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Stream Health Workgroup Meeting - June 2026

Friday, June 26, 2026
10:00am - 12:00pm EST

Meeting Link: Join the meeting via Microsoft Teams
Meeting ID: 216 184 639 617 733 	Passcode: tq92SZ3L
Call: +1 469-208-1525  	Phone Conference ID: 730 829 595#
Visit the meeting webpage for meeting materials and additional information. 

This meeting may be recorded for internal use only to assure the accuracy of meeting notes. To turn on closed captioning, click on the three ellipses (More actions), then click on “Turn on live captions” (preview). To request accommodations, please contact Meredith Lemke at mlemke@chesapeakebay.net.

Meeting materials are posted on the June 2026 Stream Health Workgroup Meeting page.

Purpose: To hear presentations from partners in the watershed working on stream health-related topics, receive updates regarding the Management Strategy and Chesapeake Bay Program timeline, and discuss the Stream Health Workgroup’s new Management Strategy draft.
Minutes
I. Introductions and Announcements						(10:00 – 10:10)
The Stream Health meeting began with an announcement/reminder about the June 29-30 Stream Health workshop at the National Conservation Training Center called Exploring opportunities for expanding capacity of CB watershed-wide stream assessment. Brock and Alison also provided brief Chesapeake Bay Program updates and an opportunity for introductions of any new members or attendees. Meredith Lemke was welcomed as interim Stream Health Staffer, taking over from Nick Staten until a new staffer is hired.

Requested Action: Non-decisional
Lead: Alison Santoro (MDNR), Brock Reggi (VA DEQ)
Materials: N/A

II. Presentation: Stream macroinvertebrate responses vary with region, land use and management practice type							(10:10 – 10:40)
Sergio Sabat-Bonilla provided a presentation about Stream macroinvertebrate responses to management practices. Management practices across the Chesapeake Bay watershed are designed largely to reduce nutrient and sediment delivery to the Bay, but whether they also improve biological condition within streams is less clear. Drawing from before-after-control-impact studies across regions of the watershed, this presentation shows how benthic macroinvertebrate responses vary by region, land-use context, practice type and assessment metric. With an emphasis on what our results mean for stream management, including where current practices appear most likely to produce detectable biological gains in streams and what stream assessment may need to consider to more accurately detect these management-related responses.

Requested Action: Non-decisional
Lead: Sergio A. Sabat-Bonilla
Materials: 
· Sergio A. Sabat-Bonilla, Abigail C. Belvin, Gregory B. Noe, Kelly O. Maloney, Emmanuel A. Frimpong, Paul L. Angermeier, Sally E. Entrekin, Stream macroinvertebrate responses vary with region, land use and management practice type, Journal of Environmental Management, Volume 403, 2026, 129172, ISSN 0301-4797, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jenvman.2026.129172.
· Presentation: Stream macroinvertebrate responses to management practices

Presentation Discussion:

· Matthew Robinson - Any thoughts on why BMPs work differently between physiographic regions?  E.g. slope, underlying geology, climate?
· Sergio – I think you’ve nailed it right there. It’s these inherent regional abiotic components that pretty much within that sequence define the water, the ecosystem itself, the habitats, the resources, and then that kind of sequential translation into the bugs. We are diving into this within the project so that we can better define under what context within a biological or abiotic response do these practices shift and change, and under what conditions?
· Matthew Cashman - Sergio - did you do any screening of the studies based on the sampling design? The importance of sampling design to detect change was an important finding in some other recent restoration effectiveness literature reviews. Seems that designs targeting specific habitats, best habitats, or random/structural sampling could affect your results based on their sensitivity to detect changes of different types, especially those primarily affecting physical habitat rather than dissolved constituents.
· Sergio – On the design aspects of the different studies that we use, with the low amount of studies that we were able to lead, we were as constrained as possible to the standards within these designs. Some of the temporal scale variations were within the means. These range from a lot of one to two, three year study lengths. In terms of their environmental aspects, they’re relatively the same: a lot were in the Piedmont, all of them were riparian forest buffer. So, by default, by having a small sample set at the start, these were somewhat evenly distributed.
· Matthew C. – To clarify, I meant more the protocols within the stream, like what habitats they would sample, like would they go to riffles only or best available or sample everything in there, and if you didn’t quite filter just a single type. 
· Sergio – We accounted for them to utilize standard protocols of an assessment but we didn’t define it specifically that it had to be a specific habitat or the amount of habitats they utilize but that is a key point of the work that we’re trying to tackle within this USGS Stream Team. I think you’re thinking about a bit more of that functional side of these functional trades that we’re utilizing. Like these are not excluded streams. There’s a lot of mixing and a lot of movement of these populations across each. And so, some of the work that we’re doing now are relating to these dispersion life history capacities. There’s a lot of mixing and I think that’s where the physiographic region and especially those environmental stressors are key. Like, you can arrive to a system and maybe it’s suited to you within the trace that you have but the amount of stressors and the capacity for you to adjust to that, that’s a whole other set of questions that we’re trying to tackle.
· Chris Ruck - Did you only look at biomass for functional metrics or did you look at functional composition, too? Did you address the area treated for management practices?
· Sergio - Chris, this is a great question. These functional metrics pretty much came from fewer than 5 studies, and were mostly limited to functional feeding group and biomass relations. However, there was one study that integrated rates of decomposition between and across different taxonomic and functional feeding groups. But this is where my current work is expanding this scope a bit more, using a broader suite of functional traits to understand more of these relations better. On the area covered side, this is something we did not account for, but it is being worked on now by Greg Noe and crew at a different scale. So more information is to come out.

· Matthew Robinson - Did you use Chessie BIBI scores in your analysis or individual state IBI scores?
· Sergio - We did include multiple regional and state IBIs, with the B-IBI being part of it, into our model and those responded differently depending on the relation of region x land use x practice 

· Nancy Roth - Sergio, interesting that abundance and (to a degree) biomass were important in showing response.  Were these data available in all the studies?  Many rapid assessments use subsampling (say to 100 or 200 organism subsamples) so abundance and biomass are not always available.
· Sergio - Nancy, this is a great point. Abundance, and even density were present at varying rates across the studies, and the biomass metrics were constrained to less than 5 studies. So this is still a rarer measure in the assessments, but hopefully this and future work can emphasize the importance of accounting for these. Especially when assessing these multiple interaction pathways.

III. Presentation: Management Strategy Development & Timeline		(10:40 – 11:00)
Alison presented about the new 2025 Watershed Agreement workgroup structure, as well as the template, expectations and timeline for developing the new Stream Health Management Strategy chapter.

Requested Action: Non-decisional
Lead: Alison Santoro (MDNR)
Materials:
· Presentation:  Stream Health Workgroup Presentation – June 2026

IV. Discussion: Management Strategy Development				(11:00 – 11:50)
The workgroup discussed and provided comments on the new Stream Health Management Strategy chapter draft. 

Requested Action: Non-decisional
Lead: Alison Santoro (MDNR), Brock Reggi (VA DEQ)
Materials: 
· Draft 2026 Management Strategy
· Previous Stream Health Management Strategy (updated 2024) 

Action Item: Workgroup members are asked to complete a first round of comments on the Draft 2026 Management Strategy by EOB July 12th, 2026. Please suggest comments, questions, edits, recommendations for additional approaches if any key aspects/focuses of the work are missing, etc.
· Contact Meredith Lemke, mlemke@chesapeakebay.net if you are unable to access the document.

Internal Drafting Timeline:
· June - August 2026: workgroups fill out management strategy subchapter template
· August 21, 2026: Completed draft MS due to Goal Team chairs
· Additional revisions after GT chair review
· September 2026 - June 2027: Develop outcome work plans

Matthew Cashman – What is the reason for the move away from 'function' language?
· Alison Santoro – There have been concerns that it’s so focused on geomorphological functions and there are the trade-offs. We’re moving towards more holistic stream ecology.
· Chris Spaur – Going back in time with a little bit of history – When geomorphic restoration got rolling on a big scale in the 90s and 2000s, a lot of people had the mistaken understanding that if we can get the riffles, pools, and runs right, the spacing, the frequency, then we’ve got it and the biota will come back. There’s still a lot of folks who kind of think that. And depending on other stressors, if there are no other stressors, that can be correct. But as we’ve heard in our discussions and we know from many meetings, there are often many other stressors. So I do think it’s still important to help steer people to think beyond just the geomorphic stuff, because a lot of people, for whatever reason, still think that’s kind of where it’s all at.
· Alison Santoro – MDE adopted the stream health function pyramid for assessing stream restorations (and it’s a great tool) but it was developed by Rich Starr who is an engineer geomorphologist. So I know they worked to incorporate the physicochemical and the biological, but it’s still very much heavily focused on geomorphic. And that might be why I have this perception that we’re trying to do a more holistic thing rather than the functional language. But if we can define stream function in this document for what the Stream Health Workgroup perceives as stream function and incorporate all of that, then I think that that might alleviate some concerns because then we would be including stream riparian buffers.
· Joe Berg - The geomorphic condition is the result on ongoing stressors, including land use changes, increased runoff, minimally effective stormwater runoff controls, and other anthropogenic modifications. Geomorphic conditions and a lot of the other stressors we think about like water quality, they are all tied together. So just like sometimes in invertebrate ecology we talk about invertebrates being centralized monitors for all of the impacts – that’s what geomorphic condition is as well. 

Kelly Maloney - USGS can help with the "Include common indicators of stream functions" we have already compiled a suite of data sets (e.g., geomorph, salinity, stream temp) and have begun to examine the observed data and are also developing predictive models so there is work we can leverage here.

Matthew Cashman - Maybe we will talk about this at the workshop on Monday/Tuesday, but I think it's worth clarifying definitions for terms like "Stressors", "Drivers", "Sources" etc. I can already tell my use of Stressors for my talk next week is different than usage today! 

Gregory Noe - The third bullet ('collaborate...') also ties to the first, with the concept that stream management practices could be tailored to the stressors and their drivers specific the stream of interest.  To do that, knowing the stressors that are impairing condition is critical.

Matthew Robinson – Plastic pollution? https://www.chesapeakebay.net/who/group/plastic-pollution-action-team PG County, DC, and COG are monitoring microplastics and trash as part of their ambient monitoring programs. PA DEP has a large study going on as well in the bay watershed

Chris Spaur - I very much like the focus on stressors. I think this is great to help us try and direct society's efforts for streams. And as we've discussed, many of the other Chesapeake Bay watershed efforts are not really necessarily directed at priority stressors. And then one thought in that regard is - so we had over the last six months or a year, various reviews of indicators being proposed and researched. And interestingly enough, as best I understand it, we ultimately didn't end up with an altered flow indicator or that was booted to some other group's responsibility. So I don't know if altered flows are captured anywhere as an indicator, because apparently we're not doing it or it's too complicated or something. I forget where that stands. So is it appropriate to explicitly reference that in this document since that's arguably a huge dog? Anyway, just a thought.
· Alison – We can add it in.

Rosemary Fanelli - Flow seems to be a pretty important stressor that impacts other conditions in the channel

Gregory Noe - Stream restoration monitoring data clearinghouse was a specific recommendation of the STAC workshop report, for what that is worth. 

Matthew Cashman - I understand the logistical challenges of getting a restoration data clearinghouse (even without the monitoring data), is incredibly useful. I've previously done analyses and published on a UK-based restoration database, and you can pull out so many important trends and patterns of implementation, even just to say how much money and time!

Gregory Noe - The USGS also could contribute to a literature synthesis of Management Practice effects on stream condition.  We are currently planning individual studies on the topic, and we can discuss if we can prioritize a literature synthesis beyond what Sergio just presented.  We're in the midst of a deep dive on understanding how different management practices change stressors and biotic conditions [stream restoration is one among many MPs].

Matthew Robinson - EPA has an interest in doing some eDNA demo studies. Specifically looking at the efficacy of eDNA monitoring and whether it could be used more broadly for monitoring macinverts/fish/herps. We're exploring options with OASES (formerly ORD) to do this.

Matthew Cashman - USGS is also actively developing community-based stream health assessment approaches with eDNA

Brock Reggi – The pooled monitoring group has summarized all of their stream restoration data into one document which should be live soon.

Chris Spaur – [Referring to Management Approach 4] So just kind of getting back to the stressor theme and everything else. I'm assuming that in this case the term stream restoration means stream geomorphic restoration. If it does mean that, then that is predicated upon this assumption that, once again, the stream geomorphic condition is always really important for stream biota. So, I guess that would be my concern. If that's assuming that stream geomorphic condition is degraded, degradation is always a principal stressor, then that's problematic. If the term stream restoration here means “doing anything that could be good for a stream,” e.g., retrofitting a sewer, managing fertilizers and pesticides better, etc., then that's not a concern. But I suspect that that term here means stream geomorphic restoration. And in that case, then design guidelines could be useful if that's likely to be a stressor. But if other things are vastly more important than the design guidelines could be, hey, you know, doesn't really matter a whole lot because the flows are so severely altered, the water quality is so badly degraded, et cetera. So, and I think I feel like I encountered this a lot in urban restoration project permitting where people mean well and they think, hey, we need these, this riffle habitat, we need these boulder clusters, whatever, you know, with the assumption that that's going to be inherently good for various organisms when once again, in some just doesn't necessarily matter because the other stressors are of such greater importance.
· Alison - I feel like in this sense, the stream restoration was specifically about the practice that was outlined by the expert panel and those nutrient reductions. So put a note in there, do we need to define stream restoration in this context? 
· Brock - I want to add to that comment about definitions of words. I think there was some confusion, like even the terminology for different localities may mean different, you know, we one word may mean something in a bigger context and be different to our locality too. So if any localities out there have any concern about what the word means, just definitely put that out there so we can kind of make sure everybody's on the same page. I've had other conversations where that same topic came up as well. I'm just bringing that up. I think that is an important thing to consider.
· Question for consideration: Should we create a list of definitions of terms?
· Matthew Cashman - I would think there's restorations that are not necessarily geomorphic restoration
· Matthew Robinson - Matt - PAFBC is doing alot of "lite" stream restoration projects looking at improving fish habitat.  There are water quality benefits too. EPA CBPO funds those projects
· Matthew Cashman - I think a distinction with restoration as a management intervention within the "river corridor" works versus management practices in the "upland" that deals with issues before they get to the stream/river

V. Wrap-Up and Adjourn							(11:50 – 12:00)
Lead: Alison Santoro (MDNR), Brock Reggi (VA DEQ)

Next Meeting: August 19, 2026 10:00 AM - 12:00 PM

	Attendance:
· Reggi, Brock (DEQ)

	· Alison A Santoro -DNR-

	· Guy, Chris 

	· Sabat-Bonilla, Sergio 
· Meredith Lemke

	· Emily Young

	· Roth, Nancy 

	· Ken Belt 

	· Noe, Gregory 

	· Maloney, Kelly O

	· Southerland, Mark 

	· Crum, Brice

	· Fanelli, Rosemary M 

	· Klingaman, Cass D (DEC)

	· Bollt, Keith

	· Zuknick, Gregory

	· Lisa Tabor 

	· Howe, Coral M 

	· Sturgis, Brittany E. (DNREC)

	· Cashman, Matthew J

	· Lancaster, John

	· Katie Ombalski

	· Chris Spaur, USACE 

	· Ruck, Chris

	· Metes, Marina J

	· Sara Weglein -DNR-

	· Rikke Jepsen

	· Davis, Sandra 

	· Maggie Woodward

	· Robinson, Matthew

	· Owrutsky, Rachel (DNREC)

	· Bella Konchar

	· Joe Berg 

	· Lisa Tabor 

	· Matthew Baker

	· Ken Belt 

	· Anne Hairston-Strang 
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