White-board Meeting Notes

Santa Clara Valley Water District Planning Team

December 8, 2004

Meeting Overview
1. Focus on restoration potential, goal is to reverse ecosystem declines of past decades.

2. Historical ecology sets the background for the project.

3. Focus today: 5 WMUs in Lower Pen WMA.

4. We need to create a "crosswalk" document that will allow cities,  and possibly also the MROSD and NASA/Moffett Field, to find  projects that occur in individual WMU's that are relevant to their  individual jurisdictions.  This "crosswalk" document should also  connect to the HMP (HydroModification Plan).  According to Trish  Mulvey, the San Francisquito Draft Stewardship Plan has a section  that might serve as a model for this "crosswalk" document.  The  "crosswalk" document might even have references for individual  city departments (and not just cities in general).  The  "crosswalk" document will be tabular in form as opposed to narrative.
Permanente WMU
1. Formerly spread in alluvial plain. Originally a tributary of Stevens; therefore Stevens undersupplied.
2. El Camino northward: largely man-made, basically a canal.

3. Lower channel could be more aesthetic, despite not being natural.

4. Lower channel creates better fish access than natural, but limited value due to upstream conditions.  
5. Top is trashed due to quarry, but it will close someday.  Only good section is middle-upper.
6. Most potential for restoration in earth channel segment (as in figure 8.5).
7. Historically probably year-round in upper reaches, with percolation/loss of crater in unconfined zone in middle.

8. Never was steelhead stream.

9. Diverts over 1500cfs to Stevens—warms water.

10. Long-standing maintenance problem at diversion—flows intended for Permanente don’t go there.

11. Originally a tributary of Stevens—result is that Stevens is undersupplied.

12. Opportunity for riparian enhancement of channel to mimic historic connection—possibly even restore to original function, but extensive/complex.

13. Recommend options:


1) Restore as Stevens tributary


2) Enhance as-is today

14. Creekside trail opportunities on tribs on Ohlone and big green moose.

15. Native remnants/good comm.. in baylands.

16. No good survey of habitat or species.

17. Any effort on fish should be after other restoration.

18. High natural erosion potential (2nd to Stevens) without a dam to catch it.

19. Upcoming flood control project.

20. Better potential for warm- than cold-water fish.

21. Has the most crossings of any WMU
Stevens WMU
1. Dams were constructed for recharge/mission accomplished/could we remove dam?

2. Sediment could go to lower watershed where needed if contaminated, bury lower than root depth.

3. Goes through 6 jurisdictions.

4. Concrete channel limited.

5. Stevens reservoir for groundwater recharge.

6. High erosion potential

7. Diazon impaired
8. Many fish barriers

9. Cold-water management zone

10. Limiting factor on steelhead is over-wintering

11. Homeless encampments/trash

12. Distribution system began at 100’ contour—near a channel that tends to fill and incise

13. Upper reaches incise

14. Channel appears to be incised historically

15. Large gravel is now missing (10cm vs. 1-2cm normal)—lower spawning potential

16. PWA fine-scale for 4 miles (Hwy. 280 to reservoir)

17. Large material not getting through the dam

18. Artificial channel probably helped salmon

19. Recent Hwy. 85 hurt, but limited some urbanization

20. Dam (1930’s) hurts salmon

21. Subsidence adds potential for (aggration)?

22. Accelerated suburban growth 1950’s onward
23. Fish barriers weren’t barriers before—appear to be incising/subsiding

24. 85 built on piles—not a big deal

25. Places where concrete meet each incise

26. 35-40 fish barriers (a large number)

27. Very high fish numbers in lots of locations

28. What can be done to minimize incising?

29. Consider removing dam—more sediment, no water recharge need—need more info on flood protection use—could require channel hardening

30. Mercury levels are high, but not above background

31. Lots of info compared to others

32. Less good habitat downstream

33. Lack of pools (for overwintering)

34. Road crossings create flat beds upstream—fish in pools downstream of crossings

35. Create downstream habitat structures

36. Best riparian corridor in district, even where modified channel

37. More urbanized (72%) than others

38. F.A.H.C.E. plan for restoration—coordinate with that

39. Best restoration opportunities-


1) Blackberry (underway)


2) Golf course

40. Strong watershed council
41. Identify volunteer monitoring opportunities (d.o., temp., mapping riparian, failing structures, invasives).

42. Red logged frogs in pools at reservoir

43. Yellow legged frogs upstream from reservoir

44. 55 miles of trails.  Refer to trail hikers group web sites/Mid Pen for detailed trail segment descriptions.  Opportunities for continuous trail system

45. Cupertino-southern area conversion from open space to residential.

46. Trash hot spots throughout—now being addressed.

47. PCB hot spots.

48. Stewardship opps. 


1) Fish barriers conceptual plan


2) Removal of fish barriers downstream in Mt. View crucial to fish barriers conceptual plan.


3) Water Council—the role they can play in data collection and advocacy


4) City of Cupertino as a partner.

49. Over-wintering restoration opps.

50. (Sarah Young provided sheet—“Worksheets for Watershed Stewardship Planning Effort)

51. Stream/trail impacts on stream health.

52. Trail Design Guidelines prepared by SCVWD—should be cross-referenced.

53. Golf course restoration—Blackberry Farm (underway)

Adobe WMU
1. Typical historic fan pattern with possible lower channel separated from upper.

2. Constructed lower channel

3. Potential warm-water habitat

4. Historic continuous riparian habitat from canyon to RR; no channel or habitat below

5. Trout could have gone up occasionally, but historically low fish value.

6. 2.2 miles concrete channel today (very long)

7. Low fish value today

8. Original earthen ditch for agriculture (pre-1900-1959) concrete channel to support residential development

9. Restoration opportunity @ Mitchell Park and at Foothill College

10. Very limited riparian habitat today.

11. A few nice reaches, but separated by barriers.

12. Upstream from Foothill—mixed warm/cold water
13. Very little data on riparian/species

14. Warm water community potential at upstream from Purissima

15. Medium-low restoration potential with patchy opportunities

16. Low erosion potential in headwaters

17. High bed and bank erosion due to low headwater supply

18. Ongoing large 10-reach flood control project from El Camino Real to Foothill College

19. Flood control project reaches #5-10 controversial: landowner concerns about impacts on residential yards—loss of useable space.

20. Agencies concerned with too much concrete

21. Bridge below horseshoe has issues

22. Edith Avenue Park—missing from map?  Possible enhancement opportunity.

23. Few public lands for trail opportunities

24. Big change in imperviousness projected.

25. Completely privately owned, therefore outreach to owners is key

26. Horseshoe is changing over time?

Barron WMU
1. Similar but worse

2. Very small, not on most historic maps

3. Likely historic tributary of Matadero, or flowed from hills and disappeared.

4. Therefore less sinuous reach than others—mostly created; straight ditch.

5. Not much (no?) value as cold fishery

6. Ditch created earlier than WMI says

7. No fisheries data—maybe no fish—very small watershed, little water

8. Possible restoration site at _______ School  [Andy C. will provide name]
9. Almost all private and lots of residential

10. Creekside trail through cemetery—possible opportunity

11. Work with private owners

12. Little riparian—restoring it is first opportunity; long-term riparian recovery program
13. Big trail across WMU
14. Note that large central open space includes cemetery

15. Opportunities for downstream end of public property

16. All flat-- not much erosion

17. Small, unconfined zone—year-round water

18. Diverts to Matadero but unclear as to cfs level

Matadero WMU
1. Not a lot of orchard activity; artificial channel (1 downstream of 25’ elevation—less than some others)

2. Many road crossings (+/- 25)

3. Probably little historic fishery

4. Salt ponds created levees that exacerbated flooding

5. Early development due to Stanford

6. Some data on fisheries

7. Mixed warm water at Stanford Channel, Highway 101 to upstream of Middlefield, downstream of Barron diversion to lower Page Mill

8. ½ mile underground at Page Mill

9. Decent riparian from alma to headwaters, not as good lower in this area

10. Bottom 2 miles trashed

11. Next 2 miles mostly trashed; then better

12. Heavily incised, especially when compared to other creeks—maybe due to downstream modification and upstream urbanization (i.e. more flows)

13. Red-legged frog sightings, look into source (Lucy)

14. Worth saving above Junipero Serra, but not below.

15. Warm water potential

16. Very wet year-round

17. Protect residential headwaters

18. Preserve Deer Creek and main stem against hydromod

19. Headwaters not as high as other WMUs

20. Creekside trail for 14 miles

21. Opportunity for trail on Deer Creek and/or Highway 280

22. [per Sarah] Headwaters contain mostly residential, not open space, unlike other WMUs

23. More than half of WMU is in Stanford.  They are important partners.

Overall
1. Streams above ground

2. Buffers are narrow/concrete lined
3. Subsidence—lower reaches have been sinking relative to Bay, Bayland, too

4. Tides reach more upstream
5. Less sediment transport than historic

6. Create potential opportunities map for such WMU

7. Dams/water transfer/percolation have successfully reversed groundwater depletion

8. Channel realignment (construction) in lower reaches increases erosion potential upstream

9. Straight channels downstream tend to incise

10. Create map of agency and community trail desires & joint use list

11. Modify map of creeks to show channelized

12. Focus on warm water fish, too

13. Concern about non-native warm fish, i.e. mosquito

14. Develop ranking system for restoration potential

15. Add parks coverage to land use map

16. Develop generalized guidance for private owner outreach

17. Reference to BMPs for residential development
18. Create layer of upcoming flood control projects and write reactions to them.

19. Riparian habitat area—even discontinuous important for song birds

20. In the narrative, note that cemeteries are included in Existing Land Use layer (open space, forest, etc.)

21. Chaps 1-6 illustrate relative sizes and other comparisons

22. Riparian maps missing some legend items

23. All WMUs in multiple jurisdictions

24. Diazonon in all WMUs

25. Fish barrier surveys only good on F.A.H.C.E.

26. Bold 50-year vision

27. One-day training for volunteers?

28. Look at Section 10 in each document and send comments to Clayton
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