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The meeting agenda, summary, and PowerPoint presentations are available at:

http://www.sfei.org/rmp/rmp_minutes_agendas.html#exposure

1. Introductions, Review of Agenda, and Meeting Goals - Bruce Thompson
2. Role of the Benthic Workgroup - Bruce Thompson

· Current language: Provide guidance, advice, and opinion on RMP benthic monitoring, special studies, and long term plans.
· Initially, the role of the WG primarily addressed issues pertaining to Sediment Quality Objectives, not solely those relevant to the RMP.  Can this workgroup continue to provide guidance to both SQO and RMP benthic topics?  Should it be formalized under the RMP, as a sub-workgroup of the Exposure and Effects Workgroup (EEWG)?
It was generally agreed that one WG was the best approach, recognizing that there will be times that the WG addresses issues relevant to one program or the other.  However, this will provide a good way to maintain communication and coordination between the programs.   Bruce invited Benthic Workgroup members to submit ideas for the wording of the group’s role in order to properly address the dual purpose.  One general agreement is that the group should be called the Benthic Workgroup, rather than the RMP Benthic Workgroup.
3.  Status of the Classification Analysis - Ananda Ranasinghe

Ana presented the results of his follow-up classification analyses, as recommended at the September, 2009 meeting.  His main questions for the workgroup were: 

1) Does the inclusion of year-long data change the assemblages?

2) Does the expanded taxonomy in the limnetic areas change the assemblages for summer or all months?

3) Can the manuscript be started?

In response to Karen’s question regarding the choice of years 2000 and 2007, Ananda replied that those years provided 'random' spatial coverage of the Bay.   Heather asked if dry year data was compared with wet year data, because assemblages can change based on water year-type.  The year type is not as important in polyhaline and mesohaline environments, where communities will simply move geographically, rather than change their composition.  In limnetic environments, however, wet years could change the composition of a community, thus assemblages.  Data from 2006, a wet year, was included in the limnetic re-run.  
Sarah stated that the NOAA samples that were reconciled with WEMAP were included in the data. However, the remaining NOAA samples need to be evaluated.  The data sets used random samples, which may enter into areas with aquatic vegetation, which should be avoided if possible.
Based on Ana's analysis, the classification groups from June 2009 appear to hold up, with some scatter, when data from all months are used in comparison with just the summer.  On the other hand, expanding the taxonomy within the limnetic classification appeared to produce some different clusters.   
It is unclear how the expanded taxonomy results should be used in the limnetic assemblage.  Steve Bay advocated using all information available.  However, Heather mentioned that oligochaetes are not good indicators of assemblages, so the speciation of them may not be necessary at this phase.  It is possible that when the assemblages can be used for assessing impairment that they will be more useful.
Bruce offered to examine the dendrograms more closely, to evaluate exactly what changed in each run, and that he would appreciate help from Sarah and Heather.
Steve Weisberg concluded that the manuscript can be started, with remaining questions:

1) wet years vs. dry years (Ananda)

2) limnetic sub-divisions (Bruce and Heather)

3) 8 groups vs. 9 groups in the NOAA data (Sarah)

These issues may be resolved while the ms is in progress, and included as necessary in the discussion.   Bruce said that they would try to have a draft manuscript by late summer.  

4.  Results of the Best Professional Judgment (BPJ) Exercise - Bruce and Aroon
Bruce and Aroon presented the results of the mesohaline and limnetic BPJ exercises.  The objective of this exercise was to evaluate the levels of agreement among experts in classifying and ranking benthic samples from those assemblages, and to compare these results with those from the higher salinity California bays.  
Lower levels of agreement were obtained in this exercise than for the polyhaline SF Bay samples.   This appeared to be primarily due to differences in the use of indicators and in philosophical differences about relationships between disturbance and benthic responses.   Steve Weisberg explained that in the polyhaline exercise, these differences converged to produced comparatively good agreement about benthic condition, but apparently did not contributed to lower levels of agreement in the mesohaline and limnetic assemblages.  
Sarah suggested that the site rankings be compared with the existing chemistry and toxicity data, which reflect how she originally chose the sites.  This information could also be shared with the experts in any subsequent BPJ exercises.  It was requested that Sarah develop a map of the BPJ sites.  

Bruce stated that a report / manuscript has been drafted, which will be presented to the experts in June, and hopefully completed in late summer.
5.  Next Steps for Mesohaline Index Development - Aroon Melwani
A key goal is to determine a reliable benthic disturbance gradient among the BPJ sites.  The question arose on the efficacy of omitting samples or experts who are outliers from the gradient.  However, Mike Johnson, among others, feels that it is philosophically biased to omit experts, because of the possibility that the outlier expert is the only correct one.  It would be acceptable to omit a few sites, but only if a reasonable gradient could then be created.
The project coordinators could reopen discussion with the experts, and ask them to change their evaluations if necessary to come to agreement on a gradient.  This would require a calibration or validation of the gradient with a second BPJ exercise, and Steve Weisberg considers calibrating the more important focus.  In order to use the gradient, an a priori definition of “good agreement” with the gradient is needed.  Mike Johnson suggested that R2 of 0.8 may be considered good, though ultimately the results will be used for management, so it will require a decision, perhaps not statistical or scientific, of what is good enough.
The group also considered whether to adapt the existing indices, the Index Benthic Integrity (IBI) and the Relative Benthic Index (RBI), or to create a new index based on the BPJ exercise gradient.  Bruce pointed out that there are no existing indices in the Delta, and some method of benthic assessment was going to be needed.  Steve Bay proposed a workshop to focus on assessment methods in the Delta.  
6.  Long-term Plans for RMP Benthic Studies in the Bay - Aroon Melwani
There was general agreement that this committee should continue to meet.  Jay Davis said that he would ensure that the RMP supported the Work Group.  Steve Weisberg recommended considering enlarging the group to include other participants who could be helpful.
Jay solicited ideas for proposals to receive RMP funding in 2011. Aroon Melwani suggested further gradient studies be conducted in the future, and there was general support for this idea, potentially including targeted sites.  Sarah proposed two studies, one on standardizing benthic taxonomy in the Bay Area, and one a reassessment of hot spots using new SQO assessment techniques.  Steve Weisberg requested that any new proposals be cast in the context of the long- term plans of the EEWG and RMP.  
There was general agreement that a future gradient study would be useful, but that the benthic taxonomy and hot spots proposals, as presented, would not fit into the long-term plan of the workgroup.

There were no new ideas for 2011 funding put forward in this meeting. However, the group would like to meet regularly in the future, and evaluate its proposals in the context of the RMP and SQOs.

Chris asked for advice from the workgroup on how to interpret the benthos data that are being collected in the Delta as required by permits.  Currently, there is no good standard for interpreting the data, and Chris will be running a workshop with the Central Valley Regional Board within the next few months.  Steve Bay suggested scheduling a workshop in order to address this question, since there is currently no proven and reliable manner to interpret these data.  The data being collected, however, will still be useful in the future when an assessment method is developed.

Action Items:
· Work group members to submit ideas for the wording of the group’s role in order to properly address the dual purpose.
· Work group continue to meet.
· Staff will complete final checks on the classification analysis and prepare a manuscript. 

· Staff will consider further discussions with the experts to optimize the BPJ results.
· Staff will revise and complete the BPJ manuscript.
· Staff to continue work on mesohaline index.  Test existing indices, and evaluate possible new indices.
· Steve Bay will coordinate a workshop to discuss Delta index tools
· RMP staff will review long term plans and revise or resubmit benthic proposal ideas for further discussion. 
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