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Dry Weather Monitoring Workgroup-DRAFT Meeting Summary 
City of San Diego, 9370 Chesapeake Dr., San Diego, CA 92123 

Wednesday, February 18, 2009 
10:00 am-12:00 pm 

 
1. Introductions 

Attendees: 

 Name Organization 
1. Alison Witheridge City of Oceanside 

2. Tim Murphy City of Carlsbad 

3. Pavitra Rammohan PBS&J 

4. Christa Zacharias Nautilus Environmental 

5. Chris Stransky Nautilus Environmental 

6. Roger Morrison City of Poway 

7. Annie Hill San Diego County Regional Airport 
Authority 

8. Marisa Fontanoz City of Chula Vista 

9. Malik Tamimi City of La Mesa 

10. Helen Perry City of Santee 

11. Doug Coppi City of Vista 

12. Vasana Vipatapat City of Escondido 

13. Steve DiDonna County of San Diego 

14. Damon La Casella Port of San Diego 

15. Jeff Warner EDAW 

16. Blake Behringer City of El Cajon 

17. Arsalan Dadkhah D-MAX Engineering representing: 
City of National City 

18. Ken St. Clair City of San Marcos 

19. Courtenay White City of San Diego 

20. Chris Helmer City of Imperial Beach 

21. Jessica Erickson City of San Diego 

22. Mayela Padilla City of Encinitas 

 
2. Approval of previous minutes 

The Dry Weather Monitoring Workgroup Draft Meeting Summary from October14, 2008 was approved. 
   
3. Discussion of submission of Dry Weather Monitoring/ICID component of the JURMP late Fall 2008  

The Copermittees all submitted the IDDE and Dry Weather Monitoring reports by December 15, 2008.  
Many Copermittees referenced the storm water hotline complaint information in the Residential section 
and reported the results in the IDDE section of the JURMP Annual Report. 
 

4. Review of data sharing format for 2008 dry weather monitoring data and update on the 2008 Dry 
Weather Monitoring Data Submittal (refer to Handout #1) 
PBS&J developed the final data sharing format which Helen Perry emailed to all of the Copermittees in 
August 2008 and again on 2/19/09.  Andrea Crumpacker from Weston Solutions has approved of the 
final data sharing format.   
 
The Copermittees are responsible for completing QA/QC of all their own dry weather data before 
submitting it to Weston Solutions.  Weston will not QA/QC data on behalf of the Copermittees, the data 
that is sent to Weston will be used as-is.   

 
Action Item: Dry weather data submittals need to be submitted via email directly to Andrea 
Crumpacker at Weston Solution (andrea.crumpacker@westonsolutions.com) no later than May 1, 2009.   
 

5. Discuss review of action levels for dry weather monitoring 
The Copermittees have agreed that action levels for surfactants (MBAS) and ammonia will not be 
analyzed at this time.  The action levels will remain the same as in previous years.   
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D-Max has been asked to submit a revised proposal for updating action levels of Total Coliform 
bacteria, Fecal Coliform bacteria and Enterococcus bacteria.  Their scope of services will include three 
tasks; data collection, statistical analyses and report preparation.   
 

1) Data Collection: D-Max will assess the dry weather data from all of the 
Copermittees for 2002 through 2007.  D-Max currently has data for all the 
Copermittees from 2002 and needs to collect data from the following Copermittees 
for 2003.  Weston Solutions will provide data for the period of 2004 through 2007 to 
D-Max. 

2) Statistical Analyses: Organize data in a single format, conduct quality control to 
identify the outliers and eliminate them, conduct statistical analyses to calculate 
the 90 and 95 percent confidence intervals for each constituent.   

3) Report Preparation will include a short report summarizing the findings of the 
statistical analyses.   

 
Estimated cost for all three tasks is $9,420.00.  The project will be completed within one month after 
receiving all of the Copermittees data.   
 
Action Item: D-Max will let the Dry Weather Monitoring Workgroup know which Copermittees will need 
to submit their 2003 dry weather data to D-MAX Engineering.   

 
6. Discuss request from Regional Monitoring Group to develop more specific criteria on threat to human 

health and threat to aquatic health on trash assessment form (Handout #2) 
The Regional Monitoring Workgroup has asked the Dry Weather Monitoring Workgroup to consider 
adding more condition categories (i.e. high, medium and low) to the Copermittee’s Trash Assessment 
Form when identifying a threat to human health or aquatic health.  A copy of the Surface Water 
Ambient Monitoring Program’s “A Rapid Trash Assessment Method Applied to Water of the San 
Francisco Bay Region: Trash Measurement in Streams” was provided to the group for reference.  The 
last page of Appendix B contains a sample “Rapid Trash Assessment Worksheet” with varying 
categories.  

 
The City of San Diego currently uses their own Trash Assessment form with condition categories that 
are similar to those referenced in the San Francisco Bay Region and they have agreed to share a copy 
of their form with the workgroup. 
   
The Dry Weather Monitoring Workgroup will continue to reassess the options of developing more 
specific criteria on threats to human and aquatic health at the next Dry Weather Monitoring Meeting. 

 
7. Discuss development of workplan and budget for FY 2009-10 

The Dry Weather Monitoring Workgroup needs to establish a list of dry weather monitoring goals.  
Once the goals have been established, Helen Perry (City of Santee) will create a spreadsheet to 
estimate project costs for FY 2009-10.    
 

8. Other items 
 1)  MS4 Outfall Monitoring activities need to be completed by August 1, 2009.  Further Dry Weather 

Monitoring Workgroup discussions will include developing field sheets, spreadsheets and how to 
report the information.   

 
Action Item:  Helen Perry will follow-up with Jo Ann Weber (County of San Diego) for more direction 
on the MS4 Outfall Monitoring Program. 

 
9. Next Meeting to be held at the City of Santee, Conference Room-Building 5, 10601 Magnolia Avenue, 

Santee, CA 92071 on Tuesday, March 17th, 2009 from 10am - 12pm. 
 
 



































2008 City of San Diego Trash Assessment Worksheet 
 

Site ID:______________     Date:__________________    Observer(s):_______________ 

 
 

Length (ft):_____ Width (ft):_______ Depth (ft)______ Total (Cu Ft):______   Area 

Assessed % Coverage______ Total Volume:_____   

 

         Is trash readily visible to the public? (circle one)           Yes          No 
 

CONDITION CATEGORY 

 

Trash 

Assessment 

Parameter 

 

Optimal Sub optimal Marginal 

 

Poor 

 

Very Poor 

1. Level of 

Trash 

 

On first glance, no trash 

visible. Little or no trash (<10 

pieces) evident when 

streambed and stream banks 

are closely examined for litter 

and debris, for instance by 

looking under leaves 

On first glance, little or no 

trash visible. After close 

inspection small levels of 

trash (10-50 pieces) 

evident in stream bank 

and streambed. 

 

Trash is evident in low to 

medium levels (51- 100 

pieces) on first glance. 

Stream, bank surfaces, and 

riparian zone contain litter 

and debris. Evidence of site 

being used by people: 

scattered cans, bottles, food 

wrappers, blankets, and 

clothing. 

Trash distracts the eye on 

first glance. Stream, bank 

surfaces, and riparian zone 

contain substantial levels of 

litter and debris (101-400 

pieces). Site used frequently 

by people: blankets, many 

cans, bottles, and food 

wrappers, clothing. 

Site is significantly 

impacted by trash. Evidence 

of trash accumulation 

behind a constriction point 

or evidence of excessive 

dumping. Evaluated area 

contains substantial levels of 

litter and debris (>400 

pieces). 

SCORE 1 2 3 4 5 

2. # of 

Trash Items 

Found 

0 to 10 trash items found in 

observed stream reach. 

11 to 50 trash items found 

in observed stream reach. 

51 to 100 trash items found 

in observed stream reach. 

 

101-400 trash items found in 

observed stream reach.   

>400 pieces found in 

observed stream reach. 

SCORE 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Threat to 

Aquatic Life 

 

Trash, if any, is mostly paper 

or wood products or other 

biodegradable materials. 

Note: A large amount of 

rapidly biodegradable 

material like food waste 

creates high oxygen demand, 

and should not be scored as 

optimal. 

 

Little or no (<10 pieces) 

persistent, buoyant litter 

such as: hard or soft 

plastics, Styrofoam, 

balloons, cigarette butts. 

Presence of settleable, 

degradable, and nontoxic 

debris such as glass or 

metal. 

 

Medium prevalence (10-50 

pieces) of persistent, 

buoyant litter such as: hard 

or soft plastics, Styrofoam, 

balloons, cigarette butts. 

Larger deposits (< 50 

pieces) of settleable debris 

such as glass or metal. Any 

evidence of clumps of 

deposited yard waste or 

leaf litter. 

 

Large amount (51-100 

pieces) of persistent, 

buoyant litter such as: hard 

or soft plastics, balloons, 

Styrofoam, cigarette butts; 

toxic items such as batteries, 

lighters, or spray cans; large 

clumps of yard waste or 

dumped leaf litter; or large 

amount (51-100 pieces) of 

settleable glass or metal. 

>100 pieces of persistent, 

buoyant litter such as: hard 

or soft plastics, balloons, 

Styrofoam, cigarette butts; 

toxic items such as batteries, 

lighters, or spray cans; large 

clumps of yard waste or 

dumped leaf litter; or large 

amount (>100 pieces) of 

settleable glass or metal. 

SCORE 1 2 3 4 5 

4. Threat to 

Human 

Health 

 

No evidence of bacteria or 

virus hazards such as medical 

waste, diapers, pet or human 

waste. No toxic substances 

such as chemical containers 

or batteries. No ponded water 

for mosquito production. No 

evidence of puncture and 

laceration hazards such as 

broken glass or metal debris. 

No bacteria or virus 

hazards or sources of 

toxic substances, but 

small presence (<10 

pieces) of puncture and 

laceration hazards such as 

broken glass and metal 

debris. No presence of 

ponded water in trash 

items such as tires or 

containers for mosquito 

production. 

Presence of any one of the 

following: hypodermic 

needles or other medical 

waste; used diaper, pet 

waste, or human feces; any 

toxic substance such as 

chemical containers, 

batteries, or fluorescent 

light bulbs (mercury). 

Medium prevalence (10-50 

pieces) of puncture 

hazards.  

 

Presence of more than one 

of the items described in the 

marginal condition category, 

or high prevalence of any 

one item (e.g. 51-100 items 

that present a puncture or 

laceration hazards). 

 

Presence of more than one 

of the items described in the 

marginal condition category, 

or extremely high 

prevalence of any one item 

(e.g. >100 items that present 

a puncture or laceration 

hazards). 

 

SCORE 1 2 3 4 5 

5. Illegal 

Dumping 

 

 

No evidence of illegal 

dumping. No bags of trash, no 

yard waste, no household 

items placed at site to avoid 

proper disposal, no shopping 

carts. 

 

Some evidence of illegal 

dumping. Limited 

vehicular access limits the 

amount of potential 

dumping, or material 

dumped is diffuse paper-

based debris. 

 

 

Presence of one of the 

following: furniture, 

appliances, shopping carts, 

bags of garbage or yard 

waste, coupled with 

vehicular access that 

facilitates in-and-out 

dumping of materials to 

avoid landfill costs. 

 

Evidence of chronic 

dumping, with more than 

one of the following items: 

furniture, appliances, 

shopping carts, bags of 

garbage, or yard waste. Easy 

vehicular access for in- and-

out dumping of materials to 

avoid landfill costs. 

 

Evidence of excessive 

chronic dumping, with 

several of the following 

items: furniture, appliances, 

shopping carts, bags of 

garbage, or yard waste. Easy 

vehicular access for in- and-

out dumping of materials to 

avoid landfill costs. 

 

 

 

 

 

SCORE 1 2 3 4 5 



2008 City of San Diego Trash Assessment Worksheet 
 

Site ID:______________     Date:__________________    Observer(s):_______________ 

 
Trash 

Assessment 

Parameter 

 

Optimal Sub optimal 

 

Marginal 

 

 

Poor 

 

Very Poor 

6. Illegal 

Littering 

Any trash is incidental litter 

(< 5 pieces) or carried 

downstream from another 

location. 

 

Some evidence of litter 

within creek and banks 

originating from adjacent 

land uses (<10 pieces). 

 

Prevalent (10-50 pieces) in-

stream or shoreline littering 

that appears to originate 

from adjacent land uses. 

Large amount (51-100 

pieces) of litter within creek 

and on banks that appears to 

originate from adjacent land 

uses. 

Excessive amount (>100 

pieces) of litter within 

creek and on banks that 

appears to originate from 

adjacent land uses.  

SCORE 1 2 3 4 5 

7. 

Accumulation 

of 

Trash 

 

Trash does not appear to have 

been washed down from an 

upstream location in the 

creek. Trash, if any, appears 

to have been directly 

deposited at the stream 

location either via the storm 

drain or other direct 

deposition. 

 

Some evidence (<10 

pieces) that litter and 

debris have been 

transported from upstream 

areas to the location, 

based on evidence such as 

silt marks, faded colors or 

location near high water 

line. 

 

Evidence that (10 to 50 

pieces) trash is carried to 

the location from upstream, 

as evidenced by its location 

near high water line, silt 

marks on the debris, or 

faded colors. 

 

Trash appears to have 

accumulated in substantial 

quantities at the location 

based on delivery from 

upstream areas, and is in 

various states of degradation 

based on its persistence in 

the water body. 51-100 items 

of trash have been carried to 

the location from upstream. 

Trash appears to have 

accumulated in substantial 

quantities at the location 

based on delivery from 

upstream areas, and is in 

various states of degradation 

based on its persistence in 

the water body. Over 100 

items of trash have been 

carried to the location from 

upstream. 

SCORE 1 2 3 4 5 

ADD TOTAL 

OF COLUMN 

     

 

       TOTAL OF ALL COLUMNS = OVERALL SCORE: _______________ 

OVERALL SCORE 
OVERALL 

CONDITION 
ACTION TO BE TAKEN 

฀ Continue Scheduled Monitoring ฀ Continue Public Outreach and Education 7 Optimal 

฀ Other 

฀ Continue Scheduled Monitoring ฀ Continue Public Outreach and Education 8--14 Sub-optimal 

฀ Other 

฀  Increased Public Outreach and Education Efforts ฀  Enforcement Action 

฀  Install BMPS’s/increase use of existing BMP’s ฀  Municipal Crew to collect trash 

15-21 Marginal 

฀ Other 

฀  Increased Public Outreach and Education Efforts ฀  Enforcement Action 

฀  Install BMPS’s/increase use of existing BMP’s ฀  Municipal Crew to collect trash 

22-28 Poor 

฀ Other 

฀  Increased Public Outreach and Education Efforts ฀  Enforcement Action 

฀  Install BMPS’s/increase use of existing BMP’s ฀  Municipal Crew to collect trash 

29-35 Very Poor  

฀ Other 

Trash 

Category 

% Volume 

(Nearest 5%) 
Potential Trash Source 

Potential Method of 

Disposal 

Conveyance 

 

Choose from 

List 

(Of Total 

TrashVolume) 
General Public 

Business 

Related 
School 

Homeless 

Camp 
Littering Dumping 

Storm 

Drain 
Other 

  ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

  ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

  ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

  ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

  ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

  ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

  ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

  ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ ฀ 

Automotive    Biohazard 

 

Cigarette Butts Construction Fabrics/Clothing Food Packaging 

Landscape Large Objects Other 

Household 

Toxic Waste Other (specify)  

 


