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In attendance:  
Agency Chairs:  Jack Buckley (DFG), Anne Carroll (DCR), Glenn Haas (DEP) 

Committee Members:  Ralph Abele (EPA), Colin Apse (Nature Conservancy), Sue Beede (Mass Rivers 

Alliance), Tom Cambareri (Cape Cod Commission), Doug DeNatale (AECOM), Eric Hooper (Town of Sharon), 

Dave Kaplan (Cambridge Water Dept.), Kerry Mackin (Ipswich River Watershed Association), Piotr 

Parasiewicz (Rushing Rivers Institute), Cary Parsons (Woodard & Curran), Nigel Pickering (Charles River 

Watershed Association), Jesse Schwalbaum (Watershed Hydrogeologic), Peter Weiskel (USGS), Brian Wick 

(Cape Cod Cranberry Growers‟ Association), Viktoria Zoltay (ABT Assoc.) 

Other Attendees:  Kathy Baskin (EEA), Alison Bowden (Nature Conservancy), John Clarkeson (EEA), Sarah 

Cohen (DCR), Karen Crocker (DEP), Rebecca Cutting (DEP), Jeff Davis (UMass Donahue Institute), Jen 

D‟Urso (DEP), Richard Friend (DEP), David Glater (Trout Unlimited), Linda Hutchins (DCR), Margaret 

Kearns (DFW), Tom Lamonte (DEP), Beth McCann (DEP), Vandana Rao (EEA), Todd Richards (DFW), Peter 

Shelley (CLF), Mark Tisa (DFG),  

 

Meeting Objectives: 

 Provide feedback on the general approach and understanding the state agencies are taking with the 

science; assist us to improve our current thinking 

 Have meaningful discussion and subcommittee members provide feedback on specific questions on 

current best thinking on stream classification 

 

Update on February 25, 2010 Advisory Committee Meeting 

Building Block Framework Discussion 

Committee members generally supported the building block approach with the following points 

 The approach might lack dynamism to reflect change in climate or human needs over time 

o Should consider of a long-term framework 

 Safe Yield should be considered at the subbasin level and at a smaller time step 

 Examine incorporating more on land uses:  impervious surfaces, dams, stormwater, etc. 

 What drought should we be considering? 

 Framework should remain flexible about the number of “blocks”, they may change as other 

regulatory programs are introduced as the Initiative progresses 

o Stormwater 

o Mitigation 

 

2/25/10 Assignments to Staff – 

 How bad was the „60‟s drought in terms of impact to public water supplies and natural resources? 

 MWRA requested a review of tree ring data to determine the severity of the „60‟s drought 

 Analysis of the institutional and resource (staffing, budget cuts) constraints that will make 

implementation of Safe Yield at a finer seasonal and subbasin scale difficult 

 

Proposal for Identifying Classes of Streams 

Update on Classification Workgroup Activities 

 On March 3, 2010, the Interagency Classification Workgroup held a meeting that was open to all 

 The Nature Conservancy and MA DFW presented material on ongoing work on stream 

classification in Massachusetts and in other states (Connecticut, Maine and Michigan) 

 The presentation and subsequent discussion resulted in today‟s presentations of the “best current 

thinking” on stream classification for Massachusetts 
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Two Presentations 

1. Todd Richards presented DFG Division of Fisheries and Wildlife’s “Classifying Massachusetts 

Streams and Rivers”, introducing means to categorize and classify streams. A copy of the presentation 

will be posted on EEA‟s SWMI website at 

http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eoeeaterminal&L=5&L0=Home&L1=Air%2c+Water+%26+Climate+C

hange&L2=Preserving+Water+Resources&L3=Sustainable+Water+Management&L4=Sustainable+Wa

ter+Management+Technical+SubCommittee&sid=Eoeea&b=terminalcontent&f=eea_swm_tech_subco

mm_resources&csid=Eoeea  

 

Fish are used as surrogate for aquatic biodiversity and broader environmental health 

o Categorizes streams according to physical parameters (primarily gradient and watershed 

size) which helps to develop expected conditions 

o Classifies streams by current conditions using existing sampling data which include 

anthropogenic impacts 

o Currently using existing fisheries data to classify streams where fish data exists 

o When there are gaps in the data, DFW uses impervious cover and results of the MA Water 

Indicators project to show which fisheries data to use to predict fish community attributes 

A future step would be to set goals for streams based on expected vs. current conditions 

o Degradation should never be a goal 

 

Green River, a tributary to the Deerfield River, was analyzed as an example 

 

Questions on data: 

o Data gaps will always exist - data can potentially come from measured physical parameters, 

fisheries data when available, land use data, Mass Water Indicators Study data, results of 

USGS statistical models, etc. 

o Real fisheries data always trumps land use modeling for stream classification 

 

2. Colin Apse presented The Nature Conservancy’s “The Roles of Classification & Categorization in 

Water Management”.  A copy of the presentation can be found at 
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eoeeasubtopic&L=4&L0=Home&L1=Air%2c+Water+%26+Climate+Change&L2

=Preserving+Water+Resources&L3=Sustainable+Water+Management&sid=Eoeea 

 

Categorization’s purpose is to describe the major differences in the natural types of rivers and 

their associated ecological communities.  This allows differentiation in the reference conditions of 

types of rivers (e.g., coldwater, high gradient streams vs. warm water, low gradient coasts). 

 

Classification’s purpose is to propose a balance of current and future use and ecological 

protection – classification can support tiered and narrative standards, perhaps similar to Clean Water 

Act water quality standards 

A simple example of this approach proposes 4 classes that are linked to river segments 

statewide: 

1. Near-natural Flow Conditions 

2. Minimum Alteration – Rivers for some river fish 

3. Working Rivers – Rivers for some fish and for many uses 

4. Significant Alteration 

 

 

http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eoeeaterminal&L=5&L0=Home&L1=Air%2c+Water+%26+Climate+Change&L2=Preserving+Water+Resources&L3=Sustainable+Water+Management&L4=Sustainable+Water+Management+Technical+SubCommittee&sid=Eoeea&b=terminalcontent&f=eea_swm_tech_subcomm_resources&csid=Eoeea
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eoeeaterminal&L=5&L0=Home&L1=Air%2c+Water+%26+Climate+Change&L2=Preserving+Water+Resources&L3=Sustainable+Water+Management&L4=Sustainable+Water+Management+Technical+SubCommittee&sid=Eoeea&b=terminalcontent&f=eea_swm_tech_subcomm_resources&csid=Eoeea
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eoeeaterminal&L=5&L0=Home&L1=Air%2c+Water+%26+Climate+Change&L2=Preserving+Water+Resources&L3=Sustainable+Water+Management&L4=Sustainable+Water+Management+Technical+SubCommittee&sid=Eoeea&b=terminalcontent&f=eea_swm_tech_subcomm_resources&csid=Eoeea
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eoeeaterminal&L=5&L0=Home&L1=Air%2c+Water+%26+Climate+Change&L2=Preserving+Water+Resources&L3=Sustainable+Water+Management&L4=Sustainable+Water+Management+Technical+SubCommittee&sid=Eoeea&b=terminalcontent&f=eea_swm_tech_subcomm_resources&csid=Eoeea
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eoeeasubtopic&L=4&L0=Home&L1=Air%2c+Water+%26+Climate+Change&L2=Preserving+Water+Resources&L3=Sustainable+Water+Management&sid=Eoeea
http://www.mass.gov/?pageID=eoeeasubtopic&L=4&L0=Home&L1=Air%2c+Water+%26+Climate+Change&L2=Preserving+Water+Resources&L3=Sustainable+Water+Management&sid=Eoeea
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Discussion 
Can we quantify the success of this process in other states – has this type of process be adopted and proved 

to be a successful regulatory process anywhere? 

 Michigan is implementing a science-based flow management approach with categorization and 

classification, but evaluation of the process is needed 

 Some states are using simpler approaches to water management standards due to budget constraints 

or lack of biological or ecological data (e.g., Maine) 

 Some states are using a goal-setting process (e.g., Vermont, Connecticut which is currently stalled) 

Committee Chair reiterated that we want a 2-step process 

1. Data and science to describe existing conditions – what we are doing now 

2. Goal setting – will be done in the future as a separate process 

 

What is the purpose of categorization?  Should we first identify what is there and what impacts we are willing 

to accept? 

 Categorization is the describe ideal (unimpacted) conditions 

 We need to use existing data to identify what is there because of our tight timeframe 

 USGS Accelerated Fish and Habitat Study has done extensive analysis of physical parameters and 

identified those with statistical power 

o Using USGS study data will allow us to confidently minimize what we examine 

o Todd Richards has been involved in USGS Fish and Habitat Study and chose the DFW 

parameters (gradient and watershed size) based on USGS statistical analysis 

 

Why are anthropogenic and natural variables combined in the USGS Fish and Habitat Study? 

 Do not want to pre-judge or stratify the data prior to analysis 

 

Is this a helpful framework? 

Pros: 

 Committee members generally supported the framework for categorizing and classifying streams 

 We have the tools and data to see what would be in an unimpacted stream, and current stream 

conditions 

 A Committee member noted that the USGS data is very useful for identifying stream categories and 

current conditions, is not designed or useful for resource management  

 The challenge will be  

o Determining stream classifications 

o deciding how to use the information for allocation/management 

Cons: 

 Water allocation for public water supply is not appearing in the model 

o How can the societal value of water supply (health and safety) and water supply needs be 

represented in this framework?   

 Does this framework prepare us for the more difficult discussions on allocation that will follow 

stream categorization and classification? 

Relative importance of different water uses: 

 The importance of cold-water fisheries in the model was questioned – if cold-water fisheries are 

used primarily for recreational fishing, are we setting one recreational activity (fishing) above 

another (lawn watering) 

o Representatives of DFW reiterated that cold-water fisheries are being used as a surrogate 

for aquatic biodiversity and broader environmental health 
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Points of Agreement 

1. We do not want to treat all rivers the same 

2. We want to categorize our rivers 

3. We want to know the current state of our rivers 

4. The hard part will be come with  

- setting classifications for our rivers 

- deciding goals for our rivers – this is not envisioned as part of our mission for 2010 

 

Assignments to Staff  

 Request was made to ask the Advisory Committee  
o to clarify why fisheries are identified as the thing to protect – are fish a surrogate for the 

environmental resources, or are they being identified because of their recreational value 

o to give guidance on implications of using smaller basin scale in setting safe yield – 

Technical Committee feels scale is important, but wants guidance on practical implications 

 The Classification Subgroup will flesh out this approach in pilot basins for presentation at the 

April meeting 

 Staff should 

o Look at Water Quality standards as a model for classifying streams 

o See if other states have successfully determined river basin safe yield 

o Prepare data on water supply yields and demand projections to add to our discussion of uses 

 

Next Technical Subcommittee Meeting – April 13, 2010  

Tentative agenda includes  

 Presentation by Peter Weiskel on the draft findings from the USGS Accelerated Fish and Habitat 

Study 
o The USGS Accelerated Fish & Habitat Study (data and regression analysis of relations among 

natural basin factors, anthropogenic changes, and fish-community composition) will be 

submitted for review to the cooperating State agencies (DEP, DCR, and DFW) by April 15 

 Stream Classification  


