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Successes and Lessons in Compiling 3 Watershed Stewardship Plans 
The purpose of this document is to collect lessons learned from a broad spectrum of stakeholders who participated in the watershed stewardship plans project.  The four categories of stakeholders include 1) Technical Project Team, which are members from Tetra Tech, Inc., Design, Community, and Environment, Inc.; EOA, Inc.;  Phil Williams and Associates, Ltd.; and the San Francisco Estuary Institute. 2) District Staff, Senior Project Manager’s Perspective and Others who wants to add to the discussions; 3) members from Stewardship Planning Advisory Group (SPAG) and others.
The Watershed Stewardship Plans Project Lessons Learned will be posted to the project website once all stakeholder groups have had an adequate opportunity to provide input.  The final page of this document will keep a running log of stakeholders who have contributed comments to the document.
Project Successes

Product Successes

Historical ecology, bay land, and limited field work incorporated into the planning process

Four 2-inch binders of materials generated with figures, texts, and illustration that could be packaged for different audiences for 15-19 watershed management units (or subwatershed)
About 20 new GIS layers generated or extracted

A. Tools Developed
An expandable, scalable web-based project information system is in place

Web-based comment form is in place to facilitate stakeholder input

Fact sheets, summaries, graphics and other materials developed for various presentations and outreach
District policies, Summary of Water Resource Related Land Use Policies for 13 Municipalities are useful tools for further policy analysis

Glossaries, methodologies, references lists are tools for technical work
B. Process Successes
1. The Stewardship Planning Advisory Group co-chaired by staff from the Water District and a Member of the WMI Core Group. 

2. Held about 20 meetings, averages about 10-15 people throughout the planning process. Field work attracted city staff and property owners to the site. 

3. Collected 260 written comments from about 14 individuals, addressed 188 (72%) of these comments. 
4. Working product site were visited by over 1500 different users since last year.
C. Information Sharing Successes
1. Regionally, featured in statewide Watershed Assessment and Awareness Event, and in California Floodplain Management Association Annual conference in Innovative Technology Category
2. Locally, successfully collaborated with the Stevens and Permanente Creeks Watershed Council and Santa Clara County Audubon Society for the visioning workshop and for a creek conference.
3. Stewardship Planning efforts presented to Environmental Advisory Committee, and Water Resources Protection Collaborative.

4. Internally, Stewardship Plans were presented to Watersheds Operations Managers, Environmental Planning Unit, Office of Watershed Planning, Hydraulic Engineering Unit, West Valley and Lower Peninsula Field Operations Unit, and Capital Services Division, approximately 100 District staff.

5. Contributed to Quality and Environmental Management Systems
6.  Working Products Contributed to key initiatives such as 

· Quality and Environmental Management System

· Water Resources Protection Collaborative

· Watershed Monitoring and Assessment Program
Lessons On Data Compilation and Organization

Technical Project Team

Site-specific project information sources (e.g., project EIRs) are often of marginal value to the watershed-planning database.

Most information has to be reorganized / adapted to the watershed management unit framework increasing the amount of time necessary to make the information useful to the planning study.

Information objectives from existing studies often do not match the objectives for the watershed stewardship plan.  For example, there is no common definition for engineered or modified channel.  Thus information from various sources is rarely compatible and includes a high level of uncertainty.  

Data collection / compilation should proceed after project information needs and objectives have been identified by the stakeholder group.  That is, what questions are we trying to answer?

The Technical Project Team should make direct contact with information sources to better understand the value and limitations of existing data that is provided.  

Collection of existing information should be secondary / supplemental to primary data collection.

The watershed management unit concept / framework should be retained and expanded upon as the foundation for data compilation /collection, indicator assessment, and project planning.

District Staff

It’s been tough to reflect adequate breadth and depth of knowledge on 15-19 watershed management units simultaneously.

Improve the use of site-specific information would be important to enrich watershed knowledge base

Existing information had some limitations and it was challenging for Consultant to interpret these limitations and appropriately incorporating new findings into the document because of their lack of first hand knowledge. Analyzing or updating of existing information should be done by District internal staff to the extent possible. 

Efforts should be made to collaboratively bring consistencies on some basic terminologies. Appendix A achieved some and needed to be expanded. 

The watershed management unit concept / framework should be retained and expanded upon as the foundation for data compilation /collection, indicator assessment

Stewardship Planning Advisory Group (SPAG)
Lessons on Stakeholder Engagement Process

Technical Project Team

Meetings involving the combined stakeholder groups (Level 1 – District Staff and Level 2 – External stakeholders) were critical to project success.

An increased emphasis should be placed on individual and small group interviews to obtain detailed stakeholder input during each phase of the project.  Large meetings should be reserved for presentations and final decision-making.  Smaller meetings and individual interviews are more effective for stakeholder input.  

Stakeholder meetings should include field reconnaissance and / or on-site visits.  

Outreach to City and County Planning Departments should be expanded and intensified.  

District Staff
7. Stakeholders’ role in the process needed to be clarified throughout the planning process. The Stewardship Planning Advisory Group Charter was instrumental in bringing clarity on the roles of the stakeholders.

8. A timeline for key milestone or decision points would have been helpful in bringing more focus to executive or manager level participations

9. Consistent executive sponsorship/oversight needed for getting the buy-in from operations.
Stewardship Planning Advisory Group (SPAG)
While we understand the concern for getting comments to work documents in quickly, a reasonable amount of time to develop those comments must be given.  In one case, one had less than a day to review and provide significant comments and correct erroneous assumptions on the sections being provided for Sunnyvale East and West.  Some of these comments could have been avoided had interviews and field visits been done before the sections were written.
Responses to comments were not made available in a timely manner (especially for the cases of Sunnyvale East and West Channels).  It is difficult to know if corrections and comments were accepted or rejected as the final documents were not made available to the commenters for review.

While the web-based data entry may work for some, it does not work for all.  It is especially frustrating to users when entering comments to have the web connection go down, losing the comments that had been made, and making the commenter re-do work/comments that had already been provided.  This is especially true for those times when extensive comments were provided.
Lessons on Existing/Historical Conditions Assessment
Technical Project Team

Watershed and stream surveys such as the field data collection undertaken for Calabazas Creek is the most effective approach to obtain basic stewardship planning information.  The adapted Center for Watershed Protection Unified Stream and Watershed Survey protocols should be adopted as a stewardship-planning standard.  

Key uncertainties in several indicator categories limited the ability to describe existing conditions in a manner that fully supports stewardship planning including:  channel type / condition; riparian canopy condition, channel and stream bank habitat variables, watershed imperviousness conditions, and infrastructure type and condition.  

A comprehensive District-based database for all indicators would greatly enhance future existing conditions assessments.  
D. District Staff
1. Budgeting for District technical leads’ time would be helpful to provide more thorough technical guidance to the multi-disciplined consultant team for conducting the assessments, help address some of the technical inconsistencies more effectively

2. It appears challenging for the consultant to make updates or changes that reflects more recent conditions that was not specifically reflected in the existing documentation 

3. Quality historical ecology work could have been used more effectively in the visioning process, i.e., the powerful story-telling element would have been very useful.
4. It’s been a tough trade off between allocating time for field work vs. allocating more time for responding to stakeholder comments. More time could have been spent on work out stakeholder comments, should we not do the field work typically not associated with this type of planning effort.
E. Stewardship Planning Advisory Group (SPAG)
Lessons Learned on Visioning

Technical Project Team

Stakeholders should have a completed historical ecology and existing conditions assessment for at least one month prior to conducting any visioning exercises.  In addition, visioning should include meetings in the field.  

An improved operational definition and defined role for visioning would reduce stakeholder confusion regarding this phase of stewardship planning.  

District Staff
District executives’ involvement in the revising the visioning statements were instrumental in bringing improved level of coherency in these statements. 

GIS based illustration for each WMU would be helpful to provide the visual reference.

Not much input on the visioning chapters from technical staff.

More interviews with policy makers would be needed to inspire more stakeholders to take ownership on the vision.
Stewardship Planning Advisory Group (SPAG)
Lessons on Project Ranking

Technical Project Team

The final watershed stewardship plan should include a description and rationale for projects with the highest level of consensus.  This could be achieved if the number of projects to be considered was limited and the number of watershed management units involved was reduced.  Conceptual designs such as the plans for mitigation of Stevens Creek fish barriers could potentially be included if the scope was limited to a more realistic number of projects.  Stakeholders would need to agree upon the limitation to a smaller number of projects than were included in the current plans.  

Additional experience and training in using the assessment indicators would facilitate the identification of projects that are more tightly linked with stressor mitigation or resource enhancement / restoration.  

To give the stewardship planning process more weight the District could consider making a stewardship ranking evaluation a mandatory step prior to being listed on the Capital Improvements Project (CIP) list.  

District Staff
Project description could be expanded to be more informative

The rationale on how the team achieved H, M, L determination could be more elaborate
Programmatic recommendations need to be more concise and succinct.
F. Stewardship Planning Advisory Group (SPAG)
Lessons on Compiling Implementation Chapter
Technical Project Team

Implementation should include implementation feasibility focus groups involving potential institutional collaborators.  The focus groups should target a limited number of projects with the implementation feasibility report forming the basis of next steps.  

District Staff
Compiling the implementation chapter with only limited interaction with managers, executives are challenging and may require major revisions. 
G. Stewardship Planning Advisory Group (SPAG)
General

Technical Project Team

The number of watershed management units under consideration at one time should be limited to five or less.  Managing and developing database and stakeholder process for ten or more watershed management units spreads resources and understanding too thin to achieve meaningful planning objectives.

If primary source of funding is external it is crucial to have contract terms, conditions and billing procedures consistent with the external funding requirements to avoid modifications throughout the contract term.

Adherence to project schedule and commenting period is critical when dealing with such an extensive product.  

Each group of stakeholders should establish a primary contact and standard method of delivery for distribution of information/deliverables.  Because of the large scope of data being compiled, it can be easy to create multiple versions, which can cause confusion.

District Staff
1. All parties made good faith efforts for getting the project done. 

2. Some stakeholders and team members are anxious about having these document shelved.

3. Document could be more concise and succinct. Repetitions should be minimized even when some chapters were intended to be used as stand alone.

4. Chapters 3 and Synthesis Section of each WMU Chapter could be more concise. 
5. Timeliness and conciseness of administrative reports could be improved.

6. Still contain some inconsistencies throughout the text. 

7. Response to comments took much longer than estimated. 
8. Review of responses to comments through facilitated meetings would have been an excellent opportunity for sharing different points of views and working out the differences.
9. Data transfer remains a challenge.
H. Stewardship Planning Advisory Group (SPAG)
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