Medicine Lake Water Quality Monitoring Meeting
Field Meeting at Medicine Lake, 2PM

9-8-2011

In attendance: Allie Houser (AH), Rene Henery (RH) (University of Nevada, Reno (UNR) - Aquatic Ecosystems Laboratory (AEL)), Ric Costales (RC) (Siskiyou County Natural Resource Policy Specialist), Cathy Kindquist (CK), (Natural Resource Manager for the Pit River Tribe), Christina Pearson (CP), Kimberly Anderson (KA), Nancy Nordensten (NN)
Summary of Action Items from Meeting:

Rene – will provide an itemized budget, framed in terms of the different phases of project work, within two weeks (September 23).

Ric – will inform the Board of Supervisor’s about the project and seek their approval to continue his work, including: 1) reaching out to certain landowners to discuss the project; 2) letting Cathy know it’s okay to proceed (from the BOS end) with approaching the Shasta Tribe; 3) will speak with Terry Barber about whether there is any potential funding from (or through) the County for the project.

Chrissy – will update Perry Chocktoot on the meeting and give him a heads up that Cathy will likely be contacting him about a joint grant proposal.

Kimberly – will ask the Regional Office for $50,000 (pending Rene’s budget), and let them know this is a multi-year effort.  KA will also approach the Sierra Nevada Conservancy folks about their funding area.

Cathy – will approach the Pit River Tribal Council to get permission to work with the Shasta and Klamath Tribes on a joint grant proposal; she’ll also talk to EPA folks and the BIA (tribal wildlife grants) about potential funding.

Allie – will continue to research the land/water ownership question. Allie will also talk to Jayne about getting the data from the water quality work done for the geothermal projects in the area.

Nancy – meeting minutes

I. Introductions
II. Background (Allie)

a. The USFS is interested in pursuing water quality monitoring at Medicine Lake for 4 primary reasons – 1) public comments have been recently received expressing concerns regarding potential water quality and water-related public health issues at Medicine Lake; 2) the Modoc National Forest (MNF) would like to honor our ‘good faith commitment’ to work with the Pit River and Klamath Tribes to implement the Medicine Lake Highlands Historic Properties Management Program (HPMP); 3) the Modoc Land and Resource Management Plan (LRMP) directs us to maintain and periodically monitor the water quality of Medicine Lake(ML); and 4) in the 1986 Medicine Lake Water Quality Study, the Forest Hydrologist recommended that water quality sampling should continue in the future, specifically they should start again in 1988. 
b. Historic data is available to use as a baseline for this study.  Between 1982 and 1986, MNF Forest Hydrologist (Richard Jones) developed several Medicine Lake water quality monitoring plans and conducted water quality monitoring at 5 sites at the lake.  

c. The results of the five years of 1980s baseline data collection indicated that “Medicine Lake is not being polluted by recreation impacts.” However, the study did recommend that monitoring continue at the lake, at longer intervals. The report recommended monitoring water quality again in 1988.  No water quality monitoring has been conducted at the lake since 1986.

d.  It should be noted that monitoring was initiated, in part, due to an anticipated increase in use after the road to ML was paved in 1983.  As a result, three years of data collection (1984-1986) included measurements of oil, grease, and petrochemical hydrocarbons, which were recorded at ‘less than detectable levels’ all three years.  In addition, the monitoring concluded that acid deposition was not significantly affecting the lake.

(AH) The HPMP is a tool used to guide management practices.  The document is a guide and a good faith effort made by in part by the FS to implement the suggested practices.  

Questions that were raised:

1. (RC/RH) Did the USGS do any monitoring in the 1990’s, when Calpine/CalEnergy were working the area…Allie to look into this.

2. (CK) What parameters were measured…Allie will make sure she sent the 1980s data to CK.
III. Sampling Options (Rene)
a. The first thing needed in developing a monitoring plan is to identify our objectives for sampling.

For example:  If the goal is to examine the effects of water quality on people and wildlife we would look at three primary factors: 1) presence of pollution resulting from petroleum-related sources (i.e. boats); 2) the presence of toxic algae; 3) presence of coliforms; and possibly 4) presence of pesticides/chemicals resulting from land management practices.  Alternatively, if the goal is to look at a broader range of objectives (measuring ecosystem health/hydrologic cycles/etc.), a much larger suite of parameters could be added to our measurements.

b. The second consideration is how to go about measuring selected parameters, since there can be variations day to day and month to month.

Suggested interval:  monthly sampling (3 or 4 months: July – October) and one winter sample.

c. Approaches: there are 3 components to the work associated with this project: 1) data collection (includes training and QA/QC monitoring of data collection); 2) data analysis (current and 1980’s data); and, 3) data interpretation/reporting.  Several different combinations of university staff, agency folks, and local people could be used to complete these components:
i. Find a local person (tribal/students/residents) who lives in the area to do the data collection.  AEL would train the data collectors on protocol and do QA/QC field checks on data collection. The UNR lab would support this individual by doing lab analysis of data and preparing reports.  
ii. AEL hires a tribal member as a graduate student directly to do data collection, and the student works in the lab to do data analysis and reporting.  In this case the lab ‘owns’ the data collected.

iii. Another researcher works relatively independently to collect and do lab analysis of data.  AEL receives the data and prepares the report. This is AEL’s least preferred option because they have no QA/QC control.  At a minimum they would like to be involved in training and in periodic field checks to review data collection procedures. 
Discussion that ensued:

· (RH) – the data collector does not necessarily have to be a graduate student; they could also be pursuing a bachelor’s degree. (CK) -- noted that the tribe would have more trouble locating and/or financially supporting a Master’s/PhD candidate.
· If a tribal member isn’t interested or available, an agency or local person could take on this work, or it could be a mix of these folks.

· (RC) – the university/USFS need to have excellent QA/QC control over data collection and analysis to ensure there is no dispute over the validity of the data itself. The County Public Health Department needs to be comfortable with the protocol/implementation standards adopted.

· (CK) – noted that this data will receive many levels of review (UNR, USFS, County, Tribal)

· (RC) – data design should give consideration on how to unambiguously tie any pollution detected to its specific source.

· (KA) – would like to create day camp opportunities for kids to come up and participate in a day of sampling and learn about the lake.

IV. What is the best format for public/tribal involvement in project?
It was agreed that we need to seek buy-in from all groups before refining/starting the project so that when the data comes out, it will be easier to work through the ‘what do we do with the data’ question.  This should be everyone’s project – a joint venture that addresses the interests of all involved.  We need to find out what those interests are.

a. (RC) – will ask around to identify the leaders of the different interested ‘factions’ and reach out to them in individually to broach the topic.

b. (RC) – noted that the Shasta Tribe is passionate about this ground but not federally recognized, however the County Board of Supervisors (BOS) will want to notify them about this work.

c. (CK) – has worked well with a member of the Shasta Tribe, she will speak with the Pit River Tribal Council about approaching him and getting Shasta involvement in project.

V. Jurisdiction
The question of who owns/manages what at the lake was discussed but needs further clarification:  Thus far it’s been determined:

a. The USFS and private entities have jurisdiction of the land around the lake

b. The State of California owns the land under the lake.
c. The EPA sets standards/thresholds for water quality…we need to find out what these are.

d. The RWQCB will need to be involved for issues that affect water quality.

e. Allie has been working on resolving the question of who actually has jurisdiction over the water in the lake and will continue her research on this.
f. All agreed that we need to reach out to these agencies early in the process of developing this project.

VI. Funding

(RH) -  will provide an itemized budget that we can use to pursue initial funding discussions.  Keep in mind that we should run the data collection work for a minimum of 2 years.  Ballpark figure for graduate student and full suite of analysis and reporting for one year is $50,000. A couple of potential sources were mentioned including: 
a. BIA funding – UNR can work with tribes (Pit River, Klamath, and Shasta) to develop a joint grant application. (CK) -- will approach Council about pursuing the funding discussion with other tribes.

b. USFS funding (KA) -- will approach the Regional Office (RO) about project funding (est. 50K); KA also mentioned that MNF might be able to reserve a small core amount out of 2012 budget.
c. Sierra Nevada Conservancy (KA) – will talk to folks at the Conservancy to see whether the Highlands can be included in their area of consideration for funding.

d. County (RC) – unlikely the County can provide funding.
e. TNC – (CP) mentioned we can contact them, in addition to reviewing our existing partnerships.

f. Bella Vista Foundation (RC) –provides ecosystem restoration grants for California and Oregon in specific watersheds.
VII. Next meeting

October 13 or 20th via conference call.  KA and AH will confirm time and dates and send out call-in information.  Objective – share everyone’s findings and prepare for a public meeting which we would like to hold in early November.

