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SANTA CLARA BASIN WATERSHED MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE

WATERSHED ASSESSMENT REPORT
DISSENTING GROUP OPINION


The undersigned Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) stakeholders are unable to accept/approve the Watershed Assessment Report (WAR) for the following reasons:  


The WAR contains so may inaccuracies that it is virtually useless for providing any type of valid indicator of the condition of the Guadalupe sub-watershed, the largest of the three sub-watersheds covered by the report, or for the designated beneficial uses and stakeholder interest evaluated.  In addition, because many of the Guadalupe watershed assessment problems are process and systemic in nature, we have little confidence that the assessment results obtained for the two other sub-watersheds are significantly more credible.  We believe the WMI has an obligation to produce an accurate and credible Assessment Report and cannot condone the publication of a document that fails to achieve these goals.  We also believe that the publication of an inaccurate report could easily result in poor/ erroneous decisions regarding watershed or beneficial use issues by any organizations having access to the report despite numerous statements contained in the document that caution it should not be used for decision-making purposes.  


The WAR inaccuracies for the Guadalupe sub-watershed manifest themselves very clearly to anyone moderately familiar with the river when reviewing the specific assessment data sheets.   For example, most of the information provided for the GR-1 segment is incorrect.  The Channel Type is not Earthen levee, rock/concrete lined.  It is Earthen modified (straightened, confined).  The Support Status for COLD is not Potential/Seasonal Support, it is Partial or Limited Support throughout the entire year.   Much of the Criteria reportedly used for the assessment were either not used or were inappropriate for the evaluation of the particular Use.  The Assessment Comments indicate that Chinook salmon spawn in the upper end of the GR-1 reach.  This is not true.  This reach is a tidewater reach, so there is no spawning habitat in this reach and Chinook salmon are not known to spawn in tidewater.  The report states “the reach does not support cold insect criteria.”  The reach would not support, and should not be expected to support, coldwater insects because it is a brackish water area and has little, if any cold insect habitat.  The data sets referenced to support this claim indicate there was no attempt to look for coldwater insects in this reach, despite assessment team’s assurances that there were, so there is absolutely no basis for the statement.

The Report lists 10 data sets that were used to evaluate the GR-1 reach for Cold use, but a review of the listed data sets shows that most were not applicable to the reach or for the assessment of the Cold use and some were not even applicable to the Guadalupe sub-watershed.  Other data sets were cited but were not used for the evaluation and others were falsely cited.  As a result of the above, the Support Status, the Limiting Factors and the Suspected Causes are inaccurate as are the Data Gaps and Data Quality statements.   Similar problems exist for the RARE and REC-1 uses and the PFF interest in the GR-1 reach, as well as for these uses/interest in most upstream reaches of the river and its primary tributaries, below the reservoirs.  The use of non-applicable, inappropriate or out-dated data for an assessment will most certainly result in an inaccurate assessment.  It is believed that the causes for the listed problems are many and some are adequately addressed in the Report but others are not.  One of the root causes of the problems is that the WMI’s established processes were not followed.  

There were substantial concerns with the assessment Framework, the criteria for the various items being assessed, from the very start.  Although the Framework was approved by the WMI Core Group, it was only conditionally approved.  The Framework was so complex that many had no concept of how it would work or the results that would be obtained as the assessment started, so changes were supposed to be made as problems were identified.  This did not happen.  There was supposed to be a concentrated effort to gather and use all relevant data in performing the assessments.  This did not happen. A lot of the most relevant and timely data were not used.  There was supposed to be a process to check the quality/ applicability of the data being used but this obviously did not happen. There is no way that much of the data reportedly used to assess a reach could have been used if even the simplest of quality checks were made.  There was supposed to be a heavy reliance on the watershed captains to provide an early sanity check on the data and the preliminary results of the assessment.  This was not done.  Most of the initial assessment effort was performed at a remote location by consultants not familiar with the watershed, at a time and place when local experts, including the watershed captains, could not participate.  The undersigned groups complained strongly about the ill-advised concept of “remote assessments” to no avail.  There was never any effort put forth to ground truth or field validate any data supposedly used for the assessments.  The Watershed Assessment Subgroup (WAS), which was supposed to lead the assessment effort, did not do so.  They seemed to take a back seat to the Report Preparation Team (RPT), which was formed to generate the report, not oversee that assessment.  When assessment problems were identified, there was never any real attempt to correct the problems, most of the effort was expended trying to rationalize the results or circumvent, mitigate, or down play the issues.  Another problem was that the waterbodies were not properly segmented.  The WAR states that the waterbodies were segmented by physical properties and/or or in accordance with the recommendation of the 1994 CA Dept. of Fish and Game Salmonid Habitat Restoration Manual.  Neither was done.  Water reaches with vastly different physical properties were lumped together and this resulted in assessment inaccuracies as support levels, limiting factors, causes and certainty levels varied within the lumped segments.  Still another problem was an improper definition was used for a channel.  In most cases, a channel was defined as having the capability of carrying the “100 year” or “designed flood flow.”  No natural channel can support a “100 year flood.”  Natural channels flood when their bankfull level is exceeded.  Any attempt to modify a channel to carry a 100-year flood flow will seriously degrade all beneficial uses and destroy the proper functioning of the channel.   

After strong complaints were made about the above issues (Ref. GCRCD/WWCC letters dated Jan. 21, 02 and Sept. 30, 02), sections entitled “local knowledge” were added to the report in an attempt to address some of the complaints.  The local knowledge sections, for the most part, contain far more relevant/accurate information than the reported assessment results but the report was not corrected, the new information was added as local knowledge.  The term “local knowledge” is misleading, as it seems to imply undocumented knowledge.  Most of the information contained in the local knowledge sections is based on well-documented fact.  The quality and timeliness of this information far exceeds the quality of the information in the data sets reportedly used for the assessments but there was never any attempt by the assessment team to review this information, much less include it in the WMI database.  


It is recognized that many people put a lot of hard work into the WAR and their efforts need to be commended.  However, if the process is flawed and/or not followed, there are inadequate incremental quality checks throughout the process, and identified problems are not adequately resolved, then there is little chance that a quality product will be produced despite the best efforts of individual contributors.  Assessment results must be as accurate, timely, succinct and non-contradictory as possible for them to be useful and this is definitely not the case for the Guadalupe sub-watershed assessment.
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