Meeting Minutes/Follow Up Thoughts

STEWARDSHIP PLANNING WORKGROUP 

Date:
June 14, 2004 

Time:
9:45 AM - 1 PM

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

Room: 
Room B108, Administration Building

Next Meeting:
August 5 (to be confirmed)

Website:
http://www.valleywater.org/_WMI/Stewardship_plan
Username: spw    Password: stewardship03

Attendance List
External Stakeholders
SCVWD Staff 
Consultant Team

Paul Amato, Regional Board

Gary Bailey, Stevens and Permanente Creeks Watershed Council (SPCWC)

Vivian Blomenkamp, Leagues of Women Voters of Santa Clara County

Jessie Denver, City of San Jose

Eric Dunlavy, City of San Jose

Larry Johmann, Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District

Richard McMurtry, Regional Board

Trish Mulvey, CLEAN South Bay

Kristy McCumb-Hyland, Sunnyvale

Alice Ringer, WMI
Wendy Chang

Dave Chesterman

Sara Duckler Al Gurevich

Terry Neudorf

Jim Wong

Sarah Young
Lucy Buchan, EOA

Andy Collison, PWA

Clayton Creager, Tetra Tech 

David Early, DCE

Robin Grossinger, SFEI



Action items

Project team:

1. Clayton Creager will 

· ensure the upload of today’s presentation to the website. 

· Provide an updated Bibliography that lists reports obtained and used and coordinate the posting of the list to the SPW website with Limin Song.

· post ArcIMS web-based program to allow stakeholders to view maps, as they become available

· coordinate with Sarah on who will wrap up the documentation on the creek selection

2. Clayton will ensure his team will coordinate on data leads for data collection, and coordinate with Sarah Young for assistance needed from the District (for example, follow-up with Larry Johmann to ensure access to Stanford professors’ insights on historical information for the stewardship planning work)

3. For the Compiled Data Summary, add two columns for the Baylands (one for West Valley and one for Lower Peninsula) and rate the data sufficiency for the Baylands.

4. Take into consideration the brainstorm of ideas in their formulation of methodologies for fine scale analysis.

Co-Chairs and WMI Coordinator:

· Start management issues discussions for selected creeks

· Sarah Young will coordinate with the District staff Luis Jaimes, who is managing the work on the Collaborative’s Chapters 5 and 7 for a possible meeting.

· Make the Level 1 Meeting notes available on the Stewardship Planning website

Stakeholders:

· Review the Compiled Data Summary matrix (11x17 color handout) and provide contact/reference information on additional data for the project team’s use or considerations for the Coarse-level analysis mainly. Also, as appropriate give feedback on the relative scores given. Participants are encouraged to provide their markups to Clayton Creager at the end of the meeting. Others shall fax markups to (925)283-0780 or e-mail your contact or specific reference information to Megan.Walsh@tetratech.com before June 23, 04.

· In July, when the Fine-scale methodology is available, review and submit comments. Details on deadlines will be provided by the project team. 

Meeting Summary

I. Introductions

Sarah Young, District Project Manager and Stewardship Planning Workgroup Co-chair, thanked the participation and turned the meeting to the David Early, the facilitator. Participants started by introducing themselves and reviewing the agenda.

II. Project Review 

Clayton Creager presented an overview of the project for the Stewardship Plans. He explained the division of the three watershed areas (Lower Peninsula, West Valley, and Guadalupe) into watershed management units (WMUs).  An explanation was given about the coarse scale and fine scale analysis, and the assessment indicators that will be used in these analyses. 

III. Information Summary

Clayton explained the handout that shows the status of the compiled data for each of the indicators, per watershed management unit. The matrix identifies the areas where the project team could not find or obtain sufficient data.  These areas were given a low data compilation score.  Similarly, the matrix gives a high score for the areas where the project team determined the data obtained is sufficient.  This matrix shows the status of the data for the Coarse-scale indicators only.  Data for the fine-scale analysis is not included here.

Stakeholders are asked to review the Compiled Data Summary matrix and provide their input on the data sufficiency scores.  For the areas that have a low score, if stakeholders know of data available that can be provided to the project team, they should submit information about the data to the project team.  If they see areas that have a high score and disagree on the data sufficiency, they can contact the consultants to ask how they arrived at the high score.

The project team will post to the SPW website an updated Bibliography so that stakeholders can know what data has been obtained.

A comment was made that the matrix is missing a column for the Baylands.  The project team will add two columns for the Baylands (one for West Valley and one for Lower Peninsula).  They explained that the Baylands will be part of the coarse-scale analysis but because of limitations and uncertainties, we should expect to find much about the Baylands.

The project team is working on a web-based viewing software to allow stakeholders to view the results and data presented on maps.  Clayton will provide Sarah a progress report on this task.
IV. Coarse-Scale Analysis Overview

The project team presented an overview of the analysis they are conducting and the issues that they are reviewing. Clayton clarified that all information will be presented at the Watershed Management Unit levels in the reports and only those information pertinent to the creek selection is presented. 

A. Jurisdictions, Land Use, Open Space and Recreation

David Early provided the overviews on this section. It is recognized that information sharing from the cities or counties would be critical for this analysis. Stakeholders suggested to use the Water Resource Protection Collaborative to obtain land use and regulatory information instead of interviewing city staff.  The project team can obtain land use information from the Collaborative’s Chapter 5 and Chapter 7, which are being prepared by the Water Resources Protection Collaborative Team, including Luis Jaimes, Concur Team, Dan Cloak and workgroup members.  Sarah Young indicated that she is a part of the District’s internal WRPC staff, who has the planning and policy lead, it appears that the Collaborative is very focused on Guidelines and Standards. In light of supporting the WRPC’s established priorities, Sarah will work with the appropriate staff to coordinate a future meeting to scope out areas that the Stewardship Planning team could be of assistance in support of the Collaborative’s work particularly in relation to Chapters 5 and 7.
David Early highlighted some of the other land use indicators that are being analyzed are:

· percentage of existing (and projected) impervious cover

· areas of protected lands

· areas of open space and trails (including data obtained that show trails planned)

· existing land use

B. Historical Ecology

Robin Grossinger presented the information being analyzed on historical ecology.  Some of the data they are compiling include: 

· historical land use

· historical channel form and channel modifications

· historical biological assemblages

Larry Johmann suggested a contact person at Stanford for additional historical information.  Robin committed to follow-up. 

The challenge is to understand the basic functions of these streams and to know what we can restore, and determine what is causing the specific problems we see today.  This could serve as the reference condition for determining the range of restoration and stewardship potential for a given WMU or reach.

C. Hydrology and Geomorphology

Andy Collison presented the hydrology and geomorphology indicators.  He explained the analysis starts with looking at the longitudinal profiles.  Basically, we can infer certain things about the stream character (such as sedimentation) based on the longitudinal profile.  They are using the Montgomery-Buffington classifications to draw inferences about the habitat attributes based on the channel slope of the stream.  For some of the classifications (Cascade, Step-Pool, Plane-Bed, Pool-Riffle), there is more stewardship potential than other classifications (Regime, Hard-Flood Channel).  Andy presented slides that show the stewardship and restoration potential for all of the creeks in the Project area.  Their analysis shows that Stevens Creek, Saratoga Creek, and Alamitos Creek have the greatest potential based on diversity of class and habitat restoration potential.  Guadalupe river and creek also have a high potential but may be limited due to other planning considerations.  They are also considering preservation potential or risk of imminent loss as factors.

The second part of the analysis is the sediment/erosion potential.  They analyzed percent slope, land cover, soils, and geology and mapped the erosion potential for the creeks. The result:

· Stevens has high sediment yield above the reservoir, but limited sediment in Moffett field/Baylands resotration. 

· Calabazas has a medium sediment yield, but because of the straightened flood channel, is received in the South Bay Salt Ponds.  

· Alamitos has a medium sediment yield which mostly reaches the creek in episodic events.

D. Ecology

Lucy Buchan presented slides on the ecological data being analyzed.  The slides present the geo-referenced data that can be mapped, but the project team also analyzed data that could not be mapped.  They have mapped the status of key biological assemblages (e.g., steelhead trout) in the project area.  They have also mapped the following indicators that would affect the biological assemblages:

· streamflow

· channel modifications

· fish passage impediments

· instream habitat – this is one of their data gaps; for fine scale analysis they would need to walk up the creeks to get more accurate information.

· water quality

· potential pollutant sources (PCBs, mercury)

· riparian and wetland vegetation

It was suggested that the Project Team obtain the Upper Guadalupe report that describes the areas that have the heavy clay layer, and make sure what the areas mapped as recharge basins are not in fact the areas with the clay layer.

V. Watershed Management Unit Selection for Fine-Scale Analysis

The project team presented their rationale based on their scoring of each of the WMUs using the criteria described in Appendix E of the TM 4 (Coarse Scale Methodology).  They found that the primary criteria were sufficient to arrive at a clear decision.  The WMUs that best met the criteria are:

1. Alamitos Creek

2. Calabazas Creek

3. Stevens Creek

Discussion and Stakeholder Comments

· Disagree with some of the scoring but the result is a good set of creeks to start with.

· How much of a WMU will be included (will it be stem to stern, or just a portion of the WMU)?  The exact reach will be determined as they begin the fine scale analysis and look at the data and resources available, analyze the data gaps and management issues. A study plan for the fine scale analysis will include recommendation on specifics for each site.

· To meet the geographic diversity criteria, we need to make sure we cover different geomorphic classes or region types.

· The recommended creeks are consistent with what the Water District says they need and will use.  Another factor that was considered was where the District has potential projects.

Generally there was extensive agreement with the three WMUs selected.  We then held a quick brainstorm of ideas on what should be covered in the fine-scale analysis:

For all creeks: 

· Start engage “Friends of Creek”community groups to get their input (e.g., Friends of Calabazas Creek, GWIWG, Stevens and Permanente Creeks Watershed Council).

· Continue coordination with the Guadalupe Mercury TMDL efforts to avoid duplicative efforts, unveil any potential conflicts and ensure consistency whenever possible.

· Start with data gaps analyses, further define the management issues for selected creeks

· Whenever possible, adopt/apply methodologies developed and peer reviewed. For example, Bill Annabel is training District staff for doing field measurements; if similar measurements are needed for this project, similar methodology needs to be adopted; Contact Jim Wong for names of trained District staff.

For Stevens Creek:

· SPCWC submitted a request for a comprehensive study on habitat impacts.

· Include discussion of hydrologic linkage between Stevens and Permanente creeks.

· Analyze (to refute or confirm) the Stillwater conclusions regarding temperature as a limiting factor, permeability and how useful it is.

· Look at Jerry Smith’s salmonid studies on San Lorenzo creek which shows steelhead trapped in hot temperature habitat are growing faster than in cold temperature habitat.

· Lower Stevens was the District’s first maintenance experiment to clear each half the creek one at a time; look at whether this experiment was successful for flood and habitat improvement.

For Calabazas:

· Analyze how does it support the District’s Clean, Safe Creeks flood project

· Obtain the engineering studies and as-built plans for all District projects conducted, to get historical flooding data and other background information.  Two examples are the report on bed erosion of a recent Calabazas flood protection project, and a study on the Comer debris basin. These reports can be obtained from the District’s Hydraulic Engineering Unit Library and from the District’s Library catalog.  This suggestion applies to all of the creeks.

For Alamitos:

· Include an analysis of how Lake Almaden’s tributaries are impacting Alamitos Creek (e.g., the concrete-lined or dirt ditches which are adding sediment)

· Obtain the write-up of the District’s annual walk-through (this suggestion applies to all of the creeks).

VI. Next Steps

We decided to tentatively hold August 5 for the next SPW meeting.  Because of scheduling conflicts, this was the best date available and we will schedule the meeting to avoid conflict with the WMI meeting.  The next meeting will cover:

· Review of coarse scale assessment results

· Planning for the visioning process for the three watershed areas

Also upcoming:

In July: Stakeholder review of fine scale analysis methodology

In September: a public workshop with community members to articulate a vision for the watersheds

Meeting Evaluation:

Plus
Delta

· Stayed on time.

· District provided lunch.

· District staff participation.

· Continue to get participation from SPCWC.


· Data compilation summary for coarse-scale analysis was not clear or specific enough.

· Written summaries of the Level 1 meetings should be made available to stakeholders.

· Do outreach to get more stakeholders to attend.

· Consider changing meeting time to get more stakeholders, and make sure to coordinate any outreach with District Project Manager first.
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