposals for the 
June TRC meeting. 
 

5. Discussion: Workgroup Efficiency and Future Structure  
 
With the intention of beginning the conversation on the future structure of RMP Workgroups, 
Melissa presented the overall budget associated with WG support and strategy efforts. Melissa 
reviewed the costs associated with convening the WGs, as well as developing the strategy 
documents associated with each WG. Costs for convening and strategy currently represent 27% 
of the funds available for WGs and Special Studies. Increasing costs associated with convening 
WGs results in less money for Special Studies. She also quickly outlined the value, deliverables, 
future questions, and overlap potential of each WG. The TRC members were then asked to 
consider the percentage of the special studies budget required, possible efficiencies, as well as 
any possible gaps in the current structure. Melissa also posed a few ideas on restructuring and 
the corresponding savings, highlighting that there were no obvious initial options. 
 
The group suggested looking into ways to reduce the strategy costs associated with the 
Emerging Contaminants and Sources, Pathways, and Loadings WGs. For the most part, the 
TRC agreed there was not a clear way to rework the structure. There was general consensus 
that the status of the MPWG could be reviewed in June after seeing the WG’s proposals and 
prioritizations. The Selenium WG Special Studies could be moved to Status & Trends in the 
future, but additional work in South Bay and with Regional Board 5 may require continuation of 
this WG. The PCB WG could potentially go dormant after the TMDL update, but Xavier 
Fernandez and Luisa Valiela stressed that there will likely be a need for more studies in the next 
few years to support that effort. Related to costs, most Committee members agreed that the 
amount of money being spent on convening WGs seemed reasonable, but would ideally be 
lowered. Chris Sommers indicated that it is probably possible to reduce the level of effort and 
budget for convening the Small Tributary Loading Strategy Team. Multiple members noted the 
value of the products and recommendations that come from the WGs warrant the costs. For 
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further discussions on this topic, it would be useful to think about which Special Studies are not 
being funded due to lack of funds that have immediate management needs.  
 
Action Items: 

● Bring WG budget organization graphic to June TRC meeting (Melissa Foley, 6/24/20) 
 

6. Discussion: Status & Trends Redesign Update 
 
Melissa Foley provided the TRC members with an update on the outcomes of previous S&T 
subgroup meetings and plans for moving forward on the Status and Trends review, with the 
intention of receiving feedback on the timing and scope of the review process. The subgroup 
proposed conducting the review by “uber matrix” (e.g., water, sediment, biota) that cover the 
current S&T components. Experts will convene for an initial meeting that will cover the 
management context and scope of changes, and outline the process for developing and 
implementing recommendations. While outlining a basic schedule, Melissa communicated the 
hope to present a synthesis of recommendations to the TRC in December 2021. The experts 
currently lined up for the process include Tom Grieb (Chair), Tony Olson (statistician), Derek 
Muir (CECs and water), Harry Ohlendorf (biota), Jim Meador (biota), Maggie Dutch (sediment), 
and Lisa Nowell (sediment). 
 
After asking for feedback from TRC members, Richard Looker emphasized the importance of 
being explicit about charge questions with the expert advisors, as well as noted two of the 
bigger challenges to the redesign work: the amount of change that can be detected with the 
current structure and what level of detection is needed for management. Jay Davis also 
commented that the current schedule is ambitious, so the TRC shouldn’t yet consider December 
2021 as a hard deadline. 
 

7. Information: Vessel Coordination 
 
Melissa Foley informed the Committee members of a recent meeting between various vessel 
owners and users that was held to identify the needs and availability of research vessels in the 
Bay. The meeting revealed that the Interagency Ecological Program (IEP) is developing a 
resilience plan for their vessels that can serve as a guide for the ongoing conversation. SFEI 
staff and others are gathering information on vessel needs, capabilities, and capacity for work. 
 
Ian Wren asked for details on the factors contributing to vessel shortage, which Melissa 
explained as lack of staff and staff availability, as well as uncertainty in funding structures for 
low-use vessels (e.g., USGS). Melissa did note that the meeting revealed a hopeful partnership 
with CalMaritime Academy, that will soon be replacing some of its older vessels, are starting an 
oceanography degree program, and are searching for more cadet training opportunities.  
 

8. Information: Confirm Design for North Bay Margins Sampling 
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Don Yee reviewed the finalized map of sampling locations, noting oversample locations and 
changes in Carquinez sites that had previously been communicated to the TRC.  The TRC was 
notified that a new lab will analyze TOC, TN, and grain size. Some possibilities have been 
identified, and Don will be selecting a lab based on the labs abilities to meet the RMP QA 
requirements. Additionally, the meeting participants were asked about the priority of testing for 
PAHs, and whether North Bay samples should be archived or if all three sets of margins 
samples should be analyzed in 2021. General consensus was to archive North Bay sediment for 
possible future PAH analysis.  
 
Action Items: 

● Update TRC on sampling location feasibility, based on MLML response and lab selection 
(Don Yee, 6/24/20) 

● Archive North Bay sediment for PAH analysis (Don Yee, 9/30/20) 
 

9. Discussion: Copper Results from BAL from 2019 Water Cruise 
 
Don Yee presented the 2019 water cruise results comparing copper (Cu) concentrations from 
the two preparation methods used by Brooks Analytical Labs (BAL). This comparison work is a 
continuation of efforts focused on the switch from reductive precipitation (RP) to column 
chelation (CC) that BAL enacted in 2017. In 2017 results showed a 50% higher bias in CC 
results, which was lowered to 20-30% bias in 2019 results. For both years, the majority of the 
biased results were from LSB samples, which Don suggested was due to higher DOC levels 
and overall higher Cu concentrations in the region. 
 
The TRC agreed with Don’s suggestion to continue comparing both methods. Tom Hall 
recommended working with San Jose (e.g., collecting split samples) because they regularly 
collect copper samples in LSB. Other TRC members were interested in further exploring the 
bias in LSB. However, the lack of accurate DOC results from the 2019 samples, as well as the 
level of effort required to investigate the relationship would make such efforts difficult.  
 

10.Decision: Data Exploration Challenge Judging 
 
Cristina Grosso began the item by reminding the TRC members of the eligibility and evaluation 
criterion for the Data Exploration Challenge. Nina Buzby then gave an overview of four of the six 
submissions, highlighting pros and cons associated with each entry. Two submissions were not 
shown to the TRC because they did not utilize CD3 data, a requirement of the challenge.  
 
TRC members then voted on the presented submissions by rating four metrics for each of them 
on a scale from one to five. Only one of the submissions came from a high school student, 
therefore that submission was automatically attributed the 1st place prize. The TRC agreed that 
this student should also receive the prize money originally meant for the 2nd place high school 
entry. The winners for the university-level category both came from UC Davis. First and second 
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place were, respectively, a team of undergraduates and a PhD candidate. Both teams focused 
on PCBs.  
 
Cristina then went over metrics that the TRC had previously identified as methods to evaluate 
the success of the challenge. While participation in the challenge had increased 2-fold (6 
participants to 12 participants), the TRC members agreed that the main goal of encouraging 
engagement with CD3 was still not met. Heather Peterson shared comments she received from 
friends who were teachers that it would have been more ideal if the challenge timing 
corresponded better with the lull in coursework that AP students experience in late spring. 
Additionally these teachers commented on a desire for more instruction on how to access and 
utilize the data. The general feeling from the meeting participants was to hold the challenge for 
an additional year, with an extended time frame (i.e., September to May), but if levels of 
participation did not substantially improve, to suspend the competition.  
 
Jay Davis brought up the idea of providing feedback to Challenge participants, noting issues 
with some of the findings of the UC Davis PCB group. TRC members agreed that providing brief 
feedback would be a positive addition, and contribute to the educational aspect of the challenge. 
 
Action Items: 

● Discuss new scenario for 2020 Data Challenge at June TRC meeting (Cristina Grosso, 
6/24/20) 

● Announce winners and provide feedback to challenge participants (Melissa Foley, 
3/31/20) 

 
11. Information: Science Update - Steinberger Slough 

 
Prior to the presentation, Jay Davis noted that the science update for the meeting was initially 
planned to be an update on the Nutrient Management Strategy (NMS). Because Dave Senn 
was unavailable to present, the update would instead cover the Steinberger Slough PCB 
Conceptual Model Report, which had recently been sent out for review. Jay Davis, Don Yee, 
and Alicia Gilbreath presented on the chapters of the report they each authored.  
 
Jay began the presentation by providing an overview of the Priority Margin Unit (PMU) location, 
noting unique characteristics and high concentration source areas. Alicia Gilbreath then outlined 
the methods and results of the Loadings chapter, noting the use of a Regional Watershed 
Spreadsheet Model to characterize the surrounding watersheds and catchment areas. The vast 
majority of PCBs were flushed from the landscape during smaller storms. Additionally, despite 
the fact that the area was mostly made up of residential land use, the highest proportion of PCB 
loads come from commercial and old industrial areas.  
 
Don Yee then described the investigations on the short- and long-term fate of the PCBs.Don 
noted that unlike previous PMU studies, he  used a 2-box model given the differences between 
Redwood Creek and Steinberger Slough. The model simulated the flow of discharged water, as 
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well as mixing, to investigate contributions and PCB fate in the Slough complex. Before showing 
the fate projections analyses, Don highlighted that the higher ambient concentrations of PCBs in 
the South Bay compared to Central Bay indicate a scenario that will constrain recovery of the 
PMU. Similar to other PMUs, the report found SSC to be an influential parameter that hastened 
the time to reach steady state. The burial term introduced in the Redwood Creek model also 
influenced concentrations and time to recovery.  
 
Jay then presented on bioaccumulation impacts in the area, noting that recent 2019 S&T Sport 
Fish monitoring revealed very little biota in Steinberger Slough. The monitoring goal was to 
catch shiner surfperch for PCB monitoring. No fish, including shiner surfperch, were caught in 
Steinberger Slough; fish were caught in Redwood Creek. Jay then summarized answers to the 
management questions articulated for the study, noting that the PMU would expect a decline in 
PCB levels if loads were reduced. However, because of the unique, light congeners found at the 
Pulgas Pump Station source area thought to contribute the majority of PCB loads from this 
subwatershed, it is likely that reduction from that location would have a limited impact on PCB 
levels in fish tissue. 
 
Jay concluded the presentation by describing the next steps for PCB work in the area, 
specifying that the PCB Workgroup is pivoting to focus more on monitoring specific 
management actions and filling information gaps in preparation for the TMDL revision. 
 
The TRC members asked a few questions, mostly pertaining to the difficulties of catching 
surfperch in Steinberger Slough. Don Yee noted that the Luisa noted that the lack of biota in 
Steinberger Slough, compared to Redwood Creek, brings up toxicity concerns which would be a 
worthwhile conversation to have at another time. There was also discussion related to the 
upcoming passive sampler work being done in the PMU, specifically related to a CDFW 
retention pond located in the area. The meeting participants expressed interest in collecting a 
sediment core from that location given the opportunity to observe the PCB loading history from 
the watershed. In addition to an initial qualitative chronology, the TRC also suggested archiving 
core material if there is any future interest in the profile for dating or detecting historic markers. 
 
Action Item: 

● Send Steinberger Slough slide deck from all three presenters to TRC members (Melissa 
Foley, 3/19/20) 

● Archive core material from Steinberger Slough, if possible (Diana Lin, 9/30/20) 
 

12.Discussion: Communications Update 
 
Jay Davis updated the TRC members on communication materials and asked for topic ideas for 
upcoming Estuary News articles and a featured study for the 2020 RMP Update. Discussion 
amongst meeting participants led to the idea to cover vessel needs in the Bay for the Estuary 
News article. Additionally, the group came up with two featured study suggestions for the RMP 
Update: PCBs in dredged material and CECs in margin sediment.  
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13. Information: Status of Deliverables and Action Items 

 
Melissa Foley gave an update on incomplete work, noting multiple reports that were near 
completion (Steinberger Slough, Microplastics in Bivalves, Beneficial Reuse Workshop). 
Additionally Melissa identified recently completed reports, and the delay of CEC deliverables 
due to staff dedicating time to preparing for the ECWG meeting. 
 

14.Discussion: Plan Agenda Items for Future Meetings 
 
Based on previous discussions, Melissa identified the 2020 Annual Meeting agenda, special 
studies, workgroup structure, and a new Data Exploration Challenge scenario as agenda items 
for the next meeting. Because Dave Senn was unable to present at the March meeting, the 
science update will be on nutrients. Melissa noted that this update would provide helpful context 
on what NMS efforts the RMP funds support.  
 
Jay Davis also noted that an update on the Status and Trends redesign work should be a 
standing item on all TRC agendas until the efforts are completed. 
 

15.Plus/Delta 
 
The meeting participants provided feedback on the remote-meeting experience to help SFEI 
improve in preparation for similarly-remote WG meetings. TRC members commented on the 
difficulty and drawbacks of having to conduct remote meetings, and stressed the importance of 
preparing participants beforehand and encouraging active participation. Melissa Foley also 
asked that TRC members send her any other feedback that came to mind after the meeting. 
 
Adjourn 


