QA/QC Worksheet II  for WAR Chapter 4 – Response to GCRCD Comments


Part 1: Response to Comments on Chapter 4 Text

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.

	Section(s) 
	Comment Submitted
	Response to Comment

	4.1.1.1  Guadalupe River


	This section indicates that in 1866 a canal was dug along the Guadalupe River to alleviate flooding but it does not state where the canal was dug.  Reference to the canal should be much more specific.  

	Canal statement came from the Watershed Characteristics Report.  RPT has no further information on where this canal was dug and future reach specific assessments needs to better reflect the specifics of this canal.

	4.1.1.1  Guadalupe River


	The section also states that Canoas Creek was realigned in the 1960’s.  It is understood that it was also moved in the either the 1800’s or very early 1900’s as it used to enter the Guadalupe River much further downstream from its present location.  The section states the river channel was moved about 3,000 feet eastward in 1975 as part of the Almaden Expressway construction project just upstream of the present day Canoas Creek confluence.  However, it doesn’t address a major relocation of the channel around the San Jose Airport area.
	Text was revised in response to comment.

	4.1.1.3  Canoas Creek
	Should be listed as a subwatershed.


	Text was revised in response to comment.

	4.1.1.4  Guadalupe Creek Subwatershed
	The confluence of Guadalupe Creek with Guadalupe River is currently just downstream of Coleman Road and Almaden Expressway not near Blossom Hill Road.  It is believed that Guadalupe Creek was realigned by the SCVWD to build their facilities on Almaden Expressway some time in the mid 1900’s …
	Text was revised in response to comment.

	4.1.2   Current Beneficial Use Designations for Watershed Waterbodies


	This section states that after the pilot assessments were completed revisions to the beneficial uses designations were identified and are shown on Table 4-1.  It further states that “in only two cases did the available data provide enough confidence to propose additional use potential designations based on the pilot assessment results.”  Since most of the results obtained form the assessment for the Guadalupe Watershed are inaccurate the uses of any data obtained from the pilot assessment for any purpose is unacceptable until the data have been verified.
	Text concerning Assessment results was qualified to say the results had limitations.

	4.1.3  Stream Segmentation for Assessment


	This section states that “stream reaches were delineated based on common channel type, flow regime, and adjacent land use.”  This was not done and it is one of the reasons the pilot assessment results are so inaccurate.  The last sentence of the first paragraph of this section indicates that more details on the assessment approach may be found in Section 3._ and Appendix A.  Section 3.3.4 states segments were selected on the basis of physical characteristics consistent with California Department of Fish & Game’s “California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual.”  This was also not done.  The above referenced Fish & Game manual defines a stream reach as “a portion of a stream that is relatively homogeneous based on geomorphology, stream flow, geology and sinuosity.”  So, even the criterion that was supposed to have been used is inconsistent.
	The approach was based on channel type, flow, and land use, but had to be consistent (or appropriate) given the data available.  This is explained in the text: “It should be noted that the segmentation approach used for the pilot assessment was consistent with and useful for the robustness of the available data but is not based on a detailed study of stream geomorphology or riparian zone condition…”  Also, the statement in the Appendix is saying that the segments were selected based on characteristics consistent with the DFG manual, and not that we used the exact method of the DFG manual.

	4.2 General Assessment Results
	This section references a number of figures and appendices that document the results of the assessment.  Unfortunately the referenced items are full of errors and inaccurate statements because the assessment data and process was largely flawed.   Specific problems have been identified with a large number of the reference items below and in Attachment II.  Figure 2-1 could not be located.
	Assessment results have been edited to include GCRCD’s support status designations.

	4.2.1 Data Sufficiency


	This section is largely inaccurate.  Since a very large body of the most relevant data for evaluating conditions on the Guadalupe River was ignored it was not included in the summary.  Also, data sets for many of the segments and uses being evaluated in the assessment were not even applicable for the reach being assessed as clearly shown in the Appendix 4-B comment section, Attachment II.  
	Text was revised to say not all data was used for assessment.



	4.2.2.1 Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)


	This paragraph states that only 10 of the 63 stream reaches were designated as partially supporting Cold.  This is totally inaccurate and is a direct result of the problems listed under Chapter 2 comments.  It is very interesting to note that the only reservoir that was listed as partially supporting Cold was Lake Almaden.  Lake Almaden is not really a reservoir and out of all of the listed reservoirs it is the least likely to support the Cold use…[comments on Lake Almaden were cut for brevity]  

The section states that the most sections of the lower Guadalupe River and Los Gatos Creek were designated as having potential/seasonal support for Cold species.  This is also grossly inaccurate…[comments on lower Guadalupe and Lose Gatos were cut for brevity]

This section also states that “subsequent to completion of the pilot assessment, a significant new data set became available from the FAHCE.”…  The FAHCE Report contains some very good data but it also contains some very inaccurate information… [comments on FAHCE data were cut for brevity]
	Assessment results for COLD have been edited to include GCRCD’s use support designations, including the COLD designation for Lake Almaden, lower Guadalupe, and Los Gatos.

Edits were made to the text regarding FAHCE data.  The text now references the findings from the Preliminary FAHCE report, which was provided by the FAHCE process and deemed by other WMI stakeholders to contain information important for the assessment.



	4.2.2.3   Protection from Flooding (PFF)


	This section states that eight stream reaches, all located in urban areas of the Guadalupe watershed, were determined to be non-supporting PFF.  This is inaccurate for the reasons stated in Chapter 2 comments…[comments on PFF were cut for brevity]

This section also states that use of the WMM data yielded initial assessment conclusions that were clearly inaccurate based on input from WMI stakeholders.  “After additional data were reviewed the initial assessment results were revised according.”   However, in the very next paragraph it states that “detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of PFF were received from WMI stakeholders and are described in Section 3.3 for each applicable waterbody.  This information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results…”  These are conflicting statements.  Were the results modified or weren’t they based on stakeholder inputs?  If they were only modified in some cases but not all cases, why?
	Assessment results for PFF have been edited to include GCRCD’s support status designations.

The results have been modified in the sense that the assessment results have been qualified to include GCRCD’s support status designations.

	4.2.2.4 Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species (RARE)


	This section is also grossly inaccurate for the reasons stated in our Chapter 2 comments… [comments on RARE were cut for brevity] 

This section also states that FAHCE data became available subsequent to completion of the assessment.  Again a draft FAHCE Report was issued March 2000, before the assessment even started but the report has yet to be approved for release to the public so it can’t be used by the WMI as yet.
	Assessment results for RARE have been edited to include GCRCD’s support status designations.  

Edits were made to the text regarding FAHCE data.

	4.2.2.5 Water Contact Recreation (REC-1)
	This section states that only five stream reaches were found to fully support Rec-1, three partially supporting reaches were identified and 10 reaches were identified as non-supporting.  This is grossly inaccurate for the reasons stated in our Chapter 2 comments. …[comments on REC-1 were cut for brevity]

This section states that as outlined in the Assessment Framework, the Rec-1 assessment was to include a fish consumption component.  Based on the concern expressed by WMI stakeholders, the Regional Board reviewed this issue and determined fish consumption should not be evaluated as part of the Rec-1 use.  Therefore the results of fish consumption portion of the pilot assessment have been removed from the report.  While the results of the fish consumption analysis appear to have been removed from the report the criteria for evaluation do not appear to have been removed.  These criteria still seem to be the primary factors used to determine the support status for Rec-1 and this is totally inappropriate.   

The section also states detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of Rec-1 were received from WMI stakeholders but this information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results. If they were, the report would have been for more accurate.
	Assessment results for REC-1 have been edited to include GCRCD’s support status designations, in parallel to the assessment findings.

After the decision was made to not include Fish consumption criteria, it was in fact removed from the criteria used to determine the support status for REC-1.

The results have been modified in the sense that the assessment results have been qualified to include GCRCD’s support status designations.

	4.3 Detailed Assessment Results by Waterbody
	This section provides a summary of the assessment results documented in Appendix 4-B.  They are for the most part grossly inaccurate, as the various paragraphs merely reflect the inaccuracies reported in the Appendix.  Instead of providing specific comments on this summary section it was elected to provide specific detailed comments for Appendix 4-B, reference Attachment II.  Unfortunately, detailed comments could only be provided for the first few segments of the lower Guadalupe as the problems encountered were far worse than expected and far too much valuable time and effort was been expended inputting comments.  Since we didn’t have access to an editable electronic file for Appendix 4-B all information had to be entered from scratch.  It needs to be emphasized that similar problems exist for the other segments of the lower Guadalupe River and Los Gatos Creek but there was not enough time or desire to waste anymore effort on this process.  The upper segments have problems as well and many have been noted in previously provided comments. 
	Assessment Result Tables have been edited to include GCRCD’s support status designations.  The text has been edited to reference these support status designations.


Part 2: Response to Comments on Chapter 4 Appendix 4B

This section contains the comments verbatim submitted by the Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District (GCRCD), in their September 30, 2002 Memo’s Attachment II, and the RPT responses to these comments.  

Note text is marked as follows:

Red text: Considered incorrect by GCRCD

Violet text: Considered probably or partially incorrect by GCRCD

Italicized text (S/B): What GCRCD considers the text Should Be.

Highlighted text: Response to comment

GR-1  Gage Station at Alviso to Montegue Expressway

Channel Type: Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete lined               
S/B:  Earthen modified channel (straightened, confined)  -  the channel is not rock or concrete lined except under bridges and around outfalls, the riverine corridor is bounded by levees and concrete rubble not the channel.
We support that prior to future assessment work, channel type definitions be revised.  At this time, the team did not have complete information regarding all segments and did not have the resourced needed to perform field checking prior to refining channel type definitions.
Flow Regime:  Tidal

COLD:

Support Status -  Potential/Seasonal Support   


S/B:   Either: 


Not Applicable - because tidewater does not fit the definition “Cold Freshwater Habitat   or 


Partial Support (all seasons) - because the area does provide partial or limited support for cold anadromous species all year long.  


Adult Chinook salmon have been documented upstream in the Guadalupe River as early as June and their normal migration time is August through December.  Since Chinook stage in the estuary before migrating upstream they would have to be in the area as early as June through December.  Steelhead have been documented up-migrating in upper segments of the Guadalupe from October to March so they could be expected in the GR-1 area over the same time period.  Young Chinook salmon out-migrate in the February to May time frame and young steelhead out-migrate in the April to June time frame. So young salmonids would be expected in the GR-1 area in the March to July time frame.  In addition young Chinook need to rear in the estuary zone for a number of months before going to sea so are likely to remain in the area for a number of months before continuing their trip to the ocean, which would put them in the area from April until the fall.  Lamprey eels normally up-migrate from December to March but have been photo documented upstream in the river as early as August.  So in-migrating adults or out-migrating young could be expected in the area at almost anytime of the year.        

The data was not available to the project team in time in a format that could be used. As a result, the team could not change the assessment results for this reach. The report noted the limitations of the assessment, e.g., not all existing data was reviewed.
Criteria used  -  Stream shading, fish assemblage, temperature, DDT, PCB’s, chloradane, mercury, selenium, riparian vegetation, barriers, stream type, streambank erosion potential, altered channel materials and dimensions, flow, macroinvertebrates.
S/B:   Most of the above listed criteria were not used for this evaluation and some, that were reportedly used were inappropriate for this segment e.g. macroinvertebrates. 

Data on all of the criteria in the above list were used in developing the assessment finding – they would not have been listed otherwise.  The methodology explains why macroinvertebrates – indeed all indicators – were assessed equally in all reaches, regardless of their position in the watershed.
Assessment Comments:   This reach is an important migratory corridor for salmon and steelhead.  Chinook salmon spawn at the upper end of reach, the reach does not meet cold insect criteria based on data from a wet summer (1998) or even in May 1997 at upstream end of reach.

S/B:  This segment of the river is tidal area so Cold Freshwater Habitat is not even applicable.  Since most of this reach is inundated by brackish water at least several times a day at high tide it is impossible to believe any biologist would try to find freshwater macroinvertebrates where none would be expected.  There is no record of Chinook salmon spawning in this reach.  Chinook salmon are not known to spawn in brackish water areas but the area is a staging area for in-migrating salmonids and a critical rearing area for out-migrating Chinook salmon.

Macroinvertebrate data is from the upper end of reach where tidal influence is marginal. Mr. Johmann is encouraged to work with future assessment efforts to make the additional data available for review and incorporation.
The Report lists the following Data Sets as being Used for this evaluation:

D0102  -  This data set applies to San Francisquito and Los Trancos Creeks and has nothing at all to do with the Guadalupe River.  

This data set includes a substantial amount of monitoring data for streams in the Guadalupe watershed, including reach GR-1.
D0135  -  This data set could not have been used as it is identified as the GCRCD’s photographs and videotapes.  The Assessment team did not have access to most of the GCRCD’s photos and video tape and any photos they may have had would have shown much different conditions than stated in the report.  


This data set was originally to have been the GCRCD photographs, videotapes, and notes.  However, when it became apparent that the team would not be able to obtain this information, the team had to substitute detailed notes provided by the GCRCD in the form of comments on the Watershed Characteristics Report.  This was the best the team could get at the time.  When the complete set of GCRCD notes, photos, and videos becomes available, it should replace this information in the WMI data repository.
D0214  -  This data set is identified as SCVWD temperature data from various streams from 1996 to 1998 but the specific monitoring points are not identifie, which makes the data rather useless for assessment purposes.



Specific monitoring points are defined in the data set itself.  
D0237  -  This data set is identified as SFEI 1998 RMP Estuary Study for chemicals in the Coyote Creek & the Guadalupe River.  However, small amounts of these chemicals have nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-1 segment.


The parameters and criteria for assessing the COLD use were established in the Assessment Framework, which was approved by the Core Group.  The chemicals referred to in the comment are included as part of these parameters. Lessons learned for improving the assessment framework is included in the Lessons Learned memo.
D0311  -  This data set is identified as SCVWD EIR for Creek Land Use Buffer, throughout its jurisdiction, it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-1 segment.



This data set contains information on the aerial extent of riparian vegetation, but does not judge the quality of this habitat.  Therefore its utility in the COLD assessment was marginal.  It is included for providing a more comprehensive pictures of the data that’s out there. 
D0312  -  This data set is identified as SCVWD dams, throughout its jurisdiction , it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-1 segment.



This data set was useful for identifying the presence of physical barriers to fish passage, which was defined as a parameter to be considered in the Assessment Framework.
D0315  -  This data set is identified as SCVWD reservoirs, throughout its jurisdiction, it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-1 segment.



This data set was useful for identifying the presence of physical barriers to fish passage, which was defined as a parameter to be considered in the Assessment Framework.
D0561  -  This data set is identified as SCVWD Watershed Planning Study for providing water and flood protection, it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-1 segment. 



This data set contains relevant data on habitat indicators for the COLD use.
D0562  -  This data set is identified as the 1998 Final EIR/EIS for the Upper Guadalupe River Feasibility Study, it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-1 segment.  It should be noted that the Draft EIR is dated 1997 and the Final EIR is dated 1999, a 1998 document could not be located. 



This data set was incorrectly listed under GR-1.  It does not contain any data applicable to GR-1 and has been removed from the GR-1 portion of Appendix 4-B.
D0603  -  This data set is identified as FAHCE data.  These data are not yet available for use and it is stated in the Report that the FAHCE data were not available for the assessment so how could they have been used?



Temperature and flow rate data compiled by the FAHCE investigators was released in time to be used in the pilot assessments.  Habitat typing data and FAHCE team conclusions were not.  This is described in the report.
D0625  -  This data set is identified as USGS Macroinvertebrate data but these data would not be applicable to a tidewater segment. 


Sampling and data collection was conducted in the upper part of the reach.
Limiting Factors:  Exceeds Chinook and steelhead temperature criteria; microinvertebrte criteria are not met based on limited sampling.     

S/B:   This reach is largely affected by bay water temperature as it is a tidewater area.  Chinook and steelhead must migrate through and live in the bay for some period of time both on their in and out migration journeys.  If they can survive in bay water temperatures, which there is no doubt they do, they can survive in the GR-1 reach.  In addition, the GCRCD’s computerized temperature data logger at Tasman Ave. monitored the hourly river temperature at this location between 1995 and 2000 and the data shows the average water temperature did not exceed Chinook and steelhead criteria during this period.  Since the GR-1 reach is a tidewater reach in which macroinvertebrates would not be expected, the exact location, time and date of the sampling reported in the Assessment Report needs to specifically cited, along with the name of the person collecting the data.

This information is contained in the data sets themselves.  The reference system was developed to provide linkage to this level of details and the data repository was established to provide access to this detailed information.  The idea was to enable stakeholders to review these data sets on their own.  
Suspected Causes:  “Relative high, but variable water temperatures in winter, spring and summer; exceeds temperature criteria, but may support Chinook rearing in some years.  Spring and summer streamflows dependent upon regulated releases from upstream reservoirs for groundwater percolation, and presently required release is only 1cfs (reach is downstream of the percolation recharge zone).  Channel is largely lightly shaded, resulting in water warming during sunny periods. No winter or spring sampling date to indicate whether successful Chinook spawning and rearing occur in reach. However, Chinook smolts have been produced in some years somewhere in the Guadalupe River or in Los Gatos Creek, despite failure to meet temperature criteria in the Guadalupe River.  FAHCE information notes that habitat is typified by long, deep, slackwater pools separated by an occasional short run riffle.  Baseflow velocities are very low and water quality poor.  Lack of food production area and no food transport are probably major factors limiting production.   

S/B:   Water temperatures do not exceed salmonid criteria at any time of the year in this reach.  The reach provides support for salmonids all times of the year.  Spring and summer flows currently have little dependency on regulated releases from upstream reservoirs.  While the presently required release upstream may only be 1cfs, this is a violation of CDF&G law and the Public Trust Doctrine and is the primary reason the GCRCD filed a water rights complaint against the SCVWD in 1996.  The law clearly states that the owner and operator of any dam must provide an adequate water flow below the dam to keep fish in good condition.  A 1cfs flow below a dam soon perks into the ground leaving all downstream segments dry.  Since the filing of the complaint higher baseflows have been continually provided and hopefully the final settlement of the complaint will insure higher flows will be provided in the future.  However, although higher flow releases upstream help the upper and middle sections of the river they have little impact on the lower reaches.  Flows in the lower reaches of the river are higher, not lower, than those upstream.  The reason for these higher flows are outfall flows from pump stations pumping ground water into the river from basements, highway underpasses etc. and a substantial upwelling of ground water in the lower Guadalupe.  The Downtown Guadalupe River Flood Control Project Adaptive Management Team documented the increase in flows to be at least 14cfs in the Contract 1 and 2 reaches alone so downstream it would be substantially greater.  Again salmon do not spawn in tidewater so there is no need to sample that area to see if they did. For the most part, the channel in this segment is not shaded.  Except for a very few trees providing very limited shade cover for a few hundred yards downstream of Montegue Expressway, the stream is totally devoid of shade cover, except in the area of bridges.  The reported FAHCE assessment results are completely fictitious.  First of all the FAHCE Report has still not been approved for public release so how can it be referenced?  Second, the reported conditions attributed to FAHCE are not factual.  Third, there is absolutely nothing in the FAHCE Report that addresses the GR-1 reach of the river!  This is even clearly stated in section 4.2.2.1, footnote 2 of the Assessment Report, “the study area for the FAHCE Limiting Factors Analysis didn’t extend into the tidally influenced zone of the stream as water supply operations have minimal impact on this reach.”  So why is the Assessment Report falsely quoting the FAHCE Report or even quoting FAHCE at all?
The FAHCE habitat surveys do not appear to have extended into the GR-1 reach.  Reference is made to the “downstream reaches” of the Guadalupe River (below Lake Almaden) on pages 2 and 3 of the memo entitled “Preliminary Report of Aquatic Habitat Survey Results of Santa Clara Valley Streams”, prepared by Entrix, Inc. for the November 9, 1999 FAHCE Consensus Committee Meeting.  We now believe that this reference extends through the GR-2 reach but not into the tidally-influenced portion of the river (GR-1).  Clarification on the precise extent of the FAHCE habitat survey work will be needed prior to this data being used in future assessment activities.  The team removed reference to the FAHCE data from the GR-1 portion of Appendix 4-B.  The FAHCE report is being referenced because it was important to other WMI stakeholders and represents additional information that has been provided outside the boundaries of the formal assessment that should be considered in the future.
RARE:    

Support Status  -  Full Support

S/B:   Partial support.  It is well known that the entire segment is severely impacted but is does provide limited support for many rare species.

This is where guidance from the Regional Board would be particularly helpful.  As noted in the assessment comments, full support was based on one species, with potential support noted for others.  The data was generally so poor for the RARE assessment that confident support statements were impossible to define.  Unless other data is available, there is really no basis for revising any RARE support statements until such time as detailed species presence and habitat surveys are performed in each watershed.
Criteria Used:  Special Status species observations, habitat.

Assessment Comments:  Full support based on salmonids; additional potential support for CA Clapper Rail, Western Snowy Plover and Alameda song sparrow.

The Report lists the following Data Sets as being Used for this evaluation:

D0020  -  this CDF&G data set has little to do with the Guadalupe River it primarily covers creeks in the upper watersheds of Santa Clara Basin streams.  


This data set does contain general information regarding the Guadalupe River mainstem.  

D0084  -  this CalTrans data set has nothing to do with the Lower Guadalupe River it covers Ross Creek in the Hwy 85 area.


This data set does contain general information regarding the Guadalupe River mainstem.
D0087  -  this SCVWD data set has nothing at all to do with the LGR, it covers the Upper Guadalupe River


This data set does include data applicable to GR-1.
D0111  -  only a very small portion of this CDF&G data set may apply to the LGR as it covers all streams in the SCVWD jurisdiction.


This is a large data set covering the entire state; only data pertaining to the streams and reaches being evaluated in the pilot assessments were extracted from this data set.
D0112  -  only a very small portion of this UC Berkeley data set may apply to the LGR as it covers all streams in the SCVWD jurisdiction.


This is a large data set covering the entire state; only data pertaining to the streams and reaches being evaluated in the pilot assessments were extracted from this data set.
D0135  -  this data set could not have been used as it is identified as the GCRCD’s photographs and videotapes.  The Assessment team did not view most of the GCRCD’s photos and video tape.

This information is contained in the data sets themselves.  The reference system was developed to provide linkage to this level of details and the data repository was established to provide access to this detailed information.  The idea was to enable stakeholders to review these data sets on their own.  
D0136  -  this data set is listed as a CDF&G personal communication covering salmon in the Guadalupe River but it does not list the parties of the communication, the date or the location of the sightings and is therefore meaningless.


This data set does provide some general information applicable to the Guadalupe but we agree that it is not very specific.  
D0561  -  this data set is identified as SCVWD Watershed Planning Study for providing water and flood protection, it has nothing to do with Rare use of the GR-1 segment.  


This data set contains habitat information for special status species within GR-1.
D0580  -  portions of this SCVWD data set may apply as it is supposed to be a biotic report for San Francisco Water Department pipelines 3 & 4 crossings. 


This data set addresses a specific site along the GR-1 reach.
D0609  -  only a very small portion of this SCVWD data set may apply as it covers the SCVWD SMP for all creeks.


This data set contains information on special status species sightings within the reach.
Limiting Factors:  None Identified

S/B:    Degraded habitat, improper channel morphology, controlled low water flows, and warm water temperatures primarily due to flood control projects and trash/debris from upstream sources.

There is no real disagreement with these as potential limiting factors, but there wasn’t sufficient data to determine support status for most special status species, much less factors limiting support.
REC-1:

Support Status  -  Non Support  -  based on secondary indicators; Partial support based on tertiary indicators; no support statement is able to be made for primary indicators.

S/B:   Partial Support  -  based on documented water contact recreation use.  No applicable data sets were used to assess this use. There is no indication of what the primary, secondary and tertiary indicators are for this assessment.

Primary, secondary, and tertiary indicators are explained in the report.  Applicable data sets were defined in the Framework and were used, where data were available, in the assessment.
Criteria Used  -  Flow (depth), access, copper, nickel, mercury, PCB’s , dieldrin, DDT, chlordane. 

Assessment Comments:  No data sets were available on primary indicators; D0561, D0607 and D0608 have data exceeding criteria for metals and toxic organics in both the water and sediment; access is limited in lower reach but good otherwise; limited data on water depth is available; trash problems have been noted.

S/B:   The data sets showing REC-1 use in this segment were available but ignored.  Information on flows and water depth is readily available for the gage station on the Gold Street Bridge.  The referenced data sets have nothing to do with Rec-1 use.

Data from this gage was not included in the set of gage station data we obtained from USGS and the SCVWD.  There may have been a misunderstanding over the section of the Guadalupe River we initially requested the data for.  Nonetheless, this data should be obtained and added to the data set containing gage station data for the rest of the watershed (D0603) in future assessment efforts.
The Report lists the following Data Sets as being Used for this evaluation:

D0102  -  this Riparian Station data set applies to San Francisquito and Los Trancos Creeks and has nothing at all to do with the Guadalupe River.

This data set includes a substantial amount of monitoring data for streams in the Guadalupe watershed, including reach GR-1.
D0383  -  this SCVWD data set covers outfall locations and has nothing to do with the REC-1 use.


There is an error in the MDDB that has been corrected.  This data ID should have referred to the SCVWD’s GIS coverage on creek flow regimes.  Appendix 4-C has been revised to reflect this.
D0561  -  this data set is identified as SCVWD Watershed Planning Study for providing water and flood protection, it has nothing to do with Rec-1 use in the GR-1 segment.


Some of the data in this data set applies to the GR-1 reach.
D0607  -  this 1997 SFEI data set for trace substances has very little, if anything to do with Rec-1 use in the GR-1 section of the river. 


This data was collected in the GR-1 reach and addresses parameters that were to be evaluated in the REC-1 assessment, defined in the Assessment Framework.
D0608  -  this 1998 SFEI data set for trace substances has very little, if anything to do with Rec-1 use in the GR-1 section of the river.


This data was collected in the GR-1 reach and addresses parameters that were to be evaluated in the REC-1 assessment, defined in the Assessment Framework.
Limiting Factors  -  Copper, nickel, PCB’s DDT, mercury, chlordane, dieldrin, all exceed criteria either in water, sediment, or both; access is poor in lower part of reach and some trash problems have been noted.
S/B:   channel morphology, access, flow levels, water borne pathogens, and trash/debris.
Suspected Causes:  Historic mining waste in stream contributes to mercury, copper, nickel and PCB exceedances possibly linked to historic urban stormwater discharges and/or illicit direct discharge to stream, chlordane and dieldrin are components of commonly used pesticides/herbicides and is present in urban stormwater; uncertain regarding DDT; trash is common in urban stream corridors; uncertain regarding access.

S/B:   Most of the above suspected causes have nothing to do with the Rec-1 use.

Though these factors may not affect REC-1 use directly, the awareness of these suspected causes should help dealing with more direct limiting factors affecting REC-1 use.   

GR-2  Montegue Expressway to Interstate I-880

S/B:   Montegue Expressway to Trimble Ave.  GR-2A


Trimble Ave. to I-880  GR-2B

Both the channel and corridor are vastly different between Montegue Expressway to Trimble and Trimble Ave. to I-880.

Channel Type: Natural Modified               
S/B:  GR-2A   Natural Modified with a bypass channel area.


GR-2B   Modified (straightened, confined)

We support that prior to future assessment work, channel type definitions be revised.  At this time, the team did not have complete information regarding all segments and did not have the resourced needed to perform field checking prior to refining channel type definitions.
Flow Regime:  Perennial

COLD:

Support Status -  Potential/Seasonal Support   


S/B:  GR-2A   Partial Support (all seasons) - because the area does provide partial or marginal support for cold anadromous species all year long.  


GR-2B  Partial Support (all seasons) - because the area does provide partial but very marginal support for cold anadromous species all year long. 

Criteria Used:  Fish assemblage, instream spawning habitat, temperature, dissolved oxygen, macroinvertebrates, riparian vegetation, barriers, instream rearing habitat quality , streambank erosion potential, altered channel materials and dimensions, flow.

Comments:  -  Since the channel and corridor conditions are vastly different between GR-2A and GR-2B the results of an evaluation based on the listed criteria will be very different between the two segments.

Assessment Comments:  Adult spawning Chinook are present in this reach: reach does not meet the insect criteria based upon sampling in May 1997 and September 1998.

Comments:  -  There is no indication of where (what segment of the river) the insect information was collected from.

This information is contained in the data sets themselves.  The reference system was developed to provide linkage to this level of details and the data repository was established to provide access to this detailed information.  The idea was to enable stakeholders to review these data sets on their own.  
The Report lists the following Data Sets as being Used for this evaluation:

D0135  -  This data set could not have been used as it is identified as the GCRCD’s photographs and videotapes.  The Assessment team did not have access to most of the GCRCD’s photos and videotape and any photos they may have had would have shown much different conditions in both reaches than stated in the report.  It shows actual support for Chinook salmon in both GR-2A and GR-2B over a number of years throughout most of the year.  


This data set was originally to have been the GCRCD photographs, videotapes, and notes.  However, when it became apparent that the team would not be able to obtain this information, the team had to substituted detailed notes provided by the GCRCD in the form of comments on the Watershed Characteristics Report.  This was the best the team could get at the time.  When the complete set of GCRCD notes, photos, and videos becomes available, it should replace this information in the WMI data repository.
D0162  -  This CDF&G data set is also identified as Silichip Chinook data from 1994. It would show actual support for Chinook salmon in both the GR2A and GR2B reaches for 1994.  



Agree with this statement.
D0163  -  This CDF&G data set is identified as part of the Guadalupe River EIR dated 1986 to 1987.  This EIR was not specifically identified but the dates indicate it must have been for the Downtown GRFCP.  It is not likely that this EIR would have addressed conditions in the GR-2A, GR-2B reaches as they were outside and downstream of the project area.    

This data set does contain temperature, dissolved oxygen, and potential spawning habitat data within GR-2.
D0174  -  This CDF&G data set is identified as addressing spreader dam operation from 1989 to 1993.  It is not likely that the Report would have addressed the GR-2A and GR-2B areas.  

There is an observation of 9 adult chinook salmon on November 19, 1992 in GR-2 in this data set.  However, there is no steelhead redd observation in this data for GR-2.  The COLD data analysis table has been corrected.
D0201  -  This USGS data set is identified as covering many SCB streams.  The summary information provided does not state the exact locations of data collection, which makes it use very limited. 



This information is contained in the data set itself.  The report text does not contain information with this level of detail.
D0214  -  This data set is identified as unpublished SCVWD temperature data from various streams from 1996 to 1998 but the specific monitoring points are not identified which makes the data rather useless for assessment purposes.



The monitoring points are within GR-2.  This information is contained in the data set itself and was not reproduced in the WAR.
D0311  -  This data set is identified as SCVWD EIR Creek Land Use Buffer, throughout its jurisdiction, it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-2A or GR-2B segments.


There is an error in the MDDB that has been corrected.  This data ID should have referred to the SCVWD’s GIS coverage on creek flow regimes.  Appendix 4-C has been revised to reflect this.
D0312  -  This data set is identified as SCVWD dams, throughout its jurisdiction , it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-2A or GR-2B segments.



This data set was useful for identifying the presence of physical barriers to fish passage, which was defined as a parameter to be considered in the Assessment Framework.
D0315  -  This data set is identified as SCVWD reservoirs, throughout its jurisdiction, it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-1 segment.



This data set was useful for identifying the presence of physical barriers to fish passage, which was defined as a parameter to be considered in the Assessment Framework.
D0426  -  This data set is identified as the Draft EIR for the Upper Guadalupe River Flood Control Project and it has nothing to do with Cold use in the GR-2A or GR-2B segments.

This data set does contain data on percent potential rearing habitat for GR-2.
D0438  -  This data set is not listed anywhere so it applicability can not be determined.

There was an error in the MDDB resulting in this data set not appearing in Appendix 4-C.  This has been corrected.
D0561  -  This data set is identified as SCVWD Watershed Planning Study for providing water and flood protection, it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-2A or GR-2B segments. 



This data set does contain limited data applicable to GR-2.
D0562  -  This data set is identified as the Final EIR/EIS for the Upper Guadalupe River Feasibility Study, it has nothing to do with Cold use of the GR-2A or GR-2B segments.



Though this data set contained limited data applicable to GR-2.

D0569  -  This data set is identified as a NMFS biological data report on steelhead and Chinook salmon for the Downtown Guadalupe River Flood Control Project.  It should not cover the downstream reaches, which are outside of the project area.    

This data set does contain data applicable to GR-2.
D0603  -  This data set is identified as FAHCE data.  These data are not yet available for use and it is stated in the Report that the FAHCE data were not available for the assessment so how could they have been used?



Temperature and flow rate data compiled by the FAHCE investigators was released in time to be used in the pilot assessments.  Habitat typing data and FAHCE team conclusions were not.  This is described in the report.
D0625  -  This data set is identified as USGS Macroinvertebrate data but there is no indication as to where or when this information was collected. What is the difference between this data set and D0201?



The monitoring points are within GR-2.  This information is contained in the data set itself and was not reproduced in the WAR.  This data set contains some additional, more recent data than D0201 (though there is overlap between the two).
Local Knowledge:  The following statement appears in this section:  “The SCVWD would prefer to manage the mainstem reaches of the Guadalupe River as a passage corridor.  There will always be stray fish that don’t stay where they should but observing a fish in a stream reach doesn’t provide the basis for a management plan (SCVWD).”

S/B:   The subject Report is supposed to contain the results of the pilot assessment for the four selected beneficial uses and the one stakeholder interest.  It is not a document for listing the preferences of stakeholders.  If this is to be the case then the GCRCD, WWCC and Silichip Chinook will want to include all of their preferences on ensuring that all current beneficial uses are protected and enhanced in full compliance with the law and Public Trust Doctrine.

This was a comment provided during the WAR workshops and, as such, was reflected in the report.

Limiting Factors:   Indicator macroinvertebrate criteria are not met; no records of summer steelhead rearing during 1985-1994 sampling; exceeds summer temperature criteria at 3 of 4 sites in reach.

S/B:   Limiting factors are channel flow rates , channel morphology, water temperature , lack of shade/hide cover, lack of good riparian zone, instream obstacles, debris and trash.  Why wasn’t the data set for steelhead monitoring between 1985-1994 listed in the applicable data sets above?  GCRCD hourly data loggers at Montegue Expressway, Trimble Ave and San Jose Airport from 1995 to 2000 do not show average temperatures as being too high in this reach for the salmonid life stages expected to be present in the segments during the various times of the year.  Reported macroinvertebrate data does not show location or time of the sampling. 

Data that was not supplied could not have been reviewed.  See above responses regarding data detail.
Suspected Causes:  Relatively high, but variable, water temperatures in winter, spring and summer; exceeds temperature criteria, but may support Chinook rearing in some years.  Spring and summer streamflows dependent upon regulated releases from upstream reservoirs for groundwater percolation and presently require release to the reach is only 1 cfs (reach is downstream of percolation recharge zone).  Channel is largely lightly shaded, resulting in water warming during sunny periods.  No winter of spring sampling data to indicate whether successful Chinook spawning or rearing occur in reach.  However, Chinook smolts have been produce in some years from somewhere in the Guadalupe River or in Los Gatos Creek, despite failure to meet temperature criteria in the Guadalupe River.  Conditions may also be suitable for Chinook spawning in the reach in some years.  During wet periods (1995-1999) cool groundwater inflows may be present.  High storm flows resulting from urban runoff may degrade habitat.  FAHCE information notes that habitat is typified by long, deep, slackwater pools separated by an occasional short run or riffle.  Baseflow velocities are very low and water quality poor.  Lack of food production areas and no food transport are probably major factors limiting production.

S/B:   Most of the information under suspected causes is wrong.  Water temperatures in the late fall and winter are relatively cool.  Although spring, summer and early fall temperatures are relatively warm the average temperatures do not exceed salmon criteria per the GCRCD’s hourly temperature data loggers at Montegue Expressway, Trimble Ave and San Jose Airport.  And, salmon have been documented in the GR-2A and GR-2B reaches of the river throughout the year in their various life stages.  The GR-2A channel is densely shaded with good SRA cover and isolation and a bypass channel carries high flows in this area.  However, the GR-2B segment is lightly shaded along about a quarter of its channel and not shaded at all in the remaining three quarters of its length.  There is no bypass channel in this segment and the channel is very confined between Hwy 101 to Trimble Ave.  While spring and summer water flows may be affected by upstream releases, they are not a major factor for the GR2A & GR-2B segments.  Far more important are the outfall flows and upwelling ground water flows in these reaches.  The Downtown Guadalupe River Flood Control Project’s Adaptive Management Team documented flows increasing at least 14cfs through the downtown project area in 2001.  It is well known and well documented that Chinook salmon spawn in these reaches and that young are out-migrating from or through these reaches.  The FAHCE data cited in this report causes great concern.  Not only is the FAHCE data not approved yet for public release, the information cited is not contained in the draft report and it is not correct.  The FAHCE Report does not address or characterize habitat or stream conditions in the GR-2A or GR-2B segments as stated.   Baseflows and water velocities in these segments are not all that low for fish.  At the upstream end of the GR-2B reach, they have been reported as being too high through the weirs downstream of I-880, for successful salmonid upstream migration by the DGFCP AMT in 2001.  There is also no lack of food production in these segments of the river and water quality cannot be that poor.  One can see thousands of fish throughout these two segments in very short stretches of stream, from the smallest of minnows and crayfish to good numbers larger species such as bass, suckers, carp and an occasional trout.  If there were no food in these areas or the water quality was so poor these fish could not survive.     

Reference is made to the “downstream reaches” of the Guadalupe River (below Lake Almaden) on pages 2 and 3 of the memo entitled “Preliminary Report of Aquatic Habitat Survey Results of Santa Clara Valley Streams”, prepared by Entrix, Inc. for the November 9, 1999 FAHCE Consensus Committee Meeting.  This document was submitted to us as part of the March 2000 FAHCE report.  Clarification on the precise extent of the FAHCE habitat survey work will be needed prior to this data being used in future assessment activities.  The FAHCE report is being referenced because it represents additional information that has been provided outside the boundaries of the formal assessment that should be considered in the future.
RARE:  

Support Status:  Full Support

S/B:    GR-2A   Partial Support


GR-2B   Partial Support

Criteria Used:   Special status species observations, habitat

Assessment Comments:  Full support for Chinook, potential support for Alameda song sparrow based on historic data; full support for reaches 1-4 based on the assumption that if salmon are running up the river then all reaches below Los Gatos Creek are essential to migration; limited data on species presence and habitat in this reach.

S/B:   The GR-2A reach comes close to providing full support but the water temperatures and flow rates are marginal.  Riparian vegetation and shade and hide cover are very good. Comments should address only the GR-2 reaches not reaches 1-4.  It is believed that the Audubon Society has data documenting some rare bird species in the GR-2A segment.  Chinook salmon have been documented holding in this area as early as June and spawning in the area well into December.  
The GR-2B reach provides very marginal support.  For the most part, there is a very poor riparian area in this reach, a good portion of the segment  is devoid of SRA cover.  However, Chinook salmon have been documented in the area as early as June and have survived temperatures reportedly to be too warm for them.

This is where guidance from the Regional Board would be particularly helpful.  As noted in the assessment comments, full support was based on one species, with potential support noted for others.  The data was generally so poor for the RARE assessment that confident support statements were impossible to define.  Unless other data is available, there is really no basis for revising any RARE support statements until such time as detailed species presence and habitat surveys are performed in each watershed.
The Report lists the following Data Sets as being Used for this evaluation:

D0020  -  this CDF&G data set has little to do with the GR –2 segment of Guadalupe River, it primarily covers creeks in the upper watersheds of Santa Clara Basin streams.  


This data set does contain general information regarding the Guadalupe River mainstem. 
D0084  -  this CalTrans data set has nothing to do with the Lower Guadalupe River it covers Ross Creek in the Hwy 85 area.


This data set does contain general information regarding the Guadalupe River mainstem.
D0087  -  this SCVWD data set has nothing at all to do with the LGR, it covers the Upper Guadalupe River


This data set does include data applicable to GR-2.
D0112  -  only a very small portion of this UC Berkeley data set may apply to the LGR as it covers all streams in the SCVWD jurisdiction.


This is a large data set covering the entire state; only data pertaining to the streams and reaches being evaluated in the pilot assessments were extracted from this data set.
D0135  -  this data set could not have been used as it is identified as the GCRCD’s photographs and videotapes.  The Assessment team did not view most of the GCRCD’s photos and video tape.


This data set was originally to have been the GCRCD photographs, videotapes, and notes.  However, when it became apparent that the team would not be able to obtain this information, the team had to substituted detailed notes provided by the GCRCD in the form of comments on the Watershed Characteristics Report.  This was the best the team could get at the time.  When the complete set of GCRCD notes, photos, and videos becomes available, it should replace this information in the WMI data repository.
D0136  -  this data set is listed as a CDF&G personal communication covering salmon in the Guadalupe River but it does not list the parties of the communication, the date or the location of the sightings and is therefore meaningless.


This data set does provide some general information applicable to the Guadalupe but is not very specific.  
D0561  -  this data set is identified as SCVWD Watershed Planning Study for providing water and flood protection, it has nothing to do with Rare use of the GR-2 segment.  


This data set contains habitat information for special status species within GR-2.
D0569  -  this data set is identified as a NMFS biological data report on steelhead and Chinook salmon for the Downtown Guadalupe River Flood Control Project.  It should not cover the downstream reaches, which are outside of the project area.    
This data set does contain limited data applicable to GR-2.
D0609  -  only a very small portion of this SCVWD data set may apply as it covers the SCVWD SMP for all creeks.


This data set contains very general information on special status species sightings within the reach.
Limiting Factors:  None Identified

S/B:  -  Degraded habitat, improper channel morphology, controlled low water flows, and warm water temperatures primarily due to flood control projects and trash/debris from upstream sources.

There is no disagreement with these as potential limiting factors, but there was not sufficient data to determine support status for most special status species, much less factors limiting support.
REC-1:

Support Status  -  Non Support  -  based on secondary indicators; Partial support based on tertiary indicators; no support statement is able to be made for primary indicators.

S/B:   Partial Support  -  based on documented water contact recreation use.  No applicable data sets were used to assess this use. There is no indication of what the primary, secondary and tertiary indicators are for this assessment.

Primary, secondary, and tertiary indicators are explained in the report.  Applicable data sets were defined in the Framework and were used, where data were available, in the assessment.
Criteria Used:  -  Flow (depth), access, copper, nickel, mercury, aesthetics. 

Assessment Comments:  No data sets were available on primary indicators; D0557 & D0561 have data exceeding criteria for metals and toxic organics in both the water and sediment; access is generally good; limited data on water depth is available; trash problems have been noted.

S/B   The data sets showing REC-1 use in the GR-2A & GR-2B segments were available but ignored.  Information on flows and water depth is readily available from the gage stations at St. John’s Street and the Gold Street Bridge. 


Flow data from the Gold Street gage station was not used in the assessment because it was not present in the data compiled for use in the assessment.  Data from this gage was not included in the set of gage station data we obtained from USGS and the SCVWD.  There may have been a misunderstanding over the section of the Guadalupe River we initially requested the data for.  Nonetheless, this data should be obtained and added to the data set containing gage station data for the rest of the watershed (D0603).  Flow data from the St. John’s Street gage is included in the data set but was not used for GR-2 as the station is located upstream in GR-3.  This data could probably be used as a surrogate for flow data collected within GR-2, however.
The Report lists the following Data Sets as being Used for this evaluation:

D0102  -  this Riparian Station data set applies to San Francisquito and Los Trancos Creeks and has nothing at all to do with the Guadalupe River. 



This data set includes a substantial amount of monitoring data for streams in the Guadalupe watershed, including reach GR-2.
D0147  -  this CDF&G data set is identified as a habitat study most likely conducted in 1987 in unidentified segments of the Guadalupe River but it has little if anything to do with REC-1.  


This data set contains data on aesthetics within GR-2.
D0163  -  this CDF&G data set is identified as part of the Guadalupe River EIR dated 1986 to 1987.  This EIR was not specifically identified but the dates indicate it must have been for the Downtown GRFCP.  This data set has little, if anything to do with REC-1 in the GR-2A or GR-2B segments.



This data set does contain secchi depth data for assessing water clarity/aesthetics within GR-2.  This data is summarized as follows: Station 1 (Highway 880) Sept. 8, 1986, 0.6 meter and Oct. 11, 1986, 0.1 meter; Station 2 (Trimble Road) Sept. 8, 1986, 0.9 meter and Oct. 11 1986, 0.2 meter.
D0383  -   this SCVWD data set reportedly shows outfall locations throughout the SCVWD jurisdiction.  It has nothing to do with REC-1 usage in the GR-2A and GR-2B segments 


There is an error in the MDDB that has been corrected.  This data ID should have referred to the SCVWD’s GIS coverage on creek flow regimes.  Appendix 4-C has been revised to reflect this.
D0561  -  this data set is identified as SCVWD Watershed Planning Study for providing water and flood protection, it has nothing to do with Rec-1 use in the GR-2 segment.


Some of the data in this data set applies to the GR-2 reach.
Limiting Factors:  - Copper, nickel, mercury exceed criteria for water and sediment based on limited data, aesthetics may be a problem.
S/B:   Channel morphology, access, flow levels, water borne pathogens, and trash/debris.
Suspected Causes:  Historic mining waste in stream contributes to mercury, copper, nickel exceedances possibly linked to historic urban stormwater discharges and/or illicit direct discharge to stream, trash is common in urban stream corridors; algae is product of excessive nutrient inputs, possibly yard or landscaping waste from upstream or detergents and human or animal waste.

S/B   Most of the above have little to do with the REC-1 use.
Though these factors may not affect REC-1 use directly, the awareness of these suspected causes should help dealing with more direct limiting factors affecting REC-1 use.   
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