	Meeting Minutes AND Some Followup
STEWARDSHIP PLANNING WORKGROUP 

	Date:
	April 27, 2004 

	Time:
	1 – 4 PM

	Place:
	Santa Clara Valley Water District
5750 Almaden Expressway
San Jose, CA 

	Room: 
	Blossom Hill Annex, Maple Room

	Next Meeting:
	June 14 start 1:00 or 2:00 pm (Pending Room Confirmation) 

RSVP Before June 11 to Alice Ringer


Attendance List
	External Stakeholders
	SCVWD Staff 
	Consultant Team

	Luisa Valiela, EPA

Trish Mulvey, CLEAN South Bay
Kristy McCumby-Hyland, Sunnyvale

Larry Johmann, GCRCD

Alice Ringer, WMI
	Sarah Young 

Terry Neudorf

Bill Springer

Sara Duckler
	Clayton Creager, Tetra Tech 




Action items

Consultant team:

· Clayton will add the section called “Stewardship Tools” back to the Outline (it will be in the Section 1.2 User’s Guide) and incorporate all input received so far into a revised outline to be posted by May 8
· Megan Walsh to act as the recipient for collecting project information from non-district stakeholders

SCVWD staff:

· Sarah will work with Trish to cross reference with the Collaborative’s work on Tools and work with Clayton and others to provide guidance needed for collecting District reports and data
· Sarah to work with Project Team to schedule a meeting with representative  San Francisquito Creek JPA, Watershed Council, CLEAN South Bay and others

WMI Project Coordinator:

· Alice Ringer will assist consultants with obtaining District data and upload SPW comments to the web-based comment site.
Stakeholders:

· Review draft Outline and submit comments using SPW website comments form upon the receipt of the revised outline to be posted by May 8, 2004. 
· RSVP by June 7 for June 14 meeting.  
If you have any leads on how to get information mentioned in the Outline, please inform the WMI Project Coordinator.  If you have data and/or reports to submit to the consultants, please submit them to Megan Walsh:
Tetra Tech

3746 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 300

Lafayette, CA 94549-3681

(925) 283-3771, ext. 37

megan.walsh@tetratech.com
Meeting Summary

I. Introductions

Participants introduced themselves (see list of attendees on first page).

II. Review of Management Issues

Sarah Young explained that she along with the Consultant team reviewed the Watershed Assessment Subgroup’s list of management questions/issues, SPW discussions held in the previous two meetings, and the project team’s discussions with watershed managers and other District staff. At this point, the two-tiered approach toward watershed assessments and watershed management units identified collectively reflected in the Outline represents the outcomes/progress made so far.
At this time, the team believes that finishing key elements of the coarse-level assessments would help further the discussion on management issues, especially for selecting creeks for supplemental field data collection.

Trish offered to work with Sarah to evaluate how the 45 problems identified in the Water Resources Protection Collaborative process relate to the management issues discussion. 
III. Review of Plan Outline

A. Comments on watershed management units

· 80% of San Francisquito Creek waterwhed are not in Santa Clara County; though District does not have jurisdictional authority there, we still want to include this in our outreach to collect and analyze data.

· In the West Valley Watershed Area, where are we defining the break between San Tomas Upper and San Tomas Lower? Consultants will look into where this boundary will be; this list is conceptual but as the assessment progresses they will determine the exact division  based on hydrologic features.

· Dividing San Francisquito/Los Trancos Response: Hydrologically, there are four (4) distinct subwatersheds, so it appears to be logical to have 4 sections. Also, recognizing the diverse interests in this San Francisquito Watersehd, the team needs to meet with stakeholders in SFC, including SFJPA, SFCWC and others regarding how to approach the SF Creek watershed work.  The outcome of this discussion would be the list of watershed management units for Lower Peninsula Watershed Area. 
The group requested the team to revise the delineation of these units based on discussions and using their professional judgements. 
D. Discussion on Outline and Coarse Level Assessment

Clayton went over the draft Outline as the structure for conducting the coarse-level assessment.  Chapters 1-7 will be based on data already collected, with Chapter 6 structure repeated for each Watershed Management Unit. Clayton also gave an overview for the chapter that will discuss the Watershed Management Units (pilot study units) selected for further analysis based on Supplemental Field Data Collection (previously called fine-scale assessment).

Other Comments on the Outline

There may be a lot of repeated information because of dividing the Plan into sections based watershed area units.  When we get into key issues, if there is a key issue that is relevant for all units, then is the Plan going to describe the same issue for each of the 19 units? A possible solution/approach is to describe the info once and then for future mentions just reference the first mention. Team needs to use best professional judgement as they proceed and keep the stakeholders informed
Recognizing that there are 2 types of audiences: one who wants the complete picture for a single watershed area unit or watershed area; and another audience that would not want to keep reading repetitive information from chapter to chapter.
Clayton says they recognize there will be repetitive information, but they are going to try to make the repeated information relevant to that watershed area unit.

Consultants should use their discretion to prevent repetitions (e.g., put common information in an Appendix then refer to it as needed.)

We need to avoid duplication of efforts between consultants and Collaborative consultants.  Sarah followed up with Trish Mulvey, and brainstormed the approach. Generally, to avoid duplication is to be aware what the WRPC is doing, and the key outcomes memo from the Collaborative, plus communication with Trish and Luis Jaimes would be helpful. 

Clayton will add the section called “Stewardship Tools” back to the Outline (it will be in the Section 1.2 User’s Guide).

The Urban Runoff Program had an old outline for their effort to describe Community Characteristics and Resources.  It was suggested that we use this as guidance to consider what to include in the Stewardship Plan section on Community Characteristics.  This raises the question about what the audience for the Plan is.  We considered whether the scale for community characteristics should be Watershed Area, or Watershed Area Units.  We agreed to include discussion on community characteristics in Chapter 3, and then leave further discussion on how variations in the characteristics affect activities in & management of the watershed to the finer scale analysis.

Clayton clarified the methodology section.  Sections 4.3 and 4.4 in the Outline are placeholders, and the prioritization methodology will be developed with stakeholders later this year (see schedule).

Summary: there is general consensus on the outlines for Chapters 1-6. Members felt comfortable to allow the project team to make further refinements needed and requested they be informed of the newest revisions through e-mails/website posting.  The team is ready to move forward to begin the coarse level assessment using the Outline as the structure.

IV. Schedule and Critical Path Issues

Clayton summarized the updated schedule, and gave an update on where we’re at.  The Consultant has submitted the draft Document Prototype (a.k.a Outline), #3 in the Schedule. We are also at #6, the meeting to review the Document Prototype.  Stakeholders are asked to submit comments for the Document Prototype (Outline) and a revised outline will be sent out by May 8 based on comments received.  We are also at #4 (Conduct Coarse scale assessment).

Clayton went over the sequence of what will be happening from now on. Some of highlights include:

· Get consensus on fine scale assessment methodology by July 16 (#9), and the meetings to select the fine scale objectives are scheduled for June 7, 10, and 14.

· Consultants will be working on Chapters 1-5 (except for ranking methodology) in the summer , with a draft product by Aug. 6 (#10).

· The completion of the coarse-scale assessment (Chapter 6) should be done & approved by mid August (#15).

· The Public Workshop for coarse-level assessment will happen after Labor Day (#16).  The date on the schedule is supposed to be 9/2004, not 9/04/2004.

· Based on the outcomes of the Visioning meetings and Workshops, we will identify Recommended Projects, then conduct the Project Ranking in November and December (#18).

V. Request for Information

The consultants are requesting stakeholders to use the Outline as a checklist for the kinds of data they are requesting.  If you have any leads on how to get information mentioned in the Outline, please inform the WMI Project Coordinator.  If you have data and/or reports to submit to the consultants, please submit them by email and hardcopy to the consultant’s point person for data/information collection:

Megan Walsh

Tetra Tech

3746 Mt. Diablo Blvd., Suite 300

Lafayette, CA 94549-3681

(925) 283-3771, ext. 37

megan.walsh@tetratech.com
A metadata database is being developed to catalog all of the data received and used for the analysis.  The SPW Website has an Excel file listing the data the consultants have already collected. Stakeholders can look at this list and provide guidance such as the usefulness of the data they know.  Bill Springer suggested we look in the District’s online library for all the Lower Peninsula watershed data.

Sarah and Alice will follow up on certain actions to obtain District data.  Alice Ringer will assist consultants with obtaining District data.

VI. Next Steps

We decided not to hold the May meeting and discussed possible dates in June 14 or 15 for the next meeting, during which we will select supplemental field data collection targets (i.e. the selection of the watershed area units for fine scale analysis). The WMI Coordinator will send out an announcement for these dates.

	Plus
	Delta

	· excited to see products in the next 6 months.

· started on time

· stayed with agenda

· Clayton is open to all comments

· Clayton appreciates hearing group’s direction and decisions

· need to have more SCVWD participation at these meetings

· we were adaptive and responsive to productive comments

· Sarah feels free to take her hat off as SPW Co-Chair
	· make sure meeting handouts are consistent so that we’re all looking at the same version of a document

· need better communication about what’s being review and by when

· need to be consistent on vocabulary

· snide comments about SCVWD staff/culture

· make sure to check in with everyone to get participation
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