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Summary Report of the New England Monitoring Summit 
– Shared Waters (April 2005) 

Introduction 
Adequate monitoring data is needed for environmental decision making at all levels of 
government, yet the resources necessary to obtain those data are limited.  New England’s 
volunteer water quality monitoring programs have proven themselves to be a cost effective 
means of gathering that information.  Volunteer monitoring data are particularly relevant for local 
decision makers in their efforts to restore and protect water resources.  But the system for the 
collection and dissemination of volunteer gathered information is not well established and 
disconnected, reducing the available information that is understood and used by decision-
makers.  However, as new technologies allow for easier transfer and communication of 
information, many groups have established innovative ways to take advantage of this.  Thus 
collaboration among regional volunteer monitoring programs, researchers, agencies and other 
community programs makes sense – and was the impetus for creation of the New England 
Regional Monitoring Collaborative (NERMC). 
 
The New England Regional Monitoring Collaborative coordinates the delivery of training and 
related services to volunteer watershed monitoring groups in New England.  Founding NERMC 
members are:  
• Massachusetts Water Watch Partnership 
• River Watch Network 
• University of Maine Cooperative Extension and Department of Public Affairs 
• University of New Hampshire Cooperative Extension Lakes Lay Monitoring Program 
• University of Rhode Island Watershed Watch Program 

Additional members include: 
• Great Bay Watch 
• UVM Watershed Alliance 

 
Housed within the Cooperative State Research, Education and Extension Service’s (CSREES) 
New England Regional Water Program, this collaborative improves our ability to be proactive in 
developing sampling and action strategies, prevent redundancies of effort, increase the level of 
expertise of volunteers and improve program quality and effectiveness.  In addition NERMC 
strives to increase the use of low cost and user-friendly watershed monitoring tools by making 
training and related services more accessible.  
 
Recognizing that volunteer generated data is still often under-utilized regionally, and that there 
are distinct differences between states in terms of support of volunteer monitoring, NERMC 
determined to advance the dialogue among agencies, volunteer monitoring program 
coordinators, and watershed organizations.  This initiative, conducted in partnership with US 
EPA Region 1 – New England and the New England Interstate Water Pollution Control 
Commission (NEIWPCC), was designed as a follow-up to the “Shared Waters, Common Goals - 
Enhancing Partnerships in Water Quality Monitoring and Decision-making” regional conference 
held in November of 1993 (proceedings are available at 
http://www.umass.edu/tei/wrrc/WRRC2004/pdf/shwater6.pdf).  Shared Waters ‘93 identified 
several obstacles to the expansion and inclusion of volunteer monitor generated data, as well as 
potential solutions.  The 2005 summit was predicated on the premise that in order to move 
forward, we needed to find out how far we had come, and what still needed to be accomplished.  
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Thus, the New England Monitoring Summit – Shared Waters, was a collaborative meeting of 
federal, state, and volunteer water quality monitoring partners intended to help identify potential 
approaches within the Northeast that lend themselves to developing a sustainable support 
system for volunteer monitoring.  Specifically, the goals of the 2005 summit were as follows: 

• Identify successful elements of different approaches to monitoring (success stories, 
surveys, evaluations etc.), 

• Reach consensus on information and resource needs of all monitoring partners, 
• Learn about obstacles that are preventing development of a successful network now; and 
• Discuss partnership opportunities and how to best plan for the future. 

 
Held in centrally located Westford, Massachusetts on April 4th, 2005 this summit attracted a 
broad geographic range of participants with representatives from all six New England states.  
Participants also embodied the range of monitoring partners anticipated including: academic 
and environmental organization-based volunteer programs as well as agency monitoring 
programs; regulators, and community decision-makers.  Following a series of presentations to 
update participants on the role and status of volunteer monitoring in New England, facilitated 
discussions were held to identify perceived obstacles and anticipated next steps.   
 

Conference Planning and Agenda 
The New England Regional Monitoring Collaborative was intensely aware that while volunteer 
monitoring had established a strong record in New England, programs were still facing 
challenges in effectively using their own data, in having their information appropriately used by 
local communities as well as state and regional agencies, as well as sustaining programs over 
time.  Given the success of the 1993 Shared Waters & Common Goals conference – which in 
fact spurred the development of NERMC, it was determined that a similar summit would be a 
useful in figuring out how far we had come, and what still needed to happen in order to reduce 
some of these challenges.  With financial support from United States Environmental Protection 
Agency - New England USEPA Region I) and logistical support from the New England Interstate 
Water Pollution Control Commission (NEIWPCC) and the New England Water Program, 
NERMC partners spent more than a year crafting the 2005 New England Monitoring Summit 
through a series of conference calls and face to face meetings. 
 
The intent of the New England Monitoring Summit was to provide a much needed opportunity to 
assess the status of volunteer monitoring in New England in the new millennium and to discover 
how best to integrate volunteer monitoring into states’ comprehensive monitoring strategies.  
With these goals in mind, it was apparent that participation from governmental (federal, state 
and local) environmental agencies as well as volunteer monitoring coordinators was essential.  
In order to encourage agency participation and to ensure that all participants would be familiar 
with how states were currently interacting with volunteer monitoring efforts, a larger portion of 
the agenda than originally intended became devoted to presentations (Appendix A).   
 
The morning sessions focused on ‘setting the stage’ by reviewing the findings and impact from 
the ’93 Shared Waters conference, collaboration opportunities (from a state perspective), and 
case studies of successful collaboration from the region.  Following the presentations, 
participants were provided with large pink and yellow index cards and asked to write down their 
most important monitoring-related successes (pink card) and challenges (yellow card).  These 
were turned in to summit organizers upon entering the luncheon room. 
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During the lunch break summit organizers worked to sort the successes and challenges into 
several relevant topical areas.  These topics were pre-determined by consensus of the summit 
planning group, and based on the priority challenges identified at the ’93 conference.  They 
included technical (Quality Assurance / Quality Control (QA/QC), parameters, rigor), funding, 
data management and use, and people and program objectives (Appendix B).  After sorting, the 
cards were placed on flip chart sheets labeled with the appropriate topical area, and were 
intended to help frame the discussion of the afternoon breakout sessions.  
 
Following an encouraging luncheon presentation by EPA Regional Administrator Robert Varney 
on EPA’s perception and support of volunteer monitoring in New England, afternoon sessions 
first focused on comprehensive state monitoring strategies and volunteer monitoring, and how 
citizen monitoring and public involvement really can make a difference.  Then participants got 
down to work!  Three break-out sessions were organized around the areas of technical, data 
management and use, and combined topics funding and people and program objectives, with 
approximately equal distribution of participants (Appendix C).  Two summit organizers per group 
were assigned to help facilitate and record each session.  The summit reconvened to discuss 
issues identified in the break-outs and make recommendations for accomplishing statewide and 
regional monitoring goals.  Green index cards were distributed, and participants were asked to 
write down any commitments or involvements that they intended in order to accomplish the 
goals of collaborative regional monitoring.  Those cards were collected and the responses 
compiled (Appendix D). 
 

Results of Successes and Challenges Cards 
Responses from the successes and challenges cards are summarized below.  Successes were 
many, and challenges were often common across programs. 
 

Technical 
Quality assurance project plans (QAPPs) were central to both technical successes and 
challenges.  Having gotten a QAPP approved by state and/or federal agencies was justifiably 
considered a significant success for several programs – and represented a challenge to several 
others.  In fact quality assurance and quality control (QA/QC) was the chief technical concern of 
volunteer monitoring programs with most having focused significant effort and resources on 
developing and implementing QA programs, hiring QA/QC officers, or in search of technical 
support to help them improve their QA/QC programs in order to meet the needs of potential data 
users. 
 
Other reported successes were expansion of existing efforts into a variety of additional 
monitoring parameters ranging from chloride and invasive aquatic plant monitoring to setting up 
of school-based bacteria monitoring labs.  These successes highlight the ability of volunteer 
efforts to respond to local water quality concerns.  It also emphasizes the capacity of volunteers 
to collect a wide range of water quality data. 
 
Technical challenges were essentially split into two areas – figuring out how to generate reliable 
data in a cost-effective manner (cheaper labs, consistent QAPP review, getting help with design 
monitoring designs, etc.) and making sense of and/or presenting information effectively 
(incorporating land use assessments, developing good indicators based on the data, etc).  
These challenges suggest the need for additional training in existing protocols, as well as the 
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development of new technologies or methodologies for data collection, interpretation and 
presentation. 
 

Funding 
Not surprisingly, funding, or rather lack of it, was a major challenge for many programs. In turn, 
staff, time, and travel resources were frequently listed challenges resulting from the lack of 
sufficient funds.  Also, tasks associated with grant seeking pulling attention away from the core 
monitoring program was listed as another consequence of limited funding.   
 
Happily, funding related successes were reported, with diversification being a common theme.  
In fact, programs that were sustaining in the long-term reported financial support from a number 
of different sources, particularly the use of volunteer effort as in-kind match for grants.  That 
volunteer programs have continued to garner financial support during these tough economic 
times was very reassuring, and perhaps the greatest testament to their value! 
 

People and Program Objectives 
Successes outnumbered challenges under the category identified as “People and Program 
Objectives”, which given the nature of volunteer monitoring as a means of getting local 
communities actively involved in protecting their water quality resources, was gratifying.  In 
particular, strong support and involvement from volunteers, universities, municipalities, 
associations, agencies and youth were all reported as program successes.  Diverse or 
increased numbers and types of waterbodies, as well as parameters monitored echoed 
technical successes. 
 
Challenges encountered were generally in the area of sustaining successful programs, 
especially in keeping volunteers motivated and focused.  Other issues were dealing with large 
watersheds that crossed multiple political boundaries, especially when locally or state funded.  
In addition, the perennial concern about getting the data used effectively, was expressed in a 
number of forms whether it was in terms of getting the “right” people involved to effect change, 
or knowing what management decisions the data would be used for.  While volunteer monitoring 
has a history of successes (see below for examples), turning monitoring data into action is still 
an area of intense concern for the volunteer community. 
 

Data Management and Use 
Volunteer generated data has been successfully used to support new legislation, to list 
waterbodies as “Impaired”, to identify and remediate problems, and for overall watershed 
assessments.  In some states volunteer data has been integrated into state water quality 
assessment efforts, while in others the volunteer programs directly report conditions to the 
public.  Other reported successful uses of volunteer data were education and community 
outreach, especially in terms of storm water, and the sheer number of, or length of time that 
sites have been monitored through volunteer effort. 
 
Despite the beneficial use to which New England’s volunteer generated data have been put, 
continued challenges exist.  Effectively managing the ever increasing amount of data generated, 
as well as how to best share data among organizations, was frequently mentioned.  How to 
integrate other information, such as land use, was an issue, as was explaining to the public 
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what the data mean and how various factors affect water quality.  Data interpretation was 
another area which challenged some volunteer monitoring programs. 
 

Discussion Focus Areas 
The purpose of the afternoon break out sessions was to focus on issues that would help 
produce the long-range outcome of seeing that impaired water resources in New England are 
restored and that high quality resources are protected through active citizen participation and 
stewardship.  A number of intermediate outcomes are needed to reach that condition.  These 
include ensuring: 

• Improved coordination of regional volunteer efforts between states and cooperators,  
• Increased use and types of volunteer data at the local, state and regional levels, 
• Increased ability of volunteer groups to apply their findings and data to improve community 

water management strategies, 
• Volunteer activities directly relate to community water resource protection goals and values, 
• Volunteers assess and protect valuable water resources, 
• Increased ability of volunteer groups and communities to apply their findings and data to 

improve community water management strategies. 
 
The successes and challenges identified by Summit participants suggested that some of these 
intermediate steps have been effectively addressed in some areas, but that obstacles still exist.  
To begin identifying solutions for surmounting some of these obstacles, break out sessions were 
organized around three main themes: People and program objectives, and funding issues; 
Water quality indicators; and Technical (QA/QC, parameters, rigor) issues.  Summit 
coordinators facilitated and recorded these discussions (Appendix C.)  Following the break out 
sessions, each group reported back to the full assemblage, especially focusing on steps needed 
to improve the current condition. 
 

People and Program Objectives and Funding Issues 
By its very nature, volunteer monitoring is uniquely focused upon meeting the needs of its 
participants – these individuals donate a significant amount of their time and effort in order to 
generate water quality information.  Thus it is critical to the long-term success of volunteer 
monitoring programs that the participants feel that their work is being used and appreciated.  
Facilitated by Jerry Schoen of the Massachusetts Water Watch Partnership, the People and 
Program Objectives and Funding Issues focus group identified six central ingredients for 
effective program management (Appendix C, page 1.)  These were:  

• Volunteer management, 
• Turning data into useful information,  
• Supporting volunteer objectives, 
• Coordinating multiple groups – shared resources, 
• Developing program objectives – good study design, and assistance with getting a program 

started, and 
• QA/QC assistance to volunteers. 

Potential means of supporting and enhancing these activities in the volunteer monitoring 
community were discussed within this focus group.  While dedicated funding was not explicitly 
included in this list, it was an underlying concern, and an essential component of many of the 
proposed solutions.   
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Volunteer management is perhaps one of the most frequently overlooked elements of 
successful volunteer monitoring programs.  Effective volunteer management includes 
developing and implementing good training and feedback strategies, offering volunteers 
recognition of their efforts and demonstrating that the data generated are being used in a way 
that meets their objectives (i.e. protecting a resource important to the individual volunteer.)  
Unfortunately these concerns are sometimes forgotten when the decision is made to “use 
volunteers” to gather data important to a particular project or agency, rather than “working with” 
volunteers to gather information to meet agency and community goals. 
 
Thus the need for training in volunteer management techniques and the facilitation of sharing 
among peers through dedicated workshops or sessions embedded in other conferences or 
summits was emphasized during the discussion.  While hosting a regional volunteer monitoring 
conference is an effective means of disseminating this type of information, funding and logistical 
support is necessary.  Also, a separate volunteer monitoring conference might not integrate 
agency and other personnel that would benefit from improved understanding of volunteer 
programs and how they could be effectively integrated into community, state and regional water 
protection efforts.  Thus efforts to include volunteer management training sessions in other 
professional conferences should continue, and be supported. 
 
An important element of effective volunteer management is ensuring that volunteer objectives 
are being met.  Suggested means of doing that included bringing volunteers into the study 
design process through facilitated discussions, or through surveys addressing resource 
management questions that are incorporated into the study design process.  If volunteers can 
better understand exactly what they are monitoring and how various parameters are affected by 
local policies or activities, they can be sure that the questions they are most interested in are in 
fact being addressed through their monitoring effort.  This also increases the likelihood that the 
data will be used locally.  But this sort of inclusive study design / QAPP development approach 
might require more creative use of the grant contract process in order to require, or at least 
allow, such activities under a grant.  Collaboration between grant “funders” and potential 
“fundees” defining guidelines for assessing both the proposal and successful outcomes might 
produce the more flexible grants this strategy may require.  Also, by explicitly including 
measurements of volunteer recognition and success in volunteer monitoring QAPPs, the unique 
needs of volunteers can more effectively be attended to.  Finally, additional training or 
development of tools to help new programs better incorporate volunteers into the study design 
process may need to be pursued in order to ensure that this goal is met.   
 
Another means of meeting volunteer objectives is the inclusion of a diversity of volunteer 
opportunities.  For example, some people may only want to go out to a specific site each week 
for several years and collect some basic water quality information.  Others may be interested in 
a shorter term commitment or perhaps looking for a greater challenge.  By recognizing this 
range of interest, and developing a range of volunteer programs to address it, overall volunteer 
participation in the region can be enhanced.  Thus we need to be able to offer some close-
ended, large (regional?) focused projects that address very specific questions, as well as 
opportunities for broader volunteer involvement or experience (i.e. storm water monitoring or 
data interpretation).   
 
One means of accomplishing this is through the creation of corporate sponsorship to support 
monitoring (especially pre- and post- remediation), similar to the National Corporate Wetlands 
Restoration Partnership, a public-private partnership between the federal government, state 
governments and private corporations to restore wetlands and other aquatic habitats.  This 
would provide funding to support programmatic, analytical and data management/presentation 
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expenses directly related to specific projects, and help with overall program support.  Combined 
with improved sharing of resources among volunteer programs and/or agencies through 
partnerships of memorandum of agreements – or direct agency support for volunteer efforts 
through innovative partnerships such as the Vermont Department of Conservation’s laboratory 
grant program, collaborative agency funding efforts along the line of Rhode Island’s Department 
of Environmental Management, would result in a strengthened regional monitoring network. 
 
Effective support of volunteer monitoring efforts requires a clear understanding that volunteer 
monitoring programs ARE different from agency programs, and often from one and other.  By 
recognizing the specific objectives and procedures of a volunteer program, and understanding 
how they can be incorporated into overall management goals, there may be opportunities where 
volunteer program objectives mesh with those of local, state or regional efforts.  Creative 
approaches that incorporate the unique needs and capacities of volunteer monitoring programs 
can lead to effective partnerships that benefit all partners – improving overall water quality 
management efforts.   
 

 Water quality indicators and data use issues 

Water quality indicators 
Water quality indicators are typically measurements of chemical, physical or biological features 
that identify the condition of the waterbody usually in comparison to a reference condition or a 
designated use.  Under the Clean Water Act, states are required to assess and report water 
quality biennially, comparing water quality indicators to approved state water quality criteria.  In 
many New England states some volunteer monitoring data are incorporated in those 
assessments – but not all available volunteer data is used, despite gaps in most states’ 
assessments.  And while volunteer monitoring programs often rely upon the state water quality 
indicators to assess their own data, those indicators seldom mean much to the volunteer, public 
and even local decision-makers.   
 
For example, in Rhode Island the water quality criteria for dissolved oxygen (DO) in waterbodies 
with warm water fish habitat is, “Dissolved oxygen content of not less than 60% saturation, 
based on a daily average, and an instantaneous minimum dissolved oxygen concentration of at 
least 5.0 mg/l.  The 7 day mean water column dissolved oxygen concentration shall not be less 
than 6 mg/L.”  For most people that criterion means very little.  What they really want to know is, 
“what will DO at a particular level do to the fish, or what does it say about my particular body of 
water?”   
 
So the combination of complex water quality indicators and criteria and continued skepticism 
regarding volunteer data results in less effective use of available data.  Thus this discussion 
group focused on defining the hallmarks of good water quality indicators, and how can we 
increase the use of volunteer generated water quality data. 
 
The group agreed that there are problems with the water quality indicators currently being used.  
These include an inability to take into account natural differences in water resources at a variety 
of levels, such as lake elevation, stream order, or waterbody depth.  This makes it difficult for 
one set of water quality indicators to effectively represent the spectrum of resources monitored.  
In addition, trends in water quality can be as important as current status – especially in more 
pristine resources, which are seldom reflected in most of the indicators currently being used. 
 



 

8 of 14 

The group identified some features for improved water quality indicators.  First, it was decided 
that a “toolbox” with a variety of water quality indicators should be available - allowing programs 
to select those indicators that meet their monitoring goals and/or methods.  Practical water 
quality indicators should also be useful for the Consolidated Assessment Listing Methodology 
(CALM), the water quality assessment reports states must submit to the USEPA.  Finally, water 
quality indicators needed to be easily understandable by the public without the need for a great 
deal of education (i.e. public-friendly).  Such water quality indicators could be used effectively by 
state and local agencies, and also by volunteer monitoring programs.  
 

Data use 
A significant amount of volunteer generated water quality data is available in New England – but 
not all of it put to effective use.  Lack of understanding about what the data say about the 
resource is a primary impediment to better date usage.  This may be due to insufficient data at a 
watershed scale or simply not being able to put it all together (interpretation).  And even when 
groups may fully understand the information – they may not know how to effectively 
communicate it to the public.  In addition, due to continued skepticism regarding the quality of 
volunteer generated data, some federal, state and local governments may still be reluctant to 
incorporate volunteer data into their own monitoring strategies.  The focus group discussed 
some support mechanisms needed to see that volunteer monitoring programs use their own 
water quality data more effectively, while encouraging broader use by government agencies.   
 
Development of a regional clearinghouse for water quality information and interpretation – but 
not for the data itself – was suggested as a means of significantly enhancing the use of 
volunteer generated data.  The clearinghouse would provide contact information for groups 
seeking to share water quality information – allowing for the development of true watershed 
assessments.  Also groups that are making good use of their information could share their 
techniques and experiences with other programs.  Assistance with data interpretation by and for 
volunteer monitors is a great need, some of which might be addressed through such a 
clearinghouse.  For example the clearinghouse could act as a gateway to a variety of resources 
such as those developed by NERMC, its partners and others including the Massachusetts 
Water Watch Partnership Data Interpretation Manual 
(http://www.umass.edu/tei/mwwp/acrobat/data%20interp%202002.pdf.)  Effectively 
communicating results to the public was also seen as a need within the monitoring community in 
general – which would also be improved through the development of more public-friendly water 
quality indicators and by providing access to resources through the clearinghouse. 
 
To improve data sharing and interpretation for all monitoring efforts (volunteer and professional) 
within the region, the development of standard categories to accurately summarize data was 
proposed.  These metrics or indices should be investigated at both the New England regional 
scale and at the ecoregional level (New England has six ecoregions) in order to effectively 
capture natural variations.  A substantial amount of guidance material already exists to help in 
this endeavor including USEPA and state criteria, national and Canadian guidelines.  (Canadian 
guidelines would be especially relevant for northern New England watersheds.)  Comparison to 
regional reference or benchmark conditions for various aquatic ecosystems was considered an 
important part of the establishment of standard categories. 
 
In order to identify appropriate reference conditions for use, information regarding currently used 
reference criteria from each of the states would need to be gathered.  Questions regarding how 
a regional clearinghouse of reference conditions would be created were raised.  However the 
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consensus was that the first step would be to generate a regional reference status for 
ecosystems, then “tweak” by state.  The use of ecoregional specific reference criteria was also 
considered important – but it was acknowledged that some modification by state might be 
necessary.  
 
Other questions that still need to be addressed include whether criteria should be based upon 
desired water quality goal, use attainment or current usage.  Also, should reference criteria be 
based on a combination of factors or were there single parameters that could adequately 
describe conditions?  And what assistance might be available for supporting the development of 
these criteria – and support their use regionally?   
 
Both in the development and use of these indices, minimum data quality criteria would need to 
be identified in advance to ensure suitable categories and usage of them.  Meta data 
(information about the data) requirements could be guided by the National Water Quality 
Monitoring Council’s Methods Board’s Water Quality Data Elements (WQDEs 
http://wi.water.usgs.gov/methods/tools/wqde/).  These WQDEs are designed to help 
consistently document the who, what, when, where, why and how of monitoring data, allowing 
comparable data sets to be combined for a given use.  Also specific parameters, methods and 
temporal distribution may need to be identified in order for your data to be useful in assessing 
particular resources. 
 
A suggestion was made to develop a “report card for water quality” based upon these standard 
categories and regional reference conditions.  This report card template would be a valuable 
way of supporting the use of these indices – and also of sharing information.  For example 
whereas currently the classification of water quality can change in a river from one state to 
another (with standards used by one saying it is not impaired and the other indicating it is) 
having a more standardized approach throughout the region would suggest that data would be 
more consistently interpreted – and make it easier for the public to understand what the data is 
actually saying about that resource.  If properly developed, this report card might be used by 
both volunteer and agency monitoring programs – or use data from a combination of sources. 
 

Technical, QA/QC, parameters and rigor issues 
Volunteer water quality monitoring has made some great strides over the past decade.  There 
are more programs monitoring a greater variety of resources in New England than ever, many 
of them have state and USEPA approved QAPPs, and the data are being put to a wide range 
uses at local, state and regional levels.  However the focus group identified a number of 
remaining technical challenges.   
 
A number of challenges cited were related to QAPPs.  The group noted that there are few 
models for non-traditional QAPPs, including non-point source pollution or habitat restoration 
efforts.  In particular, better criteria need to be developed to assess these efforts – the current 
numeric based-standards simply do not adequately address the unique activities associated 
with these types of projects.  Other concerns about QAPPs were that too much emphasis has 
been placed on getting all the correct signatures on the document – and not enough on what is 
actually in it.  The value of helping to really focus the monitoring effort on the project goals has 
often been lost in the process of just getting the QAPP approved.  And once approved, there is 
no mechanism to ensure that either professionals or volunteers were actually following the 
QAPP (several anecdotes were exchanged where professionals and volunteers alike clearly did 
not follow an approved QAPP).  Unfortunately many in the group felt that the QAPP often 
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becomes simply a necessary means to an end (a grant requirement) and not a valuable tool for 
honing a monitoring program and ensuring that data are credible – and thus useful. 
 
Some suggestions were made to help improve these documents, for both agency and volunteer 
programs.  Focusing on the real questions that the public are concerned about is critical.  
Determining baseline conditions and especially watching for trends ought to be an essential 
activity for many monitoring efforts – thus adequately describing that in the QAPP and to the 
public is important.  Restating the endpoints as goals was recommended.  For example, rather 
than stating that a particular bacteria level was the designated end point, the program goal 
should be stated as decreasing the number of days beaches are closed due to bacteria.  Such 
restatements would allow the public to better understand how monitoring fits into environmental 
protection efforts and provide a clearer assessment of whether efforts are in fact having an 
impact on water quality through policy and other management efforts. 
 
The use of excessive amounts of technical jargon was also cited as an impediment to the 
effective use of monitoring data.  Suggestions for making better use of technical terminology 
included reducing the purely bureaucratic part of it (especially some of the acronyms that 
government agencies are so fond of).  By using only necessary terminology and better 
explaining it, the significance of that information can be improved, as well as the general 
understanding of the aquatic sciences.  
 
Public understanding of aquatic sciences is also increased through the sometimes undervalued 
(in terms of QA/QC) training component of most volunteer monitoring programs.  Because not 
all citizens have the scientific background that one expects from agency or consultant 
personnel, volunteer monitoring programs have typically developed robust training programs – 
including retraining of experienced monitors.  This helps ensure that there is a good deal of 
consistency between monitors, and over years – an essential component of long-term 
monitoring.  Documenting and valuing this training, needs to be given higher priority in QAPPs 
and other assessments of volunteer programs.  
 
Another means of enhancing QA/QC of volunteer programs discussed was promotion of models 
programs that “do good science”, with an emphasis on the procedural elements, not just case 
studies of the successes those programs have had.  An example of how that can be done was 
the New Hampshire Department of Environmental Services.  The state water quality report, 
which incorporates volunteer generated data, reports which data points were not used and why.  
That helps the public to better understand the reality of environmental monitoring and the steps 
needed to ensure credible information.   
 
Finally, the group recognized that perhaps the most important issue related to improved use of 
volunteer data was ensuring that the data met the data uses of the monitoring group itself – and 
that the group used its own data – even if the state never did.  Unfortunately that remained a big 
obstacle for many programs – many simply do not understand how to use the information 
effectively.  Interpreting and presenting the data, then determining what changes need to occur 
within the waterbody and/or watershed to restore or protect the resource are complex skills that 
some programs lack. 
 
The volunteer monitoring community needs support to help programs make better use of their 
own data.  Suggestions on exactly what was needed to make the leap from data to information 
more understandable included the development of water quality indicators that make more 
sense to the general public.  For example in addition to stating that a particular lake has a 
minimum DO level of 4 mg/l, indicating that its minimum level DO level would only support 
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certain types of fish (i.e. “bass friendly”).  The use of commonly accepted “public friendly” 
indicators would facilitate both interpretation and presentation of the data, allowing programs to 
better explain their results to local audiences. 
 
More standardization of what parameters actually mean across the region was also suggested.  
Currently states and monitoring programs use a variety of levels for the same parameters to 
indicate the same condition.  Since so many New England waters cross state borders having a 
more unified set of criteria would certainly make it easier for the public to understand current 
conditions and trends.  More standardization of monitoring methods and equipment would also 
facilitate the sharing and use of data as well.  But particularly in the volunteer monitoring 
community more information about how good various equipment is - and what it is good for - 
needs to be made available (for example through the publication of a manual similar to the 
Tasmania Water Equipment Manual - http://tas.waterwatch.org.au/manuals.htm#Equipment.)  A 
review of minimum detection limits and sensitivity of commonly used kits and methods needs to 
be easily available to monitoring programs, as well as factsheets that help explain what the 
analysis means.  In addition, kits and meters in particular have a wide range of ease of use and 
maintenance requirements.  Understanding how complicated a method or meter is and what 
level of training and maintenance is required is critical for avoiding potentially costly mistakes.  
Factsheets, websites and training sessions that link the methods, what the data tells us about 
the environment and how that information can be expressed to the public through more 
understandable water quality indicators was seen as a critical need for improved use of 
monitoring data in the region. 

Respondent Action Cards 
Following the report back by the focus areas, the participants were asked to consider what they 
had learned through the summit and what they expected they would do as a result of their 
experience.  We asked that the responses be as concrete as possible on these cards such as, “I 
will call Dr. Joe to discuss his monitoring method.”  A summit evaluation form that addressed 
issues such as, “which aspects of the summit were most beneficial” and “when should we hold 
another environmental monitoring summit?” was used to address longer range questions.  
However, the respondent action cards proved to be a very good tool for evaluating the success 
of the summit – many people indicated that they in fact intended specific actions.  Some 
planned to learn more about programs that they were not previously aware of, with many others 
interested in getting more actively involved with volunteer monitoring – clearly demonstrating the 
success and value of the summit!  
 
In general, the action card responses fell into three broad categories: 1) intent to contact a 
specific program to learn more about an aspect of that program, 2) interest in participating in the 
development of materials, a network or future workshops, or 3) willingness to share their own 
expertise and/or data with others (Appendix D).  In other cases, individuals planned to lobby for 
greater support of volunteer monitoring efforts, or to pursue improved communication within the 
monitoring efforts within their state or region.   
 
Follow up to ensure that respondents actually took the actions they expected to was beyond the 
scope of this effort.  However, the respondent action cards highlighted the value of sharing 
information regionally.  Most of the respondents planned to learn from other groups or to work 
with their state agency to incorporate volunteer information such as had occurred in other states 
in the region.  These responses suggest that regional groups have skills that others would 
benefit from, and that exchanging experiences can provide the incentive needed for local 
actions. 



 

12 of 14 

Summit Recommendations 
Volunteer water quality monitoring in New England is diverse, well established and making great 
contributions to local and regional communities.  The summit confirmed that many local and 
state agencies are using the volunteer generated data, as are some monitoring programs, 
watershed and others organizations.  However in order to ensure that enough good data 
addressing local priorities are generated and used effectively additional support for regional 
volunteer monitoring efforts is needed.  Specific summit recommendations fall into two major 
categories: resources and technical support. 
 

Resources 
Volunteer monitoring programs have a unique challenge securing adequate resources to 
operate effectively.  Public perception that since the programs depend on volunteers (i.e. people 
who are not paid for their efforts) they must be free can lead to confusion over what it takes to 
run an effective program.  So ensuring that programs have the resources they need was a 
significant concern to summit participants.  
 

Financial, Including Cost Sharing 
Ideally some state agency financial support of volunteer monitoring programs that produce data 
adequate to agency needs should be provided by all New England states to ensure long-term 
sustainability of programs gathering valuable data in a cost-effective manner.  This financial 
support could come in a variety of forms, with several models already available in New England.  
For example, the Vermont model where laboratory analyzes are provided through a grant 
process with technical support provided for the development of project QAPPs addresses both 
resource and technical support needs expressed by summit participants.  In New Hampshire the 
state agency provides direct logistical support to a number of programs with Department of 
Environmental Services employees as program coordinators.  Massachusetts has provided 
financial support to service providers in the past to help provide equipment, laboratory services, 
training and technical support.  And in Rhode Island, the Department of Environmental 
Management has provided multi-year grants providing base support for the URI Watershed 
Watch program partially in response to the extensive use the department makes of the 
volunteer data, and to encourage monitoring of unassessed waters.  Continuing and expanding 
these efforts wherever possible ensures the stability of programs receiving support, strengthens 
the regional network, and provides agencies and communities with much needed information. 
 

Laboratory Analyses / Monitoring Equipment 
In order to meet the data use requirements for some parameters either expensive laboratory 
analyses or monitoring equipment can be needed, an impediment for some volunteer programs.  
Therefore efforts to provide access to low or no cost laboratory analyses through partnerships 
with state environmental, sewage treatment plant, university and other such facilities should be 
encouraged.  Frequently the incremental cost of adding a “few more samples” is quite low, and 
some labs may not be operating at maximum capacity.  By taking advantage of these situations 
services can be provided at a fraction of the “retail price”, and can increase comparability and 
sharing of results when samples from a number of programs are performed in the same labs. 
 
Monitoring equipment such dissolved oxygen or flow meters of the necessary resolution and 
quantity can present challenges to volunteer programs.  And typically while this equipment used 
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regularly, it is not needed on a daily basis.  Equipment loan and sharing programs can help 
bridge the gap.  Therefore encouraging sharing of monitoring equipment and creation of 
equipment loan programs similar to that recently implemented by USEPA New England is 
advised.   

Increased Collaboration in the Development of RFPs 
Occasionally even when funds or monitoring equipment are available through agency or 
foundations the grant requirements may not adequately address the unique realities of volunteer 
based monitoring.  Thus it is imperative that efforts aimed at targeting resources to volunteer 
programs incorporate the participation of the volunteer monitoring community whenever 
possible.  Recognition of the unique education and training requirements of volunteer programs 
as well as acceptance of match in the form of volunteer effort are some of the factors that 
should be taken into account. 
 

Technical Support 
Ecological monitoring and the proper use of the results of those efforts can be quite complex, 
requiring a wide range of specific skills.  Providing technical support can greatly expand and 
enhance the scope of volunteer monitoring. 
 

QA/QA and QAPPs 
Ensuring the quality of volunteer gathered data is crucial to ensuring that the data are used, and 
a challenge faced by all programs.  Training on development of QA/QC programs and QAPPs 
specific to the needs of volunteer monitoring programs should be provided at regional and 
statewide conferences.  Incorporating “general” QAPPs such as that produced by the 
Massachusetts Water Watch Partnership and Salem Soundwatch could provide the basis for 
these trainings.  These trainings should focus on the specific elements and processes required 
to ensure quality data, and address specific state and regional requirements as appropriate.  
These trainings could be offered at existing state and regional venues such as state lakes or 
watershed conferences in order to reduce the logistical support required and to reach a broader 
audience.   
 

Data Interpretation and Presentation 
In order to enable volunteer monitoring programs to use their own data it is important they be 
able to understand what the data are telling them, preferably on their own.  Therefore 
development of regionally consistent water quality criteria and training programs materials 
designed to help programs interpret their data is recommended.  Training on effective 
presentation of the data also needs to be offered to ensure that the information makes it off the 
bookshelves and into use. 
 
Regional consistency would benefit not only the volunteer monitoring community, but also 
resources users, and communities along state borders in particular.  However it would require 
concerted effort on the part of state and federal environmental agencies to reach consensus on 
a group of core indicators.  Such an endeavor would best be facilitated by an interstate agency 
such as NEIWPCC and/or USEPA New England.  Creation of a core set of regionally consistent 
criteria would also allow more effective production of data interpretation workshops and training 
materials at the regional level, enhancing networking within the volunteer monitoring community. 
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However if water quality information can’t be presented in a manner that captures the interest 
and understanding of the public and local decision makers, it will be difficult to really put the 
data to use.  Fortunately there are good examples of effective data presentation throughout 
New England.  Providing opportunities to share those ideas through workshops and summits 
would build on existing regional strengths and facilitate improved use of information regionally.   

Development of “Public Friendly” Water Quality Indicators 
The volunteer monitoring community needs to work with environmental agencies and others 
involved in the collection and dissemination of monitoring information to develop common water 
indicators that have broad understanding and appreciation with the general public.  A series of 
interactive workshops or summits should be convened to identify which water quality criteria 
which are appropriate for use as “public friendly” and to set widely accepted definitions and 
standard values.  These indicators should be based on data that are widely available, and 
related to designated uses (swimming, fishing, drinking, etc.). Strategies for promoting the 
usage of these indicators should also be developed and implemented. 
 

Regional Clearinghouse 
Creation of a regional clearinghouse of water quality monitoring information and resources 
similar to the Cooperative State Research Education and Extension Service’s National 
Facilitation of Volunteer Monitoring Efforts was seen as an effective means for exchanging 
information and materials, and would foster regional consistency and data sharing.  Such a 
clearinghouse should provide access to resources within the volunteer monitoring, agency and 
academic communities, and could be largely web-based.  By providing contact information 
and/or web links to local organizations through which to order hardcopy materials, there would 
be no need for a central warehouse of materials.  This clearinghouse system would increase the 
visibility of the wealth of good products available, reduce redundancy of efforts (why write a new 
pH factsheet when MWWP and URI Watershed Watch already have theirs online?), reduce 
costs, increase and improve the information available to the public.  With its links to New 
England Water Program, and its goal of fostering collaboration throughout the monitoring 
community, the New England Regional Monitoring Collaborative would be a logical and cost 
effective base for this clearinghouse, but would require some additional financial support in 
order to fully implement. 
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New England Shared Waters Monitoring Summit 

Monday – April 4, 2005 
Westford Regency Hotel and Conference Center 

 
8:30  Summit Registration and Refreshments 
 
930  Welcome and Opening Remarks 
 Trish Garrigan, EPA New England 
 Beth Card, NEIWPCC 
 
9:45 Setting the Stage: Where we were – Highlights of the 1993 Shared Waters Summit, 
what has happened since then, where we need to go. 
 Linda Green, URI Watershed Watch 
 
10:15 Collaboration Opportunities and Data Needs: Utilizing Volunteer Data for 
Regulatory Purposes 
 Sue Kiernan, RI DEM 
 
10:35  Networking and Refreshment Break 
 
11:05  Stories of Collaboration: Case Study Presentations* 
 

 VT DEC Lab Assistance for Volunteer Monitors 
Neil Kamman, VT DEC 

 
 Development of Volunteer Programs for Lakes in Maine 

Scott Williams, Maine Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program 
 

 Role of Volunteers in Developing and Implementing a TMDL for the Assabet River 
(MA) 
Sue Beede and Sue Flint, Organization for the Assabet River 

 
 * These case study presentations will be followed by questions and discussion from the 
Summit Participants. 

12:30 Lunch.  With a presentation by Robert Varney, EPA Regional Administrator  
1:30 Comprehensive State Monitoring Strategies and Volunteer Monitoring     
        Paul Currier, NH DES   
 Katrina Kipp, EPA New England 
 
2:00 Citizen Monitoring and Public Involvement Can Make a Difference 
 Michele Tremblay, Upper Merrimack River Monitoring Program 
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2:20 Break-Out Session Instructions and Objectives 
 
2:30 Quick Refreshment Break: Grab a snack on your way to your break-out session! 
 
2:35 Facilitated Break-Out Sessions: Small groups will meet to discuss, analyze and make 

recommendations on specific monitoring challenges, goals, and successes associated 
with public involvement, using volunteer data, and collaboration between local, state, 
and federal partners.  

 
3:30 Bringing it All Together: Summit participants will reconvene to discuss themes 

identified in the break-outs and make recommendations for accomplishing statewide and 
regional goals.  

 
4:00 Next Steps: Final remarks, and identification of commitment and involvement needed to 

accomplishing goals of collaborative monitoring.  
 Please remember to fill out your evaluation form! 
 
4:15 Adjourn: Thank you and Travel Home Safely!  
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Successes & Challenges Cards Sheets 
 
Technical {QA/QC, Parameters, Rigor} Sheet 

 
Successes: 

- Help w/getting QA + QAPPs incorporated w/ vol mon 
- EPA approved QAPP 
- Enhanced professional assistance in vol project design & execution (VT DEC) 
- DRWA finally has a DEP-approved QAPP so our data are used in the state 

assessment (Deerfield River Watershed Association – MA) 
- QA/QC – Full time QA officer now on staff 
- Bedford Ad Hoc chloride monitoring 
- Started invasive weed control 2004 & continuing in 2005 & beyond 
- Set up small wq lab to monitor bacteria in school programs 

 
Challenges: 

- Programs are too prescriptive 
- QA/QC: train, audit, train, audit,…. 
- Get cheap lab to test chlorophyll, total phosphorus & nitrate 
- Incorporating landuses/watershed assessment info into a monitoring framework 
- What to monitor 
- River herring monitoring 
- QAPP reviews & expectation are not consistent 
- Developing good indicators based on data 
- Does volunteer monitoring data go through a “data validation” process 
Multiple challenges on one card (Webster Lake Association) 

o Get accurate measurement of data collected  
o Get QAPP approved 
o Determine what data to collect 
o Who do we send data to? 
o How should we present data? 
o Extent data collection to streams entering lake 

 Look at the watershed 
o Extend out to the French River data collection 
o Start collecting biological data 

 
Funding Sheet 
 

Successes: 
- Program is sustaining 
- Substantial diversification of program 
- Municipalities pay dues and use data, and  provide in-kind support 
- In-kind match from volunteers supported two positions @ state agency 
- Municipal lab participation 
- Program expansion in excess of 10%/year 

 
Challenges: 

- Watershed Initiative (and drying up of funding that disappeared with it) Deerfield 
River Watershed Association 

- How to get valid data without spending too much time writing QAPPs and doing QA 
work 
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- Funding continuity – based on grants – pulls us in other direction 
- Funding!! For monitoring groups and state agencies 
- Funding 
- Travel 
- Staff 
- Time 
- Funding 
- Staffing 
- Funding 
- Lack of municipal funding for remediation 
- Funding 
- Need: more time & staff, more funding 
- Capacity to cover a wide geographic area 

 
People and Program Objectives Sheet 

 
Successes: 

- Strong support by university and state. (RI) 
- Large group of volunteers worked last year weekly collecting and reporting data 
- Participation in the Volunteer Mercury in Fish and Weed Watchers program. (New 

Hampshire Department of Environmental Services Volunteer Lake Assessment 
Program) 

- Increasing interest in data collection and results among Ag. and industry groups.  
o WQM programs continue to expand. (Poultney- Mettowee and Upper Creek 

watersheds (VT) 
- Engaging local volunteers across town and state boundaries 
- We’ve found DPW’s very responsive to fixing broken sewer lines when we’ve 

brought the problem(s) to their attention 
- Significant increase in watersheds and water bodies monitored 
- Engaging lake volunteers to also monitor the watershed and tributaries 
- Good state, university and volunteer relationships 
- Monitoring diverse resources statewide and watershed wide 
- Volunteer participation 
- Group of reliable volunteer monitors 
- Involved youth with water quality educational programs 
- Organized an association to protect Webster Lake 
- Bedford ad hoc Chloride Volunteer Monitoring 

 
Challenges 

- 4-state watershed 
- Getting the right people involved. (Local Con Com Decisions and Local By-Law 

Improvements) 
- Dedicated volunteers 
- Maintaining volunteer’s interest in data collection to affect changes in regulation and 

practices 
- Maintaining volunteer involvement and communication 
- Keeping volunteer monitors motivated and focused 
- Working regionally when funded locally 
- What is the management decision that the data will be used for? 
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Data Management and Use Sheet 
 
Successes 

- Identified several problem areas on lakes in our watershed 
- Public awareness of potential pollution from storm water outfalls 
- Education and outreach 
- Used data to support new legislation 
- Twelve years of monitoring at over one-hundred sites 
- Connecticut R. Mainstream Assessments 2004 
- Identified and remediated source pollution from shoreline survey 
- 303D List Support 
- Vol mon data integrated fully into state database- equivalent to that of professionals 
- Buzzards Bay Index- Measures overall health of the Bay 
- Sewer upgrades- Fewer beach and shellfish bed closures (The Coalition for 

Buzzards Bay) 
- Reduced nutrient runoff often identifying problem areas 
- Isolated bacteria source and incorporated BMP 
- Use of acid rain monitoring data in 1990 Clean Air Act debates. (ARM) 

 
Challenges 

- How to manage large amounts of data and summarize it to make it palatable 
(understandable) to the public 

- How or when can volunteers find or learn more about interpreting data? (Jack Hizkey 
LAPA- West) 

- Ability to analyze data relevant to project goals: data manipulation skills need help to 
answer questions asked of volunteer data (VT D.E.C) 

- Awareness of nutrient affects on water quality 
- Expanding public awareness: changing human behavior and cultural 
- Interpreting and communicating data results to the public (Poultney- Mettowee 

Watershed Partnership and Upper Otter Creek Watershed Council VT)  
- States don’t include road programs in their decision making about data needs and 

standards (NH) 
- Communicating the data in a way that facilitates its use by local groups 
- Getting local organizations to use their data 
- Still a gap with overall “umbrella” approach to storing and showcasing volunteer data 
- No central clearing house of information data interpretation 
- Data management to support efficient sharing of data 
- Data management 
- Metadata: location, location, location 
- Managing the data and using it 
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Jerry’s Group: People and Program Objectives and Funding Issues 
 
Sheet A 

 Volunteer mgt  
“Reward system” 

 Data to info 
 Supporting volunteer objectives ‘’’ 
 Coordinate multiple groups 
 Developing program objectives 

 (study design)      (starting program) 
 QA/QC assistance to volunteers  

 
Sheet #1 

 Broaden volunteer involvement / experience 
 Survey to volunteers on mgt questions for study design 
 * Shared resources – agency support for volunteers’ effort (partnerships/MOA) 
 More creative use of grant contract process for defining study design QAPP process 

 
Sheet #2 

 Funder / fundee collaboration on guidelines of RFPs  
for both assessment & success 

 Create corporate sponsorship to support monitoring (conditions pre- and post- 
remediation) 

 
Sheet #3 

 Measure of volunteer recognition & success in QAPP 
 Volunteer mgt training and peer exchange (whole workshops and sessions w/i other 

workshops) 
 * Close-ended, large, focused project 
 Facilitated study design w/ volunteer group 

 
Sheet #4 

FUNDING 
A. Create / expand corporate partner$hip and facilitate collaborative agency funding 

priority process 
 
Sheet #5  

PEOPLE AND PRGM OBJECTIVES 
 Volunteer mgt training and facilitate peer exchange (whole workshop & sessions 

embedded w/in other events) 
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Jeff’s and Linda’s Group:  Water quality indicators &data use issues 
 
Water quality indicators sheet #1 

Problems  Audience response 
 
 Difference on so many levels –   
 
Trends also are of interest 
 
Water quality indicators sheet #2 

Toolbox w/all options  
 Pick which works for you 
 
CALM? [Consolidated Assessment Listing Methodology] 
Does it [wq indicator] give a range or “YES / NO” [compared to standard] 
 
Want [the] state to use but [also] 
Want [wq indicators] to be used by [volunteer] group[s] 
 
Water quality data use sheet #1 

 Clearinghouse for info & interpretation [of] results (not for data itself)  
 

Exchange 
 

 Assistance w/ data interpretation by/for volunteers 
 Communicating results to/with public 
 Data access / data sharing 

 
Water quality data use sheet #2 

Developing standard categories to accurately summarize data 
- metrics / index 
- can this be done NE-wide? 
- By ecoregion? There are 6 in NE 

 
Data quality – meta data 
 ≥ minimal quality 
 ≥ parameters 
 
Guidance – existing 
 EPA, state criteria 
  National guidelines 
  Canadian 
 Compare to reference – benchmark 
 Gut feeling 
 

Lake elevation 
Stream order 
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Water quality data use sheet #3 

Get info from state on reference conditions 
 
#1 Clearinghouse – who compiles it? 
 States?   Regions? 
         Tweak by                       start w/   Maine – statewide 
 
* by ecoregion – modify for state use 
   NE region 
 
Criteria based on desired goal / use 
 Combo of factors? 
 Single parameter? 
 
What about groups w/out capacity to set criteria themselves? 
 Who provides assistance? 
          

Report card for WQ 
 
 
Elizabeth’s and Trish’s group:  Technical, QA/QC, Parameters, and Rigor Topic 
 
Sheet #1 

Remaining Challenges 
 
QAPPs for NPS & habitat restoration 
Non-traditional QAPPs – better criteria 
Too much focus on QAPP signature cover page – not what’s IN it 
Losing the values of the QAPP – too worried about getting it done  
 State agencies & volunteers 
How do you know people follow the QAPP? 
QAPP – A means to an end 
 More important to help people focus on questions they are trying to answer 
Questions – establish a baseline – watch trends 
 Good enough question? 
 Rephase as a goal?     Days beaches are closed 
 
Sheet #2    QA/QC 

A lot of technical jargon 
 Reduce bureaucratic part 
 Increase the significance of it 
 Training is important 
 A model for how to do good science 
 NH DES state data report shows which data points are not used and why 
 You’ve got to use your data, even if the state doesn’t 

 
Help volunteers use the data 

 Data             information   what does 2 mg/l mean?? 
 Standardization of what parameters mean 
 Many using same type of equipment 

Need info on how good equipment is, what good for 
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[example – Tasmania Water Watch Equipment Manual] 
 

Sheet #3 QA/QC 

 
Minimum detection limits ≠ equipment or kits used 
 
Fact sheets on detection limits 
Parameters….. 
If you want fish, need DO     5.0 
 
Better indicators & goals in ways people understand (fish, swimming etc.) 

Ex. If people want Brook trout, what parameters, etc. 
Ex. Secchi disk – difference by region exist 
Centigrade vs Fahrenheit 
Meters & centimeters vs. feet 

 
How active is CERM program & NERMC 
 
   
Data wanted 
 Biological protocols 
  CT RBA for Volunteers  

 
Sheet #4 QA/QC 

Recommendations 
 
- Establish a Resource Center at URI for Volunteer Monitoring 

o Factsheets 
o Tech transfer 

 
 Develop indicators that make sense to the public 

o Way to evaluate kits & how well (or not) they measure 
 
- QAPP [should be] seen as part of Project Plan  

Emphasize study design aspect  
 
        - how to certify? 
 Training, re-trained, certified, re-certified will result in QAPP being implemented  
 
- Workshops on how to integrate QAPPs with monitoring manuals 
- Use QAPPs to identify problem groups    need more training  
- Project coordination to make sure QAPP is implemented 
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What people said they would do as a result of attending the New England Shared Waters 

Monitoring Summit on April 4, 2005 in Westford, MA. 
 
(While many respondents provided contact information to allow for follow-up after the summit, 
for privacy reasons this list includes only the organization with which a respondent were 
affiliated.) 
 
Massachusetts Water Watch Partnership 
- Think more about metadatabase, tool kit and regional database - be an advisor to NERMC on 
this 
 
Salem Sound Coastwatch 
- NE list serve -all monitoring  
- I will work on building my network to improve my volunteer management skills 
- Interested in NERMC 
 
Maine Volunteer Lake Monitoring Program 
- NERMC - possible subcommittee assistance - limited time (almost none) 
 
Upper Merrimack River Local Advisory Committee 
- Volunteer to work with NERMC 
- I would provide volunteer management training sessions, workshops, and other events  
- I will contact my state about forming a Apartnership@ for funding volunteer programs (as Neil 
Kamman, of VTDEC presented) 
 
University of Rhode Island Cooperative Extension 
- Develop a document that reviews the use/effectiveness of kits and other equipment (like the 
CSREES volunteer monitoring matrix) to help guide groups in selection 
 
Organization of the Assabet River 
- Plan to work with EPA Region 1 to get our data onto STORET. I would like to work with 
someone willing to develop and access database (or other database) to handle and share 
volunteer water quality data -  
- I’ll send water quality index links to the Blackstone River Group - Suzanne Flint OAR 
 
Maine Department of the Environmental Protection 
- I plan to continue my discussion with NH and CT staff RE: their QAPP/Study designs, 
especially with respect to benthic macroinvertebrates  
- I got some other websites, resources, etc, I want to follow up on  
- I am willing to be part of NE Regional Monitoring Collaborative, but my availability is pretty 
limited. Perhaps attending 1-2 meetings/discussions per year.   
 
Project Oceanology  
- I would be interested in contributing/collaborating with other NE groups-especially in areas of 
technical methodology, QAPP, etc, data analysis, interpretation and presentation 
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Connecticut Department of the Environmental Protection 
- A good part of my time is spent assimilating citizen - based water quality data into our state 
comprehensive monitoring strategy, encouraging new and more groups, and all the data 
management for our groups. I can’t do much more, so send help.  
 
Webster Lake Association 
- Complete QAPP, publish the data we have collected, Start to treat volunteers better (thanks 
Michelle), use the QAPP check list from Vermont- Neil Kamman 
 
Massachusetts Bays Program 
- Care and feeding of volunteers, new and effective methods 
- Helping groups determine their goals 
- Getting NPDES permit writers to incorporate in-stream water quality data 
 
Rutland Natural Resource Conservation District 
 I plan to enter my watershed’s nutrient, sediment, E.coli, temperature and geomorphic data into 
a comprehensive access data base (to be used with GIS interface eventually).  If successful, I 
would be happy to share the template (esp. with other VT groups who have identical data). 
 
US Environmental Protection Agency 
I plan to read the VT DEC volunteer monitoring guide and see how I might be able to use it to 
help volunteer monitors get through the QAPP approval process. 
 
Green card responses, without names attached:  
 
- I will try to convince either NERMC or NEIWPCC (or perhaps some other entity) to seek 
funding for a “Regional Monitoring Circuit Rider” to meet with groups who are who are: 

1) starting up entirely as a monitoring group 
2) starting up a new monitoring project 

in order to:  1. formulate and define study objectives 
2. Begin seeking funding 
3. Begin study design 
4. Map out overall strategy 

 
- Work to incorporate volunteer flow and biological assessments into existing VRAP program 
 
- I plan to make a better effort to understand the objectives of the monitoring group before 

recommending a sampling design.  
 
- I will be helping the state of NH develop a water quality monitoring council (or collaborative, 

not sure what they are going to call it yet). 
 
- Explore training opportunities on care and feeding (working with) volunteer groups  
 
- I was only recently employed by NEIWPCC and am working at the EPA Regional lab I am 

only beginning to learn about these programs and I plan on looking into volunteer efforts 
around my local community to volunteer and hopefully bring others into the volunteer 
process. Also I hope to keep up on other monitoring workshops 
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- Join NH VLAP 
 
- Contact Blackstone about Report Card 
 
- Think more about how we interact with volunteers 
 
- I plan to learn all I can about how to create an index (or metric?) to better evaluate and 

communicate “our rivers” water quality. 
 
- Look for opportunity to make data “real time” 
 
- Contact Assabetriver.org 
- volunteer management plans that broaden experience 
- research 2 EPA grants 
- work with Michelle Tremblay on Adopt a Stream 
 
- Collaborate with other groups vial email /etc. re: data quality management, QAPPs 
 
- I plan to contact UMRMP about their macroinvertebrate sampling program  
 
- One message I got from this meeting is that it is very useful to bring people together who 

are involved in organizing volunteer efforts. I feel that meetings such as these are very 
beneficial, and should be held annually to continue the exchange of ideas. 

 
- I need to follow up on some websites, and monitoring results like the URI studies, the 

Vermont 25-year report and Assabet river 
 
- What I will do for my own benefit:  contact VT DES for more info on lab assistance 

programs, OAR to exchange info and to learn more about their programs, Upper Merrimack 
to learn more about their citizen monitoring program.  

 
- I plan to contact URI Watershed Watch to learn more about monitoring programs and 

strategies 
 
 


