QA/QC Worksheet II  for WAR Chapter 2 – Response to GCRCD Comments


Note:  This table lists comments submitted by the Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District (GCRCD), excerpted from their September 30, 2002 Memo.  Some of the comments were cut for brevity for this table.  The full comments can be found in the GCRCD Memo.  WMI members met with GCRCD to resolve issues stemming from these comments.  This table presents the response to these comments, including revisions that were made to the Assessment Report. 

Paragraph(s)
Comment Submitted
Response to Comment

2.1  Introduction
This section of the report proclaims the benefits of the Assessment and that it provided a beneficial use assessment for the pilot watersheds. It states that the effort “provided stakeholders, policy-makers and administrators with well documented information that is important to address basin-wide issues in the future.”  The problem is that the results obtained from the assessment, at least for the Guadalupe watershed, are largely inaccurate.  Therefore they cannot be used to make any decisions on basin-wide issues for the future.  Any decisions based on inaccurate information will be bad decisions…[see Memo for complete comment]


Text has been added in response to this comment: “Due to the fact that not all of the data was included, that there were limitations of the data, and that there were different possible ways of segmenting creeks and evaluating the data; it was necessary to heavily qualify the assessment conclusions presented in Chapters 4 through 6.  Thus the major use of this assessment is in designing future assessments, not in selecting particular protection/restoration strategies, either for individual reaches or for the entire Basin.”

2.2  Basin-wide Implications
This paragraph states the “pilot assessment can inform three general types of action by the WMI:  1) development of specific guidance documents based on information already produced; 2) development of institutional approaches; and 3) identification of potential solutions through mandated programs and services.”  Again, because of the inaccuracy of the Report it cannot be used for any of the above purposes.
The aforementioned text ( “Due to the fact that not all of the data was included…”) is also in response to this comment.

2.2.1 Parameter Establishment in Pilot Assessments
This paragraph states the pilot assessment established several important parameters that will serve future assessments but the identified parameters are either not related to the assessment effort or are actually part of the problem leading to the inaccurate results obtained.  …[see GCRCD Memo for full comment]

This paragraph further states that environmental impact reports pertaining to the Basin water bodies need to be added to the database.  While is OK to add such documents for historic purposes, it should be noted that EIR/EIS for the Guadalupe system have been notoriously inaccurate and contain all sort or errors and misleading information. …[see GCRCD Memo for full comment]

This paragraph also recommends adding the “now-available” FAHCE data to the data sets.  A draft FAHCE Report was published in March 2000 but it has never been approved for public release. …[see GCRCD Memo for full comment]
Text was edited to lessen the importance of the parameters used in the assessment.

This statement is a suggestion for data management considerations.  Comment is noted for future recommendations on data management.

The “now-available” statement pertains to the FAHCE Preliminary Report , which has been cmpleted.

2.2.2 Implications for Future Data Collection
This section states the “pilot assessment process involved the compilation of as much existing data as could be found.”  This is a grossly inaccurate statement…[see GCRCD Memo for full comment]

This section seems to recommend actions for future assessments but it does not address how problems with the pilot assessment are going to be corrected. 


Text was changed to “The pilot assessment process involved the compilation of extensive existing data” in response to this comment.  Also added the sentence, “None the less, not all the existing information could be utilized given the resources available for the assessment.  Because of this, and the lack of existing data for many areas, the major use of this assessment will be to help design future assessments.”

The issue of how to address problems with the pilot assessment is discussed in the Lessons Learned memo and will be one element to be addressed in the Assessment of the Assessments, which is being discussed by the Core Group, and subgroups.

2.2.3   Factors Limiting Support of Beneficial Uses
This paragraph indicates the pilot assessment developed a support status statement for those reaches and uses that had a sufficient amount of available data.  As previously pointed out, for the Guadalupe system, most of the data and results were inaccurate or not applicable, so any conclusions reached were also inaccurate.  This section states that 5 uses were evaluated and this is incorrect.  Only four uses were evaluated along with one stakeholder interest.  
“Sufficient” is meant to mean given what was available when the assessment was conducted.  The term “Five uses” was used generally here.  The assessment report has made it clear that there were four uses and one stakeholder interest.

2.2.3.1   Cold Freshwater Habitat (Cold)
This section indicates macroinvertebrates, low stream flows and temperature were the primary factors for evaluating cold use.  Macroinvertebrates are not necessarily a limiting factor for determining support of this use, especially in certain stream segments or for certain coldwater species…[see GCRCD Memo for full comment]

This section also states that FAHCE data is now available for use but this is not the case, as it still has not been approved for release by the FAHCE signatories.  
The report merely indicates that macroinvetebrates may be one of the possible limiting factors, not as the only one.  Other stakeholders assert that they may be one of several possible limiting factors.

The FAHCE paragraph has been deleted in response to this comment.

2.2.3.3   Water Contact Recreation (REC-1)
This section states mercury would be a limiting factor for this use.  Mercury is not identified in the Basin Plan as criteria for determining support for this use.  It is interesting to note that the City of San Jose has a recreational swimming area at Lake Almaden, substantially closer to the mercury mine sites than the lower Guadalupe River.  The lake is a collection point for sediment coming down Alamitos Creek directly from the mine areas.  Yet the City is promoting water contact recreation in the Lake where mercury contamination is likely to be the highest.  Fish consumption is not related to or appropriate for determining support for the REC-1 so fish tissue contamination is totally irrelevant to this use.
The sentence saying legacy contamination from mercury mining is a potential causea affecting water contact recreation in the Guadalupe watershed has been deleted.

2.2.3.4    Protection From Flooding  (PFF)


This section states that the Assessment Framework indicates that “a stream reach is considered to support PFF if its channel can safely convey the 100-year flow without causing property damage.”  As previously pointed out, no natural or quasi natural channel can convey the 100-year flow and any attempt to modify a channel to do so will seriously degrade or totally destroy most listed beneficial uses. 
This comment is concerning the Assessment Framework (the approach to define Protection from Flooding) and the challenges associated with applying this framework are included in the lessons learned memo. 

2.2.3.5   Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species (RARE)
This section states it is difficult to identify the factors limiting the presence of these species within the pilot watersheds without conducting detailed surveys.  Many detailed surveys have been conducted for special status species in the Guadalupe watershed so why wasn’t this information referenced?


This section saying it was difficult to identify limiting factors given the absence of habitat (not species) surveys.  Note the sentence, “Since species observation information does not provide much insight into habitat quality (other than an assumption that a minimally sufficient level of habitat quality is present), no limiting factors were identified for these reaches.”



2.3 Evaluating Assessment Alternatives


This section indicates that one of the purposes of the pilot assessment was to gage the effectiveness of the Assessment Framework developed by the WMI.  In view of all of the identified problems, the Framework was not successful in producing an accurate assessment, contrary to the statements made in this section.  This section states that the initial assumption made in the assessment was that all beneficial uses and stakeholder interests were to be evaluated in all stream reaches.  This was never the case… [see GCRCD Memo for full comment]


The sentence “Sufficient existing data was not available to make the framework produce a full and sound assessment” was added and the second paragraph of this section was deleted in response to this comment.



2.3.3 Potential Use of Limiting Factors Analysis
This section clearly states that the pilot assessments were conducted without any field verification, which is another primary reason the Report is inaccurate.  It also clearly states that the assessment results should be field checked prior to being used as the basis for management decisions.  If this were done for the Guadalupe system it would confirm that the assessment report for the lower watershed is about 80% erroneous and it would have to be done before the publication of the report.  There is no indication in the draft Report if or when this recommendation will be undertaken. 
This section is recommending caution when using the limiting factors analysis to make decisions; it is not actually recommending specific management decisions. 

The section is not saying that these results should be field checked for the purposed of this assessment report; it is saying that any management decisions made in the future should be based not just on existing data, but also field-tested data.
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