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Santa Clara Basin – Watershed Management Initiative 



Report Preparation Team

TO:
WMI Core Group 
FROM:
Alice Ringer for Sarah Young, RPT Chair 

DATE:
September 10, 2002

SUBJECT:
QA/QC review for Final Technical Memorandum #18, Recommended Stream Segmentation for Watershed Assessment (Task 10.2.4) 

This transmits the final technical memorandum, Recommended Stream Segmentation for Watershed Assessment (TM #18), which will be attached as Appendix A of the Watershed Assessment Report.  This version incorporates changes to meet the conditional approval of the document at the April 2002 Core Group meeting.

Background

In March 2002 a final draft Stream Segmentation Memo was transmitted to the Core Group, and comments were received from GCRCD in a March 22 email.  At the April 2002 Core Group meeting, the Core Group approved the Stream Segmentation Memo with the condition that RPT revise the description of the Rosgen method to GCRCD’s satisfaction.  

Quality Management Review

The transmittal memo dated March 20, 2002 (attached as Attachment A) describes the QA/QC review performed by RPT to address stakeholder comments up to that point.  After the April Core Group meeting, RPT worked with the Watershed Consultant and GCRCD representative Larry Johmann to revise the description of the Rosgen classification method.  The text in the final Stream Segmentation memo was approved by Larry Johmann in his August 21st email to RPT.

After the April Core Group meeting Larry Johmann also reiterated comments regarding the limitations of the Guadalupe segmentation scheme in order to do a comprehensive Assessment of the Guadalupe watershed.  These comments are outside the scope of this review.  

Santa Clara Basin – Watershed Management Initiative 



Report Preparation Team

TO:
WMI Core Group 
FROM:
Sarah Young, RPT Chair (Task Lead: Alice Ringer)

DATE:
March 20, 2002

SUBJECT:
Transmittal of Final Draft Technical Memorandum #18, Recommended Stream Segmentation for Watershed Assessment (Task 10.2.4) 

This transmits the final draft technical memorandum, Recommended Stream Segmentation for Watershed Assessment (TM #18) and requests that the Core Group approve this technical memorandum at the April Core Group meeting.  This version incorporates changes to address stakeholder comments received to date regarding the segmentation of the pilot watersheds.

Background

In September 2000 the Watershed Consultant (WAC) submitted a draft of the Stream Segmentation Memo dated 9/25/00.  This draft was sent to RPT members and Watershed Captains for their review.  In October 2000 the WAC submitted another draft to the WMI Core Group, dated 10/3/00.  Stakeholders submitted comments, and the WAC submitted a revised draft to RPT on 11/09/01.   

Quality Management Review

On behalf of RPT, Alice Ringer and Michael Stanley-Jones performed a quality management review of the November 2001 draft, analyzing whether stakeholder comments were addressed.  They concluded that the WAC had made changes to respond to all comments that could be incorporated or addressed, and that the remainder of the comments were beyond the planning-level objectives of the segmentation scope, and would not affect the assessment results.  The analysis of this quality management review is attached as Attachment #1.  

The WAC then held Watershed Integration meetings to provide a forum for stakeholders to respond to the preliminary results, and received additional comments on the segmentation scheme and flow regime.  In February 2002 the WAC revised TM #18 and submitted a final draft to RPT.

Alice Ringer and Michael Stanley-Jones performed another quality management review to determine whether the final comments submitted at and following the Watershed Integration meetings were addressed.  A response to comments table is attached as Attachment #2.  RPT concluded that all remaining comments were sufficiently addressed in this final draft.

Action for Core Group

The RPT  recommends that the Core Group approve this final draft.

Santa Clara Basin - Watershed Management Initiative 
(
Report Preparation Team    

TO:
Report Preparation Team 
FROM:
Alice Ringer, WMI Project Coordinator

DATE:
February 6, 2002
SUBJECT:
Review of Comments for Stream Segmentation Memo

This memo describes my review of the comments submitted to RPT regarding the Stream Segmentation memo, and analyzes which comments the Watershed Consultant (WAC) has addressed in the revisions for the latest Stream Segmentation Memo.

Background

In September 2000 the WAC submitted a draft of the Stream Segmentation Memo dated 9/25/00.  This Draft was sent to RPT members and Watershed Captains for their review.   In October 2000 the WAC submitted another draft to the WMI Core Group, dated 10/3/00.  In November 2001, the WAC submitted a revised draft to RPT dated 11/09/01 that combined the Stream Segmentation memo with the Data Sufficiency evaluation.  In my review I compared the 11/09/01 draft with previous drafts and with comments submitted to determine which comments have been addressed.  My review is detailed in the following tables, which describe my analysis and the status of each comment received.

Comments on 9/25/00 Draft sent to RPT, Watershed Captains

	Comment from
	Summary of Comment
	Analysis and Status of Comment

	Sarah Young
	Segmentation Scheme relative to assessment
	Resolved per Sarah.

	Geoff Brosseau


	Attached mark-ups to Table 1 for San Francisquito creeks.
	All suggested revisions were accepted and incorporated into 11/09/01 Draft.

	Larry Johmann (1st email) 


	Comments on definitions and terms. Comments on Table 3 and omissions of creeks.
	WAS submitted a memo to RPT commenting on the 10/3/00 Draft that includes Larry’s comments.  I reviewed the WAS memo comments instead of a line by line analysis of this email.

	Larry Johmann (2nd email) 


	Additional comments on creeks
	Same as above.


Comments on 10/3/00 Draft sent to WMI Core Group

	Comment from
	Summary of Comment
	Alice’s Analysis

	Keith Anderson
	No comment; approved this draft.
	No action needed.

	Libby Lucas (1st email)


	Email containing text of a table with several column headings; no explanation included.
	Suggested a Table design that was out of scope of the Segmentation memo; no action is needed.


(continued on next page)

Comments on 10/3/00 Draft sent to WMI Core Group (continued)
	Comment from
	Summary of Comment
	Alice’s Analysis

	Libby Lucas (2nd email)


	Segmentation analysis should address how the 3 watersheds could be modified to avoid future flooding and loss of life…Also segmentation analysis should illustrate natural constraints of each system and the instream beneficial uses that need to be retained.
	Out of scope of Segmentation; no further revisions to segmentation memo needed. 

	LUS


	They stated that their comments do not reflect on adequacy/effectiveness of the WAC’s reach classification.

Suggested review of additional resources.

Stressed importance of consensus in understanding complex relationships between urbanization, hydrologic functions, stream channel alteration, habitat and impacts to organisms.
	Out of scope of Segmentation; no further revisions to segmentation approach or to Tables needed. 

	WAS
	Memo of 9 points dated 10/8/00, summarized below. 
	See below for analysis of each point.


Analysis of WAS 10/8/00 Comments (comments are summarized below)
Point 1 – Need to consider difference between intermittent and ephemeral (e.g., on San Francisquito Creek, downhill of Sand Hill Road, Table 3 lists it as ephemeral when in fact it is intermittent).

Comment was addressed.  The 11/09/01 Draft now differentiates between intermittent and ephemeral.  The reach downhill of Sand Hill Road is now designated as “Ephemeral to Intermittent” per Jerry Smith.

Point 2 – Segments with significant perennial pools (even when stream is dry) should be identified and included in the table.

According to the WAC, in the course of the assessment, the Teams considered the condition of the perennial pools if data referenced those pools.  It is possible to revise Table 3 to include a new flow category (such as “Ephemeral with perennial pool”) but this would not change the results of the Assessment.  It may not be worth it to revise the Table to include this new category, since the assessment results already reflect conditions of pools where data references them.

Point 3 – Include maps that show the reaches, tributaries, reservoirs, watershed boundaries.

Comment was addressed. According to the WAC, the Final Stream Segmentation Memo will include such maps.

Point 4 – Acknowledge that there are different levels of complexity in the Rosgen method.

Comment was addressed.  The 11/09/01 Draft now states on page 10, “This system requires fairly consistent channel morphology data before it can be applied usefully, though the Level 1 classification can be used with a limited amount of data for each stream.”

Point 5 – Identify and resolve conflicts with tributary names and identify unnamed tributaries in the San Francisquito Creek Upper Watershed.

For the assessment, the WAC used the expertise of Geoff Brosseau and Jim Johnson to determine the correct creek names.  If there are unnamed tributaries still missing from the 11/09/01 Draft, there would not be any data available on them and so including them in the Table would not change the assessment results.

Point 6 – Proper spelling of Lake Lagunitas is Lake Lagunita.

Comment was addressed.  Spelling is correct in 11/09/01 Draft.

Point 7 – Add Westridge Creek Subwatershed to Table 1 for San Francisquito Creek watershed.

Comment was addressed.  The row that WAS submitted for Table 1 is now in the 11/09/01 Draft, but the reach is now numbered SL-1.

Point 8 - In Table 3, list GR/GR-6 and GR/GR-7 under Alamitos Creek Subwatershed.

Comment was addressed.  These reaches are now under Alamitos Creek and are numbered AL-1 and AL-2, respectively.

Point 9 – Add the following tributaries for Guadalupe River Watershed to Table 3, or explain why they are omitted.

	Tributary Name
	Added in 11/09/01 Draft?

	Under Guadalupe Creek Subwatershed
	Yes

	1. Hicks Creeks 
	No; WAC does not have documentation of this creek among their data.  It is possible to add it, but there is no data on this Creek and so it would not change the Assessment Results.

	Under Los Gatos Creek Subwatershed
	

	2. Almendra Creek
	Yes

	3. Daves Creek
	Yes

	4. Trout Creek
	Yes

	5. Lyndon Canyon
	Yes

	6. Chilcote Creek
	No; WAC does not have documentation of this creek among their data.  It is possible to add it, but there is no data on this Creek and so it would not change the Assessment Results.

	7. Lime Kiln Canyon
	Yes

	8. Briggs Creek
	Yes

	9. Soda Springs Creek
	Yes

	10. Aldercroft Creek
	Yes

	11. Hendrys Creek
	Yes

	12. Moody Gulch
	Yes

	13. Hooker Gulch Creek
	Yes

	14.  Austrian Gulch 
	Yes

	Under Alamitos Creek Subwatershed
	

	15. Deep Gulch
	Yes

	16. Chilaninan Gulch
	Yes (spelled incorrectly here; WAC used correct spelling: Chilanian)

	17. Randol Creek
	Yes

	18. Greystone Creek
	Yes

	19. Golf Creek
	Yes

	20. McAbee Creek 
	Yes

	Under Arroyo Calero Subwatershed 
	Yes

	21. Pine Tree Canyon
	Yes

	22. Santa Theresa Creek
	Yes

	Under Ross Creek Subwatershed 
	

	23. East Ross Creek
	No; WAC did have data on this creek, and assessed it as part of Ross Creek reach, because the Water District included it as part of Ross Creek.

	24. Lone Hill Creek
	Yes


Conclusions

Of the comments submitted that were relevant to the scope of the Stream Segmentation, the WAC has made the revisions necessary to respond to these comments, except for the following suggested changes:

· Add a new flow category to identify segments with perennial pools

· Add Hicks Creek and Chilcote Creek

· Separate East Ross Creek from Ross creek

My review concludes that making the above changes would not alter the assessment results.  In addition, it may not be worth it to spend the extra resources to obtain and/or verify the information submitted to make those changes.  For the purposes of this round of the Watershed Assessment, it would be sufficient to submit the 11/09/01 Draft of the Stream Segmentation memo to the Core Group as a final draft.  However if there will be future use of the Stream Segmentation memo outside of the assessment, the RPT should consider revising the Tables to reflect the changes submitted from stakeholders.

Analysis of Comments Submited At and After the Watershed Integration Meetings on Stream Segmentation*

Commentor:  Larry Johmann
Document:  January 21, 2002 Memo to Alice Ringer/RPT on WIM/Assessment Data

General Comments:

	Page(s) / Paragraph(s)
	Text Suggested or General Comment
	Response to Comment (compared comment with Final Draft Memo)

	p. 1, LEVEL OF DETAIL  
	"The most accurate, detailed and current data must be obtained or collected...Only four beneficial uses were selected...Only addressing limited aspects, with limited data, or looking at reaches from a general perspective will further dilute this assessment effort and this is not appropriate or acceptable."
	WAC added a section called "Comments from Watershed Integration Meetings" and explains on Page 13:

"With its reliance on existing data, the assessment is out of necessity a planning-level product. The Basin Plan does not identify specific beneficial uses for individual segments of streams; rather, each use is assigned to an entire stream length. The segmentation approach used for the assessment introduces some general characteristics that define portions of these streams and makes them potentially different in some fashion from adjacent segments upstream and downstream. It is acknowledged that a further dissection of these segments is essential before any specific stream restoration or modification projects are implemented."

	p. 1, LEVEL OF DETAIL  
	"...conditions [of our waterways] will often be vastly different in various sections of a waterway, especially when channel or corridor conditions differ greatly.  These differences must be identified and documented, if the assessments are to be meaningful."
	WAC added a section called "Comments from Watershed Integration Meetings" and explains on Page 13:

"Performing such a dissection at this point, however, would not substantially change the results of the assessment.  For example, a long reach that is found in “non-support” of one beneficial use may, if broken down into four or five component reaches, be found to have “full support” in all but one sub-reach or may be found to have “non-support” in all sub-reaches, depending on the location of data capture.  Nonetheless, there would still be a lack of use support within that stretch of stream.  Through future WMI action, this lack of use support will trigger further analysis through the filling of data gaps and the development of action strategies designed to restore the beneficial use.  As part of this work, it will be necessary to isolate the location and cause of the non-support."

	p. 2, CHANNEL TYPE  
	"In general, we have a real problem with the channel definitions being used and the lack of a standard definition.  Channels need to be defined on the bases of their natural form, using standard geomorphic/hydrologic terminology that has geomorphic and hydrologic significance."
	WAC added a section called "Comments from Watershed Integration Meetings" and explains on Page 13:

"Gaining an understanding of the geomorphic characteristics of the stream throughout all portions of the reach will be critical to recommending a successful restoration strategy. Through this process, the segmentation of the reach should be refined to more accurately detail the stream’s behavior and characteristics within the reach.

"Comments from stakeholders will be used to refine the preliminary assessment results. Details pertaining to specific reaches will be added to the final assessment results under the heading “stakeholder knowledge” but preliminary assessment results for specific reaches will only be changed if supported by existing data that can be reviewed and cited. Other details presented by stakeholders pertaining to the further division of individual reaches will be included, however, to aid in future data collection and focused assessment efforts."


Reach by Reach Comments:

	Page(s) / Paragraph(s)
	Text Suggested or General Comment
	Response to Comment (compared comment with Final Draft Memo)

	p. 7, GR-1
	Channel Type is incorrect, it should be Straightened Earthen or something similar. 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	p. 8-9, GR-2
	Suggested resegmentation of this reach into 2 reaches and suggested Channel Types for each new reach
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	p. 10, GR-3
	Channel Type  -  Should be Quasi-Natural Straightened, Incised (berms on both sides of main channel)
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	p. 11, GR-4
	Channel Type  -  Quasi-Natural Widened, Straightened and Incised.  
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	pp. 11-14, GR-5
	Suggested resegmentation of this reach into 4 reaches.
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	
	Suggested Channel Types for each new reach
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	pp. 14-15, GR/GC-1
	Suggested resegmentation of this reach into 2 reaches.
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	
	Suggested Channel Types for each new reach
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	
	Flow regime -  Should be Perennial.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	pp. 16, GR/GC-2
	Reach Limits  -  Should be Camden Ave. to Guadalupe Reservoir.   
	WAC revised as suggested

	pp. 16-17, GR/GC-3
	In future assessment, identify 3 intermittent unnamed creeks feeding Pheasant Creek.
	WAC noted presence of 3 unnamed tributaries in Comments column

	
	Channel Type - ...Pheasant Creek enters Guadalupe Creek via an inadequate elevated pipe culvert under Hicks Road.  
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	pp. 17, GR/GC-4
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	
	Channel Type - ...Shannon Creek enters Guadalupe Creek via an elevated culvert 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	pp. 17, GR/GC-?
	Hicks Creek and Reynolds Creek should be added and they should be Perennial.  No exact location given (also suggested we research location and identify other tributaries).
	WAC revised as suggested; new segments are GR/GC-8 and GR-GC-9.  Comments column says exact location is unclear and notes suggested locations given by Larry.  Identification of the other (unnamed) tributaries not necessary for purposes of this assessment.

	p. 18, GR/GC-5  
	3 intermittent tributaries to Guadalupe Creek that should be identified. 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	p. 19, GR/GC-6
	5 intermittent tributaries to Rincon Creek that should be identified. 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	p. 19, GR/GC-7
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral 
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 19-23, GR/LG-1
	Suggested resegmentation of this reach into 6 reaches.
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	
	Suggested Channel Types and flow regime for each new reach
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.  Flow regime kept as Perennial to Intermittent.  Comments column says flow regime is perennial in the upper portion of the reach (above Lincoln Avenue) and ephemeral in the lower portion, and also has suggested flow regimes suggested by Larry.

	p. 24, GR/LG-6
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Perennial to Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 24, GR/LG-7
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 25, GR/LG-9
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 25, GR/LG-10
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 25, GR/LG-11
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 25, GR/LG-12
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 25, GR/LG-13
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 25, GR/LG-14
	4 to 5 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 25, GR/LG-15
	5 to 6 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Perennial to Intermittent not Ephemeral
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 26, GR/LG-16
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 26, GR/LG-17
	4 to 5 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 26, GR/LG-18
	4 to 5 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 26, GR/LG-X
	Identify and document about 7 additional intermittent creeks  feeding Los Gatos Creek between the upper section of Lexington Reservoir and Lake Elsman, at least two perennial streams and three intermittent feeding Los Gatos Creek above Williams Reservoir.
	WAC noted presence of these creeks in Comments column of GR/LG-4 and GR/LG-5.  Identification of these tributaries not necessary for purposes of this assessment.

	p. 27, GR/AL-1  
	Suggested resegmentation of this reach into 6 reaches.
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	
	Suggested Channel Types and flow regime for each new reach
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach

	p. 28, GR/AL-3
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 28, GR/AL-4
	5 to 6 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.

	p. 28, GR/AL-5
	1 perennial and 2 or 3 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.

	p. 28, GR/AL-6
	2 to 3 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 28, GR/AL-7
	1 perennial and 2 to 3 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 29, GR/AL-8
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 29, GR/AL-X
	three additional intermittent creek downstream of Deep Gulch but upstream of the Almaden and McKean Road intersection.
	WAC noted this in Comments column for reach AL-2.

	p. 29, GR/AL-9
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 29, GR/AL-10
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 29, GR/AL-11
	2 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Perennial to Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 29, GR/AL-12
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 30, GR/AC-1 
	2 intermittent tributaries in addition to Santa Teresa Creek shown on the USGS map
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.

	p. 30, GR/AC-2
	2 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 30, GR/AC-3
	at least 6 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 30, GR/AC-4
	at least 2 intermittent tributaries shown on the USGS map 
	WAC noted this in Comments column of this reach.

	
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Perennial not Ephemeral.  
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 31, GR/RC-1
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 31, GR/RC-2
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral
	WAC revised as suggested

	p. 31, GR/RC-3
	Flow Regime  -  Should be Intermittent not Ephemeral
	WAC revised as suggested


Commentor:  Trish Mulvey

Document:  January 21, 2002 Memo to Geoff Brosseau/Addition Comments

Stream Sementation Comments:

	Comment #
	Text Suggested or General Comment
	Response to Comment (compared comment with Final Draft Memo)

	1
	Need to synchronize flow descriptions 
	For SF-5, the flow description changed to “Perennial to intermittent” [TM18 Table 1, pg. 15].  For SF/BC 2-3, “intermittent” has been added to the description. [TM18 Table 1, pp. 16-17].

	2
	 Need to be able to talk about perennial pools
	Ephemeral segments are those with flowing surface water only during the wet season in years of normal rainfall (or during and after precipitation). Segments which flow year-round only during excessively wet years are considered to be ephemeral. Ephemeral segments may have standing water in isolated pools on a year-round basis due to shallow groundwater levels. [TM18, pg 6] 

	
	
	For SF-3, it is noted “SCVWD GIS shows this as “natural unmodified” but many attempts at bank reinforcement are present; potential fish barriers exist in this reach; several pools are present during dry season….”

	
	
	For SF/WU-1, it is noted “Pools present along reach during dry season.”  

	
	
	The phrase “perennial pools” is not used. 


Commentor:  Trish Mulvey
Document:  January 4, 2002* Memo to Geoff Brosseau

(*Memo shows date as January 4, 2001)

	Comment #
	Text Suggested or General Comment
	Response to Comment (compared comment with Final Draft Memo)

	1
	SF1 and SF2 should be intermittent not ephemeral
	SF-1 identified as "tidal" in response to other comments; SF-2 remains classified as ephemeral [TM18 p. 15].

	2[a]
	SF1 should extend ~100 feet upstream of Hwy.101 
	Commentor indicated that this need to be noted in the lessons learned memo.  There is a transition zone from tidal to stream environments at the upper end of this reach.  US 101 was chosen as a convenient demarcation point for this planning-level segmentation scheme.  

	2[b]
	SF3 upper extent should stop before the perennial pool at Oak Creek Apartments so the whole reach is intermittent

	3
	Consider “Wild Horse Creek” for the Los Trancos fork (alternatively, decide between east and south if we don’t make that change 
	SF/LT-3 Buckeye Creek (east fork of Los Trancos Creek) referenced in report [TM18 Table 1, p. 20.


Commentor:  Trish Mulvey

Document:  January 4, 2002* Memo to Geoff Brosseau/Cynthia D’Agosta/ Kevin Murray/Matt Stoecker - WIM data report for San Francisquito Creek and Tributaries. (Memo shows date as January 4, 2001.)
	Comment #
	Text Suggested or General Comment
	Response to Comment (compared comment with Final Draft Memo)

	3
	Consistent treatment of seasonal or intermittent flows in main stem San Francisquito and those West Union reaches for this use.  Cross-reference with the “flows” information in the Segmentation memo. 
	SF/WU 1-2 identified as "intermittent" and "intermittent to ephemeral" respectively. [TM18 Table 1, p.17.]


Commentor:  Geoff Brousseau

Document:  Dec 17, 2001 revisions to Table 3 [Draft TM Sept. 20, 2000]

	Reach #
	Text Suggested or General Comment
	Response to Comment (compared comment with Final Draft Memo)

	SF-3
	
	WAC added text as suggested.

	SF-4
	
	WAC added text as suggested.

	SF-5
	
	WAC added text as suggested; reach identified as "perennial to intermittant."

	SF-7 [SF/LL]
	
	Name changed from "Lake Lagunitas" to "Lake Lagunita."

	BG-1 [SF/BC-1]
	Confluence with San Francisquito Creek to confluence with West Union Creek, including Dry Creek -tributary to Bear Creek.  Reach may be grouped with CM-1 and LT-1 for assessment due to common characteristics 
	WAC retained orginal text (ending with West Union Creek).  Unable to determine if reach was regrouped with CM- and LT-1.

	BG-2
	
	WAC split BG-2 into new BC-3 and BC-4. 

	WU-1,2
	Perennial in upper reaches, dries to pools below Huddart Park
	WAC added text as suggest with additional note "(confluence

with Squealer Gulch)"

	WU-2,3
	Perennial 
	WAC modified classification as suggested in new WU-3,4

	CM-1
	Natural Modified
	WAC modified description as suggested.

	CM-5
	Perennial, Large spring
	WAC noted "A large spring feeds this reach."

	CM-6
	Rengstorff Gulch, Perennial, Natural Unmodified, <5
	WAC added text as suggested; <5 now termed "rural".

	SC-2
	Dennis Martin Creek
	Wac added "Dennis" to creek name.

	LT-1
	San Francisquito Creek confluence to confluence with unnamed tributary in Portola ValleySouth Branch of Los Trancos Creek in Palo Alto; fed by large Serpentine spring.
	Creek confluence to confluence with Buckeye Creek in Palo Alto noted.  "Reach is fed by large serpentine spring" added to text.

	LT-2
	Above confluence with South Branch of Los Trancos Creek in Palo Alto; change perennial to ephemeral.
	WAC modified segmentation, reclassified as perennial to ephemeral.

	SF/FL-1
	Ephemeral
	WAC reclassified as suggested.
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