QA/QC Worksheet for WAR Chapter 2 – Draft C


Order Number
Subgroup or Group providing comment
Page(s) / Paragraph(s).
Text Suggested or General Comment
Work shop

Topic #
Response to Comment

1
Sarah Young- RPT Chair/Contract Manager
Overall Comments
A. It is important to recognize that this chapter was not able to follow the outline presented to Core Group in Feb. because the lack of data from the assessment process and others, and because the RPT was not able to work on a consensus on what the revision should look like. It appears that the Assessment Review Workshop would be an excellent opportunity to bring the broad perspectives to the table and help RPT to better frame the discussion on this chapter. 

B. It is also important that this chapter does not repeat those points highlighted in other portions of the report and focus on issues that are most relevant to whatever the title tells us. 

C. It is important to recognize that we need to get this assessment work done ASAP so CALFED (the funder) the City of San Jose and District administrators could be satisfied.
3

5

N/A


General comments noted.

2
City of Sunnyvale
General comment on entire document
It would seem that the chapter title “Implications of Assessment for Next Phases of WMI” is really aimed at answering the question, “Based on what we found in the assessment, where do we go from here?”  Unfortunately, the chapter as written, really doesn’t provide much help in answering that question.  And, as was discussed in some of the general concerns of stakeholders when we started this process, we may have come up rather short in terms of getting solid information on the state of the watershed as well as what actions may be needed to restore it from the assessment process.  

However, we still need to answer the question of where we go from here.  And difficult as it may be to say it, we will need to state what the pilot assessments provided or didn’t provide. A suggestion at this point would be to start from scratch and rewrite the chapter, rather than trying to tweak it, because it appears we’ve missed the mark by a fair piece.  

The chapter still needs to address whether there are any basin-wide conclusions we can draw from the assessments (this may be slightly different than applying conclusions from one watershed to another – rather conclusions that might be drawn based on any similarities between the three pilot watersheds or reaches within a watershed), and recommendations or suggestions about next steps, based on the data that we have. 

If the stakeholders decide to start over, Sunnyvale’s subsequent comments that apply to specific sections may become moot.  However, if the group does decide to go through section by section to fix parts, then our other comments may still be applicable.
2

3

3

N/A
Chapter was re-written and reorganized to address question of “where do we go from here?” in Sections 2.3, 2.4, 2.5

3
Sarah Young-SCVWD
Overall Comments
A. It appears important to clearly communicate the fact about the lack of data for drawing basin-wide conclusions regarding the natural resource and other conditions, in the beginning of the chapter.  

B. It appears that we may need to take this chapter out altogether since there appeared to be no scientific basis for basin-wide conclusions. Or we could redirect this chapter on discussion of how to do the future assessment and change the title of the chapter accordingly.

C. After reviewing the chapters and TMs delivered so far, it appears that we need beef up chapters 4-5 for reaches with sufficient data, and include discussions on limiting factors, and suspected factors analysis for these reaches. It appears extremely important to highlight the reaches that the assessment team was able to be conclusive about so we could maximize the benefit of this assessment work.

D. Why are we trying to apply municipal water standards in every each reach?

How about applying these municipals water standards in the upstream reaches of reservoirs and reservoirs?  

E.     What is the role of WMI in effecting management measures in the upstream as well as these reservoirs? (for example, If a reservoir does not meet standards, what WMI could do to bring the reservoir to standards)
3

2

2

6

4


Addressed in Section 2.1 Introduction.

Chapter was re-written to address this comment.

Comment for Chapters 4, 5.

Addressed in LL memo.

Not sure if this was addressed. 

4
Luisa Valiela, EPA
Chap 2  General Comment
Overall, Chapter 2 by WAC provides very useful insight to the assessment and recommendations for improving its use and usefulness.  I sum it up as “all roads lead to data collection.”  Which actually brings to mind a point that was made at the first WAS Workshop that was not captured in this chapter, and that is that what WAC was able to determine from the assessment with certainty using existing data could not have been determined if we spent the same amount of money doing data collection, because it would not have gotten all the data we have now, even though we still are data poor.  So somehow we need to capture that idea. 

Comment from workshop: It would be nice to state something along these words, “what WAC was able to determine from the assessment with certainty using existing data could not have been determined if we spent the same amount of money doing data collection”

WAC agrees this could be incorporated/made into a Basin-wide conclusion.


3
Revised Chapter discusses data collection as a basin-wide conclusion but does not include the requested statement 

“what WAC was able to determine from the assessment with certainty using existing data could not have been determined if we spent the same amount of money doing data collection”

5
Luisa Valiela, EPA
Chap 2 General Issue
Beyond the specific framework issue, we need a forum to discuss the larger assessment issue, which is if we are to do it all again, would we have a different assessment model, and what are our alternatives? (Now being proposed as WAS Workshop #4). 
1
The WAS is planning for an “assessment of methodologies” process.

6
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2 

General comments

Entire document
The nature of the material to be presented in the chapter calls for more lists/bulleted items on recommendations/ suggestions/next steps, with explanatory text, rather than a lot of discussion text.  

Also, discussions on the use of the assessment framework and data gaps should be made in support of specific actions needed, rather than as general discussion.  These topics are well covered in other chapters/ appendices of the report.

Group agrees that WAC should use more of the recommended writing methods
5

4 or 5
Bullet-style writing method used in various sub-sections of Section 2.3 Evaluating Assessment Alternatives.

Use of numbered points in other sections of revised Chapter.

7
Terry Neudorf, SCVWD
Chapter 2 

General comments
A. The concept of whether or not a reach supports a particular beneficial use is not as useful as a baseline assessment that can be used to identify/quantify significant impacts in an EIR. 

Main point:  EIRs could save assessors time at looking at existing conditions of reaches.  This thought could be incorporated into LL memo.

B. Given that "a major data collection effort (by the WMI) is not in the realm of feasibility", we agree that the effort should probably focus on COLD/RARE, rather than use scarce resources trying to duplicate PFF/MUN/REC data. However, the fact that PFF/MUN/REC beneficial uses are of equal importance and should not be forgotten.

Debra feels that this comment in the Chap 2 needs to be reviewed and re-considered.
C. We suggest caution going forward with geomorphic assessments. The state of the art remains inconsistently defined and highly subjective. Strict data collection protocols should be established to minimize subjectivity. The linkage between geomorphologic balance and actual beneficial uses must be better defined rather than pursue such balance as an end in itself.   

There is a great need for sediment data in order to lessen subjectivity in geomorphic assessments.  In Chap. 2 we should include a statement of caution in re: to performing geomorphic. Characterization.  Maybe additional statements adding that long-term trend monitoring will provide such data that lessens subjectivity in geo. Assmts.

D. In future we may want to examine some indicators that integrate various beneficial uses.   Riparian vegetation, for example has been reduced by 90% in California by some estimates.  This loss has affected wildlife and fisheries habitat (including but not restricted to "RARE"), as well as water quality and aesthetic (recreation) values,  to name a few.   Taking the pulse of riparian health could identify problems and help in the prioritization of improvements that would affect many beneficial uses.

Riparian habitat contributes far too greatly  to overall watershed value and it should be valued as such in indicating watershed quality.  This should be captured in the LL memo.
1

1

1

1


8
Geoff Brosseau-Watershed Captain 
Chap 2, p. 1
Chapter needs general introduction as to what this chapter is about.
5
Revised Chapter has Introduction.

9
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Page1 section 2.1
The information presented in this chapter does not fit the Title “Implications of Assessment for Next Phases of the WMI” and the objective of this chapter to “Describe basin-wide conclusions regarding natural resource and other conditions that can be drawn from the assessment of the pilot watersheds.”  This entire section does not follow the headings for the Table of Contents listed for chapter 2 in the revised WAR outline received from RPT on 2/26/02.  From the table of contents submitted at that time, we are led to believe that very specific and detailed analyses of the information gathered in the assessments would be included in this chapter.   

Where are the “Basin-wide Conclusions from the Assessments of the Pilot Watersheds” to be found? The conclusions that we were hoping to see are not here.  If no conclusions can be drawn from these pilot assessments, then we need to be honest and say so up-front.  

It was our understanding that this chapter was supposed to be where the analysis of the core information collected in these assessments was to be included.  This was after the revision of the assessment report format by RPT in February 2002.  So, where will this information be located?
3


See Comment # 2



10
Terry Neudorf-Guadalupe Watershed Captain
Section 2.1, para 1
before additional monitoring is launched, efforts should be made to assess current monitoring underway by SCVWD and perhaps other entities. Examples of such monitoring include fisheries habitat and usage in the Guadalupe watershed by the flood control projects and limiting factor analysis by FAHCE in several watersheds. Also some geomorphologic studies are underway.
Caution to take advantage of data as soon as it becomes available.  Also, the WMI is looking to incorporate Regional monitoring results as they become available.  Let’s make a linkage in the report to FAHCE work.


1 or 2
Linkage to FAHCE effort made in Sections 2.2.1.d., 2.2.2.b., 2.2.3.1, 2.3.3.


11
Terry Neudorf-Guadalupe Watershed Captain
Section 2.1, para 2
We may be depauperate in the area of current data for geomorphic analysis (e.g. measures of sediment loads, quantities and locations of deposition and incision , etc.). Without actual data, a geomorphic analysis can only result in generalities that would not be very useful in implementation.  


1
Comment noted.  Revised Chapter discusses the use of geomorphic analysis but does not say it may result only in generalities.

12
Geoff Brosseau-Watershed Captain
Chap 2, p.1
Section 2.4 - Future Watershed Assessments (maybe with a different name) should be the first section after the Introduction because it picks up where the pilot assessments left off and introduces many of the lessons learned that need to be addressed BEFORE the WMI goes any further with data collection and assessments. 
5
Stakeholders agreed to have Basin-wide Implications as the first section after the Introduction.   Instead of a section of Future Assessments, stakeholders agreed Chapter 2 should discuss evaluation of assessment alternatives.

13
Geoff Brosseau-Watershed Captain
Chap 2, p. 1
Need to double-check lessons learned with these sections to ensure that all relevant points raised in that Appendix are addressed in this chapter.
5
No response whether all relevant points from LL memo are addressed in Chapter 2.  This comment is not specific enough.

14
Lucy Buchan, SCVURPPP
Chap 2, p. 1, para 3

p. 2, para 1

p. 3, Section 2.3 para 3

p. 4, section 2.4, 4th para

p. 6 last para
Heavy emphasis on conducting geomorphic characterization of entire streams to 1) provide information to determine whether beneficial uses can be expected to have existed historically or to exist currently, and 2) guide future data collection efforts.  Approach may work for bio-related BU’s, e.g., COLD, MIGR, SPWN, RARE, WILD, WARM and User Interest, PFF.  As part of the Coyote Assessment we are characterizing stream geomorphology as well as other stream ecosystem functions for segments of Coyote and Upper Pen.  Thus they will likely be looking closely at our methods and results.
1


Comment noted.

15
Paul Randall, SCVURPPP
Chap 2, p. 1, para 2 and 3
Linking stream function assessments with beneficial use analysis is part of the Coyote Pilot Assmt.  This linkage will be essential for understanding how geomorphic charact. of streams will help to determine if beneficial use can reasonably be expected to exist.  Geomorphic class. work by Jill Marshall, RWQCB, will also help to identify this linkage.
1


Comment noted.

16
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Section 2.1

Page 1

Paragraph 4
Shouldn’t this paragraph be labeled as section 2.2 of the original outline - Suggested Basin Wide actions or policy items?  If we can’t make basin wide applications from these assessments, then we need to make that clear here. 
5
See Comment #2.

17
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Section 2.1

Pages 1-2
Some general statements are made as examples in paragraphs 2 and 3.  Why do we not cite specific examples from the report, rather than just generalities?  It makes it much easier to understand if we have concrete examples to compare and review. 

Group agrees that if this can be done- Let’s write this in language that our designs makers can relate to.  WAC agrees this can be done.

Specific examples used in Revised Chapter, Section 2.2.2 to show examples of results for Guadalupe, SF, and UP watersheds.



18
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Page 2

Section 2.1
The Report Outline from RPT on 2/26/02 indicated that there would be a graphic display of the findings of the assessment report that would summarize what was found and where issues of concern might be.  Where is this to be located now?  It was our understanding from the Report Outline that this chapter would now have a summary of the issues of concern that could be easily accessed.  

 We need to identify where the summary of issues and “conclusions” of this assessment are going to be located. 

Right now there are no conclusions identified for these assessments. It’s like a story with no ending.

Debra explains that this was originally intended, despite some repetitiveness.  Luisa responds saying that exact same graphics shouldn’t be repeated.  Sarah suggests that geographic maps be used in one chapter and the bar charts in another.  Consensus reached.

Kristy feels that ANY references to other sections in the report should be clear to the exact section number.  The group agrees on this.
5
Figures added: Figures 2-1 through 2-4 showing stream reaches, support status, and uncertainty levels.

Chapter was rewritten to discuss Basin-wide Implications as the “conclusions”

19
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Section 2.1

Page 2

Paragraph 4
A statement is made that  “Some of the other potential uses of the pilot assessment results are outlined in other sections of this chapter.”  Which sections are these?  We should direct readers to specific areas for information rather than make them wade through text to find the information they are looking for.

This Section will be left in Chap. 2 but shifted to a more appropriate area of the chap.  WAC will rework the wording in this section, 1st para sec. 2.2.
5
Chapter was rewritten and this comment no longer applies.

20
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2,

Section 2.2

Page 2
The “Use of the Assessment Framework” section does provide useful information.  However, it was not listed in the original outline for this chapter.  Is this where it belongs or should be in another location in the report?  Isn’t it supposed to be in Chapter 3?

The group agrees that this statement should be revised in light of the suggestions from the previous wkshp re: RARE list and the removal of certain spps. from that.


5
Chapter was rewritten and no longer has a section on “use of assessment framework.”  There is now a section on Refining the assessment Framework as suggested by stakeholders.



21
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Section 2.2

Page 2

Second bulleted item
The suggestion to remove non-water or riparian zone dependent species was discussed in our comments for Workshop #1.  The reduction in RARE assessment species needs to be done with great care, especially in the areas adjacent to the Baylands.  We don’t believe all stakeholders will agree with this blanket statement.

Revised Chapter kept the statement about reduction of # of RARE species.  Did this comment request removal of this statement?

22
Paul Randall, SCVURPPP
Chap 2, p. 2, para 2
Regional geomorphic charact. of streams may help to extrapolate results from pilot assmt to other watersheds that have less data, providing stream reaches are similar in function.  Could focus monitoring efforts to better understand functional integrity of reaches and the corresponding biological response.
2


Comment noted.

23
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2,

Section 2.3

Page 3
Data collection was listed for section 2.4 in the 2/28/02 version of the chapter contents.  This section discussed short-term data gaps, but does not really identify long-term needs as was stated in the original section 2.4 title of  “ Long Term Monitoring Plan Development and Data Acquisition and Monitoring Needs.”
2
Long-term data monitoring now discussed in Section 2.4

24
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Section 2.3

Page 3

4th paragraph
Rather than using the statement “As discussed earlier” let the read know where it was discussed.  This report is long and complicated.  Directing the reader to where they will find specific information is more effective and efficient.  Not everyone will be reading the document from Chapter 1-6, so it would be better to refer reader to other specific chapters or sections where items are discussed.
5
WAC still has problems avoiding use of this term.  “As discussed earlier” appears in new text, in Section 2.5 (1st paragraph).

25
Lucy Buchan, SCVURPPP
Chap 2, p.3, last para
How the WMI resolves the outstanding issue of “how much data is sufficient for developing support statements” will likely influence SCVURPPP long-term monitoring plans because on p. 3 they state that “wherever possible, the plan should be coordinated with those needed to meet the aim of other water quality programs currently in place within the Basin”.
2
Comment noted.

26
Paul Randall, SCVURPPP
Chap 2, p. 4, para. 1
It would be very useful if the “state of the data” from pilot assmt. was clearly documented as soon as possible to assist stakeholders with existing and planned watershed monitoring projects (i.e., what are the “high quality” data sets for each use?) 

This is related to the limiting factor question Trish asked earlier?
1
Data Completeness and Data Sufficiency summary tables added, see page 2-5, 2-6.

27
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2, Section 2.4

Page 4 

First Paragraph
The original title for Section 2.4 was ” Long-term monitoring plan development and Data Acquisition and Monitoring Needs.”  

Where are the specifics of the short and long-term data collection strategies discussed?  This paragraph refers to a “described earlier” statement, but doesn’t let the reader know where this discussion takes place.  Isn’t this portion of the document supposed to provide some analysis of what we want to see as goals and needs for data collection.  Shouldn’t we include some conclusions here for the Data Gaps technical memorandum?
2
See Comment #23.

28
Frances Brewster-SCVWD, Water Quality Unit 
Chapter 2, page 4, 5th paragraph
NO, the MUN use should not automatically be considered supported if there are no problems treating it.  Treatment plants can handle all sorts of source water problems.  That does not mean we should let the source water go unprotected. Drinking water source assessment and protection is becoming increasingly regulated in order to provide multiple layers of protection to the consumer. 

Stakeholders, including the Department of Health Services, should determine the level of expectation that should be associated with the MUN use.  

No, the public should not expect to be able to drink freely from the water in the stream or reservoir without prior treatment, but the stream or reservoir that is being used for public drinking water should be maintained such that the cost and risk of treating the water is minimized to the greatest extent possible. The MUN use should not be applied to all reaches of every water body.  

It is not difficult to isolate the source water quality problems in the Santa Clara Basin. While the water is often blended with imported supplies, we do use, and would like to maintain the flexibility to use, 100% local water on occasion.  Basin reservoirs are monitored independently of imported supplies. 
6
Is this related to MUN logic diagram?  Not sure what revisions are being suggested.

29
Geoff Brosseau-Watershed Captain
Chap 2, p. 5, first partial paragraph, 5th line 
Sentence should start "These" data…

The word “data” now used as a plural.

30
Bill Springer-SCVWD, Community Projects Review Unit and

Melanie Richardson-Water Supply Division- 
Chapter 2, Page 5, 1st Paragraph
Factual Correction: 

Even so, in the Santa Clara Basin, it would be difficult to isolate source water quality problems deriving from Basin streams, given that raw water extracted from Basin streams is usually blended with raw water from the Sierra Nevada prior to being Basin streams carry local water that is often blended with raw water from the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta prior to the imported water mix being recharged into the groundwater basin or delivered to treatment plants.

WAC revised to match intent of fact.  Sentence now reads:

Even so, in the Santa Clara Basin, it would be difficult to isolate source water quality problems deriving from Basin streams, given that raw water extracted from Basin streams is usually blended with raw water from other sources outside of the Basin prior to being delivered to treatment plants.

31
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Section 2.5

Page 5

First paragraph
Why say, “as discussed earlier”…where is this?  Cite the specific chapter and section.  

Also, when did the WMI propose corrections and revisions to the current designations?  We should be specific here.  

Why doesn’t this report include some evaluations of the assessment results as opposed to the Regional Board designations, rather than just saying they should be evaluated?

This will be added as a Table to each Watershed Chapter.
5

3
See Assessment Chapters for revisions about assessment results.

32
Paul Randall, SCVURPPP
Chap 2, p. 5, para 3
Completely agree that future assmts. need to include MIGR and SPWN when trying to identify limiting factors and making support statements for COLD use.
1
Comment (support statement) noted.

33
Lucy Buchan, SCVURPPP
Chap 2, p. 5, 3rd para
Another outstanding issue raised: no detailed assessment methodology developed for remaining BU’s that weren’t assessed in Pilot Assmt.  The Coyote Assmt SOW Task 9 states that we will develop recommendations for how to use info from our Assmt to analyze aquatic life BU attainment based on work being developed by RWQCB as part of the Stream Protection Policy.  Thus, WMI may be looking at this work to help develop their methodology.

Comment (support statement) noted.

34
Frances Brewster-SCVWD, Water Quality Unit 
Chapter 2, page 6, 2nd paragraph of section 2.5
There are several constituents that could be present in streams from erosion of natural deposits at concentrations exceeding those deemed suitable for human consumption: chromium, nickel, nitrate, arsenic, mercury, aluminum, asbestos, gross alpha particle and gross beta particle activity, to name a few. In addition, there are many naturally occurring constituents that impact treatability: turbidity, bromide and total organic carbon are a few.

Sentence was kept the same:

Support for the MUN and REC-1 uses can generally be determined independent of an understanding of the stream’s geomorphology, although it is possible (but not likely) that some chemical constituents may be naturally present in a stream at concentrations exceeding those deemed suitable for human consumption and/or recreation.

Was this comment suggesting a specific revision?

35
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Section 2.5

Page 6 

Paragraph 3
This is a very broad and general statement and reads like something you would get out of a textbook. 

Can’t we provide some examples or situations specific to the pilot watershed assessments to discuss streams/reaches that are capable of supporting a use that is not currently being supported, then discuss the limiting factors? We should be able to make this section relate to specific information that we gathered in the assessment processes.

Not sure if this is the sentence in question:

If the stream is found to be capable of supporting a use that it is not currently supporting, then the causes of the limiting factors will need to be identified and actions proposed to restore the use.

This sentence was kept the same.

The specific examples now in Section 2.2.3 may be addressing this comment.

36
City of Sunnyvale
Chapter 2

Section 2.6

Page 6
Isn’t this section supposed to be a discussion of future watershed assessments, as discussed in the original outline?  Also where is the information on the long-term monitoring plan development that was supposed to be in section 2.7 in the original outline? 

A discussion of what will be coming next in the Watershed Action Plan is appropriate, but this may not be the appropriate chapter for that discussion.  Giving the readers of this document an idea of where to look for the action plan and what to expect to find there is a good idea.  However, don’t we want to include some specifics as to how the plan is being developed and what type of information one could expect to find there?

Maybe in section 1.1 a revised ‘roadmap’ should be included to address this issue.   Would it be a problem to mention the roadmap twice?  Nobody objects to this- it will stay where it is.  

Debra and others agree that the last sentence in sec. 2.6 should be changed so that there is no mention of definitely decided future geomorphic studies.    

Debra suggests having workgroup D look at this decision/comment response before we roll forward.


1

4
No “road map” presented in Revised Chapter.

Chapter was rewritten to include discussion of long-term monitoring needs, but a long-term monitoring plan may be out of the scope of the assessment.

Section 2.6 Watershed Action Plan was rewritten to provide more information to address this comment.

37
Luisa Valiela, EPA
Chap 2 / and Data Gaps Memo
WAC clearly distinguishes between reaches that do or do not have support and at what level of uncertainty, and one wants to know after reading through the technicalities each time just how many of each we are talking about– can that total just be inserted into the discussion?  It is referenced in the data gap memo under Section 3 as “number of reaches characterized as “data poor” by watershed for each use” so it shows up here? But could we also get a summary (i.e. number of) of data rich reaches and did or did not support and have that inserted into Chap 2 as the types are discussed?  Or maybe have a table that summarizes it all? 

Let’s add in the information that clarifies how many reaches have support with a high level of certainty.  In Chap. 2 WAC will include a summary of all of this with specific info in each watershed chapter.



Summary Tables added to address this comment.

38
Richard McMurty-RB
p. 5, Sec. 2.5, para 2 line 1
We need to tweak the Chapter doc here so that it does not appear to suggest de-designation.

Let’s focus on the errors of fact here and not try to raise greater more complicated policy issues.

Section 2.5 rewritten to address this comment.

39
Michael Stanley Jones
p.3, sec. 2.3  last line of 2nd para
He suggests reconciling this recommendation with one on page 5.  He feels currently, they are going in opposite directions and that they could be tweaked to have similar direction.  He suggests to import suggestion in 2.4 into 2.3.  Recommendation in 2.3 should continue to incorporate the recommendation in 2.4 to dispel any doubts of their connectivity.  Rob replied that the two recommendations speak to 2 different issues.  Rob will find a way to link the 2 recommendations.

Not sure if this comment was addressed. 

40
Pat Showalter, SCVWD, 6/11/02 email
Chapter 2, 

Draft B
General comments:

1. The Data evaluation is key- looking at over 600 data set was valuable.

2. In future, data needs to be collected to support the beneficial use designation MUCH earlier in the process.

3.  We really want to know what the limiting factors are so something may be able to be done about them, So the 3rd and 4th paragraphs on page 10 are very important

4.  Need to always keep in mind the NEED to MANAGE THE RESOURCE, not

just regulatory requirements. That means the establishment of long-term data

bases is very important so that research can be carried out and tested.

5.  A working data managment system is critical.  



No specific revisions suggested. Comments noted.

41
Geoff Brsseau, SF Watershed Captain, in 6/11/02 email
Chapter 2, 

Draft B
Spelling and grammatical corrections

Not tracked.

42
Geoff Brsseau, SF Watershed Captain, in 6/11/02 email
Chapter 2, 

Draft B
I'm concerned that the relatively detailed discussion of one assessment method -- SVAP - on pages 13 and 14 connotes that we: 

1) have thoroughly reviewed its advantages and disadvantages against other methods in this category, 

2) like it, and 

3) give more importance and credence to geomorphic assessment approaches when it comes to answering questions specifically about beneficial use / stakeholder interest support (i.e., the raison d'etre of the assessment).  

I suggest we delete much of the text about SVAP unless we

collectively believe 1) - 3) above.

Could not find discussion of SVAP method.  It may be deleted to address this comment.

43
Trish Mulvey, CLEAN South Bay, in 6/8/02 email
Chapter 2, 

Draft B
1. Mostly I like this draft Chapter 2 a lot.  I would like to see the discussion about alternative assessment approaches (2.6) moved much closer to the beginning.

2. Until we figure out what sort of assessment we really want/need and what questions we are trying to answer, I do not endorse any notion of data gathering to fill the data gaps identified by this  initial assessment exercise.  We have to answer “who cares?” and “why?” and “how will the data be used?” before we embark on field work.  Again, moving Watershed Action Plan (2.5) closer to the beginning might help.

3. Need more discussion (that we started in WAS/WAR Workshop #4), about the difference between a regulatory-driver approach to waterbody-based beneficial use assessment (including the distinction between looking for support or looking for impairment) compared with a resource-based look at watershed health and management actions for protection/restoration/enhancement.  Additionally, we need to understand when looking at limiting factors - as RB2 is doing in the Napa River watershed (and as was discussed last week by the San Francisquito Watershed Council’s Steelhead Taskforce) - is most appropriate.

4. Still need to clarify if lack of macroinvertebrate data is a data gap, or if actual lack of real live macroinvertebrates is a limiting factor (not the other way around).

5. Need a lot more clarity from MSJ and SWSS about what is/was wanted/needed for MUN - possibly first covered in lessons learned and then discussed with recommendations in Chapter 2.

6. Need a lot more clarity from FMS about how best to approach PFF - again perhaps better explained in lessons learned and then discussed with recommendations in this chapter.  (I still don’t understand the “code” about interagency differences in methodology.)

7. Need to revisit if REC1 or REC2 is better for how our creeks are actually used (or prospectively could be used) - if we stick with any beneficial use assessment.  Not sure who is best to add to that lesson learned (possibly WAS or COS or LUS???).

8. “Somebody” needs to distill all the specific recommendations from this chapter and make sure they are specifically covered in the Watershed Action Plan.  (I still haven’t looked at draft WAP chapters 1-9 to see how much may already by there.)



1. Alternative assessment approaches still in middle. Most stakeholders agreed to this outline for the Chapter.

2. Chapter presents the argument for assessing the data needs before filling data gaps.

3. This may be a comment for the WAS process to plan for an assessment of methodologies.

4. Sentence now reads “The primary factors noted in the pilot assessment limiting the availability of cold freshwater habitat are a lack of present indicator macro-invertebrates, …” (first sentence of Section 2.2.3.1)  This was revised to make it more clear that it’s lack of live BMIs that is a limiting factor, not lack of data.

5. Not addressed, due to lack of resources/staff to get clarity on this issue.

6. Not addressed, due to lack of resources/staff to get clarity on this issue.

7. Not sure if this is addressed in LL memo.

8. This is a comment for the Action Plan.  WAPTAG will consider this as part of their review process.

09/10/02 9:41 AM

