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Introductions / Roles 

All participants introduced themselves and roles. 

Review Scope of Work and Schedule 

Renee began with an overview of the project and its purpose in support of the Chesapeake Bay 

Program’s Maintain Healthy Watersheds Goal Implementation Team (HWGIT). Nancy gave a brief 

overview of the major work elements:  

• Apply the Preliminary Healthy Watersheds Assessment (PHWA) Framework to Assess The 

Current Condition of State-Identified Healthy Watersheds Within the Chesapeake Bay 

Watershed 

• Develop an Approach to Use the PHWA Framework to Assess the Health of State-Identified 

Healthy Watersheds Over Time  

• Apply the PHWA Framework to Identify Vulnerabilities in State-Identified Healthy Watersheds 

Nancy noted that data compilation will be (by its nature) adaptive, depending what data are available. 

Renee noted that as work progresses, it will be helpful to note what information we have now and what 

we would like to have in the future.  New Chesapeake data sets and CBP indicators may be available 

during the project or in future.  State-identified Healthy Watersheds will provide a baseline for assessing 

future change. With this project, Renee noted, the program will be able to develop a point-in-time 

assessment and a plan for a 2-5 year (or more) reassessment, with indicators or a framework that will 

enable the program to move forward in considering how best to maintain healthy watersheds.   



 
 

  

Nancy reviewed the proposed project schedule.  Renee suggested that the team should plan for an in-

person meeting or webinar with key state contacts and the larger HWGIT in January, but also an 

intermediate meeting in December with the core group participating in this kickoff, plus state data 

contacts.  Nancy will modify the schedule to reflect this plan.   

Following initial assessment of current condition, the team will work on the second key element:  

developing an approach for tracking changes in condition over time.  Jason Dubow of Maryland 

Department of Planning (HWGIT Vice Chair) is very interested in this issue.  Nancy said the December 

meeting will be a good time to brainstorm and get ideas from the group to help develop approach.   

Doug pointed out that a key part of this project will be this second element, setting up a framework or 

approach to look at change over time.  Enhancements to the PHWA to look at change will provide an 

opportunity to move forward, particularly as there is no expectation currently for repeating the national 

PHWA soon.   

On vulnerability assessment, Renee noted some data are readily available but some may be more 

difficult or not possible to obtain.  USGS has data on energy development.  Other available data include 

land use and climate change, from Integrated Climate and Land-Use Scenarios (ICLUS).  Water demand 

data may be harder to find, but USGS might have something.  Data on invasive species may be harder to 

track down.  Information on future transportation corridors could possibly be found in transportation 

improvement plans developed by state agencies.   

Peter noted EPA’s 20 Watersheds and EnviroAtlas projects may have useful data, including a year 2050 

scenario, and SWAT and HSPF modeling of effects on future water quality.  Renee said the CBP land use 

team is looking at a future land use scenario for year 2025 and this should be published by Nov. 15.   

Renee pointed out that if a large proportion of the healthy watersheds are found to be vulnerable, that 

could affect management approaches.  Doug noted that PHWA downplayed the vulnerability 

assessment because only limited data were available nationally.  Land use, water use, and fire were 

considered.  The national assessment also looked at changes going back in time. 

Doug emphasized it will be important to look at individual vulnerabilities rather than try to combine into 

one index.  If factors are averaged or combined into a multi-metric indicator, a strong, overriding 

vulnerability factor may not be detected, or could be overlooked.   Renee agreed that looking at 

vulnerabilities individually is more useful for management purposes in being able to identify key policies 

and plans to address vulnerabilities.   

There is research in terms of past trends and patterns, e.g., an urban infill development study examining 

how much urbanization can be absorbed with infill v. green field development.  Doug noted that in 

looking from past to present, an area may be fully built out and therefore not as susceptible to future 

growth.   

Re project deliverables, Renee said CBP is looking for assessments of the state-identified healthy 

watersheds (e.g., good condition, middle, poor) and their vulnerability.  She would also like the project 

report to note what may be done in the future, with a suggested list of next steps.  The report should 

also include a summary of when data were collected and recommendation of when this assessment can 

be done again (e.g., perhaps 2-5 years, depending on data sources).   She is looking for guidance on 



 
 

  

moving forward on developing an indicator of watershed health.  Nancy will modify the report language 

in scope of work about providing a report outline. 

Hannah agreed that the changes to the scope and schedule discussed today are minor and do not 

require any change to the contract.   

Data Requests - Process 

Renee noted that there is an updated state data contact list, which Katherine can provide to the Tetra 

Tech project team.   

Doug noted he can provide a list of contacts from the PHWA that included state contacts in 303d TMDL 

and 319 NPS programs.   

Katherine and Renee can help with data requests.  Renee will make initial contact with state data 

contacts to let them know Tetra Tech may be making requests for data.  Angel can help with Maryland 

contacts.   

Katherine will provide a shapefile with boundaries of state-identified healthy watersheds. Some are 

stream segments, others are catchments or HUCs.   

Renee is working with Peter Claggett on a land cover change model that will examine changes in metrics 

such as farmland and development.  Renee noted the CBP has great high-resolution data and is working 

on high-resolution land use data, which will be useful to examine development pressure.  Renee and 

Peter Claggett will be good contacts for this.   

Regarding scale, Doug noted a lot of prior work has been on the HUC12 basis.  Catchments can use 

StreamCAT from ORD work.  He suggested that if pourpoints are available for the healthy watersheds, 

this would be useful to identify the specific upstream watershed area.  Peter said it will be important to 

look at multiple states and make sure their different spatial units are addressed.    

Peter also noted that when we encounter limitations in the data, it will be important to stay true to the 

data source to get the most information but also, when possible, remain consistent across different 

areas when needed. 

Angel asked about example of Maryland State Highway Administration (SHA) Data, which may differ 

from Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT).  Peter suggested that on case-by-case basis, 

analysis could either work with with lowest common denominator or could perhaps extrapolate from 

existing data to other areas. 

Angel noted high quality streams in Maryland are identified at the stream scale, but healthy watersheds 

at the watershed scale.   

Communications and Coordination  

- With CBP and CBT 

- With Healthy Watersheds GIT  

- Other partners/stakeholders 

Some details on coordination with the HWGIT and other partners are discussed above. 



 
 

  

Doug thanked Renee and others for involving EPA’s Healthy Watersheds program and offered assistance 

if there are any questions about how PHWA was put together.  Steve Epting (epting.steve@epa.gov) of 

Doug’s team may be involved in future meetings and coordination.   

The group discussed state involvement.  Renee said there are no designated Healthy Watersheds in DC 

or Delaware but they may designate some in future, so these states are participating in the HWGIT.  

Each of the other states define their healthy watersheds differently.   

There is a shapefile with a “mini preliminary HWA” for a portion of West Virginia, done by Misty 

Downing of TNC.  Renee can provide this shapefile for informational purposes.    

Angel noted this CBP project will be useful to Maryland in managing to reduce watershed impacts.  

Renee asked about the size of Tetra Tech team.  Nancy noted that the core members of team will do 

most of the work, but that other staff can be tapped for their knowledge of regional data.   

Mark Southerland is serving as consultant, based on his past experience with healthy watershed 

assessments. He describing a concurrent study he is doing in partnership with Maryland, looking at 

condition of protected areas (v. unprotected areas) and how those have changed over time.  That effort 

may provide information about the expected variability and biological change over time, which can 

inform the CBP project.  Mark is coordinating with Maryland to compile state data on different classes of 

protected lands; Renee described Chesapeake Bay protected lands data (from MDNR, MDP, and others, 

with information on development rights).   

Peter noted it will be great to have insights from partners on what data are likely to be useful and what 

data are on the horizon for future use.   

Renee described partner support as three sides of triangle:  CBP oversight of the project team’s work, 

EPA technical support and guidance, and state partners.  Angel will provide support in terms of state 

data, contact, and ideas.  Renee and Nancy will communicate regularly and as needed will convene 

meetings or conference calls with this core team (participants on this call and others who may be 

added).  The larger HWGIT will be involved in one meeting in the middle of project (targeted for January, 

to solicit input on data and indicators) and one at the end (to review draft final product). The project 

team will send “thought questions” to the HWGIT in advance of the January meeting. 

Preparation of QAPP – confirm format 

Renee will confer with her program’s quality assurance coordinator and get back to Nancy about the 

proposed QAPP format.  

Next steps  

- Data compilation and review 

- Prepare for December meeting 

Action Items: 

• Katherine to provide updated state data contact list to Tetra Tech. 

• Doug to provide state data contact list from PHWA. 

• Angel to help with Maryland contacts.   



 
 

  

• Renee will make initial contact with state data contacts to let them know Tetra Tech may be 

making requests for data.   

• Katherine will provide a shapefile with boundaries of state-identified healthy watersheds. 

• Nancy will modify schedule and scope to reflect discussion at this kickoff meeting.   

• Renee to provide shapefile with “mini preliminary HWA” for portion of West Virginia, done by 

Misty Downing of TNC, for informational purposes.    

• Renee will confer with her program’s quality assurance coordinator and get back to Nancy about 

the proposed QAPP format. 

 

Meeting minutes prepared by:  

Nancy Roth  

Tetra Tech  

Nov. 10, 2017 

 


