	Meeting Minutes/Follow up Thoughts
STEWARDSHIP PLANNING ADVISORY GROUP (formerly SPW)

	Date:
	May 16, 2005

	Time:
	9:30 AM – 4:00 PM

	Place:
	Santa Clara Valley Water District

	Room: 
	A-143

	Next Meeting:
	July 13 Workshop on Response to Comments (exact time to be announced as soon as possible)

	Website:
	http://www.valleywater.org/_WMI/Stewardship_plan


Attendance List
	External Stakeholders
	SCVWD Staff 
	Consultant Team

	Luisa Valiela, US EPA, SPW co-chair
Eric Dunlavey, City of San José
Libby Lucas, CA Native Plant Society

Kristy McCumby-Hyland, City of Sunnyvale

Richard McMurtry, Regional Water Quality Board

Trish Mulvey, CLEAN South Bay
Alice Ringer, WMI and SPW Coordinator
	Sarah Young, SPW co-chair & Project/Contract Manager
Jim Crowley, Water Supply Sustainability Planning Unit 
Sara Duckler, Watershed Planning Unit
Ryan Heacock, Environmental Planning Unit

Kurt Lueneburger, Environmental Planning Unit

Brian Mendenhall, Watershed Planning Unit
Terry Neudorf, Guadalupe Watershed Support Unit
Bill Springer, Lower Peninsula/West Valley Program Support Unit 
	Clayton Creager, Tetra Tech, Prime Contractor
Lucy Buchan, Tetra Tech
Andy Collison, PWA

David Early, DCE

Robin Grossinger, SFEI

Isabelle Min, DCE 
Megan Walsh, Tetra Tech




Action items

Tetra Tech Team

1. Consider comments provided on each WMU in the revision process

2. Consider distributing notes or documentation from the visioning interviews.
3. Revise Project Lists per comments at today’s meeting.

4. Make sure the interview notes were transcribed without compromising the confidentiality needed.

Stakeholders
1. Submit comments ASAP on projects that are missing from the Project Lists to Isabelle Min (isabelle@dceplanning.com) and Megan Walsh (megan.walsh@tetratech.com) and cc: syoung@valleywater.org.  This includes: 
a. Sara Duckler to send a list of Flood Protection projects (and which are funded).

2. Submit specific comments for Lower Peninsula, West Valley, and Baylands Chapters using the comment form on the Stewardship Planning website or by email to Alice Ringer (aringer@valleywater.org). This includes:
a. Libby to check the text on Adobe Open Space section and comment on whether it adequately discusses the trail and open space management in this WMU.

b. Libby to provide trails info on San Tomas Aquino.
c. Eric Dunlavey to provide the appropriate wording for the master plan language under Alamitos.

3.  City staff/stakeholders will contribute to project ideas for the Project Lists (both existing/planned, and new ideas) 
I. Introductions

Attendees introduced themselves and a sign-in sheet was passed around. Sarah Young) started the meeting with a review of the agenda.

II. Meeting Objectives
· To review and comment on synthesis finding for the West Valley and Lower Peninsula WMA existing conditions findings.  

· To provide input on project ranking for the three WMA’s.
Sarah Young and Clayton Creager clarified that the draft Chapters submitted this month are open to comments.  Sarah also gave a report on the current work she is doing to coordinate with District staff to make the Stewardship Plans useful for the District’s plans and projects.
III. West Valley Existing Conditions 
Clayton Creager gave a presentation to review the information in the Stewardship Plan (a copy of the presentation slides is available on Stewardship Planning website, in the meetings page).  Stakeholders and District staff gave the following comments.
A. General: 

1. For data gaps that we can’t follow up for the June draft, we’ll list it.

2. Recommendations in the Stewardship Plans are mainly planning level rather than engineering level of details. 
3. Recognize that water supply issues may not be appropriate to be addressed at the WMU level
B. San Tomas Aquino Comments

1. There might be an opportunity for long term restoration with the removal of the concrete bottoms to improve percolation.

2. There may be a potential need for day-lighting the creek to return it to a more natural state.

3. There is a creekside trail being planned by the cities of Santa Clara, San Jose, Campbell and Saratoga, under coordination of SCVWD, from San Francisco Bay to Sierra Azul.  Libby will submit this information to the Project Team.
4. Expand discussion on how San Tomas interfaces with the Bay in the Baylands chapter because it may be a good example for Baylands management.

5. Need to show a recharge pond on Smith Creek, at Page ditch (at the eastern edge of San Tomas WMU).

C. Saratoga Comments

1. Stormwater management and the Hydromodification plan fall under the C3 provisions of the urban runoff permit.
D. Calabazas Comments

1. In the area above Calabazas Park, there are some areas where dike-like gravel additions have been piled on top of the bank.  This compounds the steepness of the banks.
2. Comer Debris Basin: the District has not decided what to do with this.

3. There is potential for geomorphic restoration but not for restoration of coldwater fisheries.  However, there is potential for warmwater fisheries (though it’s low) and for other aquatic and terrestrial species.

E. Sunnyvale East Comments

1. The District’s SMP has a program to remove and manage riparian vegetation in order to meet flood protection standards.

2. The District should consider whether there is really a need for both sides to have an 18 foot-wide maintenance road.

3. The Chapter is missing information about the unique split structure at the upper reach, along the Cupertino border (Junipero Serra Channel, which runs parallel to Hwy 280, flows west to east, discharging into Calabazas Creek.  However, there is also a connection into the uppermost extent of Sunnyvale East Channel.  Water flowing in Junipero Serra is split at that point into Sunnyvale East or to continue in Junipero Serra to Calabazas. It needs to be explained whether this water being diverted from Stevens Creek results in a loss of sustaining flows for steelhead as well as percolation potential. Percolation in Sunnyvale East and Calabazas has historically been found to be minimal.
4. Need to add info on open space (the closed landfill).  Get from William Lettison maps.

F. Sunnyvale West Comments

1. Need to correct the open space map: 
a. The area occupied by the Sunnyvale WPCP, Smart Station and Closed Landfill should not be open space.

b. Sunnyvale golf course should be mapped as open space.

c. The western edge of the baylands park (the part adjacent to Lockheed/Yahoo) is closed to the public, so should not be mapped as open space.

IV. Lower Peninsula Existing Conditions
A. Ditto General Comments listed under Section V. 
B.  Stevens Comments
1. Stevens Creek reservoir was not built for flood protection; it was primarily for water supply. (Note: this was a comment on Clayton’s presentation; the text in the Chapter is correct)
2. How reduced is the reservoir’s capacity (because of sedimentation)? How is the water supply potential compared to habitat potential?  This is a complex question that could not be resolved for the Stewardship Plan.

3. Fish passage and coldwater fish health should be considered the highest priority for this watershed.

4. There is a plan for a Bay-to-Ridge trail inside this watershed (even if part of it will be on the street). It would be useful to state this as an implication for future trails in this WMU. 
C. Permanente Comments

1. Consider adding a statement to the historical channel form section saying that the uppermost reach historically could have been a tributary to Stevens Creek (Libby has provided Robin this information).
2. The open space map should be corrected to include the golf course.

3. Consider mapping the quarry in the Open Space map since it is a potential future open space opportunity (it’s mapped in the Land Use map).

D. Adobe Comments

1. Check that the open space section discusses the excellent trail and open space management.  Libby to check the text and comment on whether it covers this adequately.

2. Consider recommending Adobe Creek be restored to be a secondary coldwater fishery in the upper reaches.  The residents, City of Palo Alto, Hidden Villa are committed to this.  Include this as a data gap and say there is not full resolution on this.
3. The City of Palo Alto in partnership with the District will be doing hydrogeomorphic monitoring.  They are looking for a reach that has eroding banks and potential for streambank restoration.  Is the reach between El Camino and Foothill/280 a good candidate?  
4. The Adobe Collaborative is extremely limited (only flood project Reaches 5, and 6 above and below Edith Avenue Bridge is covered).

E. Barron Comments

1. Flooding section is missing some information.
F. Matadero Comments

1. Consider getting Stanford University involved/interested in stewardship recommendations (may need to communicate through the Faculty).
2. Get heavy metal readings.
3. Need to include information on flooding; in particular, the result of the recently-completed Matadero Creek Project.  Contact Jason Christie for more information.
4. Is the Palo Alto Parks system mapped?

V. Baylands Chapter

Robin Grossinger gave presentation summarizing the findings and information compiled for the Baylands Chapter.  The presentation included a review of the maps and figures in the Chapter, to present information such as the hydrological connection between the creeks and the Bay, the historical flow of the creeks (some of which notably did not reach the bay), the effects of the creeks on the tidal habitats, sediments and other information on the landscape of the baylands.
VI. Timeline and Next Steps
For this round of review, the Project Team may be able to make factual corrections and fill in important missing information. However, they have only about one week to do this before submitting the complete draft plans in mid-June. 
 The Project Coordinator will be helping to identify factual corrections from comments submitted by stakeholders and District staff.  The more constructive and specific the comments are, the more likely they will be incorporated or considered in the revision process.  Comments that raise significant issues, on the other hand, will be discussed after the submittal of the complete drafts in June.

A question was raised about the findings from the visioning interviews.  The findings were woven into the text.  There was a request for the distribution of the interview notes (or at least a record of which agencies/individuals were interviewed). 
VII. Project List and Ranking Methodology
A. Draft Ranking Process

The Project Team handed out a document describing the process they are proposing to rank projects (this document is available on the Stewardship Planning website, in the meetings page). There are two processes:
1. Part A: This will be a ranking of stakeholder nominated projects that are not already funded, planned or programmed.  These are projects that stakeholders and those interviewed proposed as having a real need or benefit, and so they are called “Gleam in the eye” Projects.
2. Part B: This will be an evaluation (NOT ranking) of District capital projects that are already planned or will happen in the near future.  The Project Team will evaluate the projects and make recommendations on how the project can better benefit the 4 District Ends Policy interests.  These evaluations may be modeled in the future to evaluate other projects, so Part B is called Model Evaluations.
B. List of Projects for Model Evaluations (Part B)
The consultants handed out a list District capital projects that are already planned or will happen in the near future.  The group was then asked to come to a decision on which projects (2 from each WMA) will be evaluated as described in Part B of the ranking process.

Comments were given about the proposed list, and other projects were suggested instead of or in addition to the proposed list.  David Early facilitated the discussion to arrive at consensus on the list of projects, listed below the comments recorded from the discussion.

Comments on Projects for Part B (Model evaluations) before the group arrived at consensus:

1. In Guadalupe: Lenihan Dam Outlet Modifications (Project in process by SCVWD)
2. Instead of Adobe Flood Protection (other than what is being proposed in Reaches 5 and 6 and the replacement of the Burke Bridge in Reach 7), the Palo Alto Flood Basin marsh restoration is more immediate (after scheduled removal of acres of Phragmites along Adobe in the flood basin).
3. Pick projects that include a partnership with other agencies.  Palo Alto Flood Basin is one.
4. The Almaden/Calero Geotech project is getting wrapped into another project so you can’t look at this project alone.  Also you would have to factor in evaluation of the dam removal.
5. District staff’s recommendation is to select Stevens Fish Ladders over Permanente flood protection.
6. Consider Reconstruction of Bollinger Road Bridge.  But the planning for this project is complete and they’re about to begin.  Bollinger Bridge project could be a model evaluation because we can show lessons learned from this project. Could Bollinger Bridge be added to Miller-Wardell project? No, this is not possible.
Consensus on List of Projects for Part B (Model Evaluations)
Lower Peninsula: 
1. Stevens Creek  - Three Fish Ladders Rehabilitation

2. Palo Alto Flood Basin

West Valley:
1. Salt Pond A4 Interim Management

2. Calabazas Creek Miller to Wardell

Guadalupe:
1. Lenihan Dam Outlet Modifications

2. Almaden and Calero Dams Geotechnical Exploration for Future Seepage, combined with Almaden Dam Outlet Works
C. Review of “Gleam in the Eye” Projects (Part A)
The consultants handed out the lists of projects that were identified through interviews and through their analysis of existing conditions.  There is one list for each WMA (the lists are posted on the Stewardship Planning website, in the meetings page).  Alongside the list are the six criteria that will be used to rate each project.  The group was asked to review the lists and identify any projects they feel are missing.  

 “Gleam in the Eye” Projects to be Added to the List
	WMU
	Project
	Timeframe

	GUADALUPE WMA
	
	

	Alamitos
	Restoration of Twin Creeks property upstream from Almaden Reservoir. Potential partnership with Open Space Authority.  Making project recommendations in this area may incite the community/residents who are vocal in this area.
	Medium

	Guadalupe Main Stem (*See Note below)
	Riparian Restoration for Ross & Canoas Creeks
	Long term

	Guadalupe Main Stem
	Increase Canoas Capacity Increase
	

	Guadalupe main stem/ Alamitos
	Riparian Restoration to shade the ponds at the Blossom Hill drop structure.  
	Medium

	Alamitos
	Dam removal
	Long term

	LOWER PEN WMA
	
	

	Barron
	Assist in re-establishing the creek component of the Barron Park Neighborhood Association
	Not specified

	Adobe
	Foothill College west bank riparian restoration at parking lots
	Short term

	WEST VALLEY WMA
	
	

	Calabazas
	Programmatic project to educate landowners/creekside residents about the Stewardship Plans
	Short term

	San Tomas Aquino
	Day-light creek at parks and implement trail
	Medium


Additional Comments and Changes for the Project Lists
In the Lower Pen List:

1. The project called “Conceptual Plan for fish barriers removal” (first project under Short-term) refers to non-District owned barriers.  Split this row into two projects:  a Short-term project for the Improvement of Moffet & Fremont barriers, and a Medium-term project for the implementation of the fish barrier removal.  

2. The project called “Assess warm water community potential upstream from Purissima Creek confluence with Adobe Creek” (3rd project listed under Medium-term) should include assessing the warmwater fisheries potential in Foothill College.  The college may be a potential partner.

3. The project called “Develop conceptual plan for reducing hydromodification on channel” (4th project under Medium-term) should be changed to “Develop conceptual plan for reducing areas of channel erosion” since this project is not really about hydromodification. We need to make the linkage with SCVURPPP and rate its Multiple Partner criteria “High”.

4. Keep in mind that MidPeninsula's Crittenden Marsh on Lower Stevens Creek (adjacent Moffett) will be opened to tidal action and could provide partnership opportunities.  

In the West Valley list:

1. The project called “Evaluate additional trail/open space opportunities in Moffett Field and develop future restoration plans” (2nd project under Medium term) refers to opportunities at Moffet Field.  It’s categorized under Sunnyvale West because it’s part of the land area in this WMU.  But it’s more accurate to call this a Baylands project. 

2. Since the Salt Pond Restoration process will be evaluating Baylands projects, the Stewardship Plans do not need to include scores to rank Baylands projects.  However, the Plans need to make the connection by identifying which creek projects benefit the baylands. 

3. The group concluded that if it’s an upland project that helps the Baylands, it remains on the list.  Also, if it’s a Pond A4 project, it stays on the list (because this is a District owned Pond).  But if it’s a true Baylands project, the Salt Pond Restoration Process would be referenced.

4. Sara Duckler will send the Project Team a list of Flood Protection projects, and mark which ones are already funded.  The remaining ones would be additions for “Gleam in the Eye” projects.

*Note: It was explained that Ross and Canoas Creeks are not addressed in the Guadalupe WMA visioning, since mainstem was not included in this process because there is a separate, existing District process for planning and visioning of the Guadalupe River main stem.  For the same reasons, the San Francisquito watershed is also not included.

Comments for any other additions to the list should be emailed ASAP to Isabelle Min (isabelle@dceplanning.com) and Megan Walsh (megan.walsh@tetratech.com).  There is a short time to make additions and final changes to the list before the consultants do the ranking.

D. Ranking of Guadalupe Projects

After the review of the Guadalupe WMA List, the group went through an exercise in which members of the Project Team, with input from the group, rated 3 of the Guadalupe WMA projects (one short-term, one medium-term, and one long-term project). They assigned “high, medium, low” scores to each of the criteria.  This was done as an example of what they will be doing as part of the ranking process for all “Gleam in the Eye” projects.
The following are some of the comments during the discussion for this exercise: 
For the Alamitos Survey of Almaden Reservoir (Short-term Project):
1. Cost effectiveness is high for mercury methylation reduction.
2. City of San Jose and Santa Clara County Parks are the feasible partners.
The Alamitos project called “Monitoring and assessment program” should be removed from the list of Medium-term projects.  It is covered in the Short-term project called “Feasibility study on creation of a bypass channel at Almaden Lake.”
Comments on “Feasibility study on creation of a bypass channel at Almaden Lake” (4th row under Short-term projects):
1. If implemented to the highest level, doing the bypass project could negatively impact the cost of water supply management.  However, we are evaluating the Feasibility Study here, not the actual project to construct the bypass channel.
2. The Feasibility Study will be required by the Regional Board.  But the project is not scheduled or planned so it’s a “gleam in the eye” project.

3. Cost effectiveness is based on likelihood of being implemented, and based on it meeting multiple objectives.  The group couldn’t decide between high and medium, so it was rated medium.

For the Guadalupe Creek project called “Evaluate potential to enhance and restore off-channel percolation ponds” (the 3rd to the last Long Term Project):  Change this project to remove the words ‘Evaluate potential to’ because the long term project (10+ years) should be the actual project to enhance and restore the Percolation Ponds, not just evaluate the potential for that.  Emphasize width of trail setback with restoration of shade trees on western bank to cool ponds' waters which filter back into Guadalupe Creek.
General comments for Ranking and Implementation Related Discussions:
For Part A and B:
1. Distinguish those efforts that are ripe for action vs. those needed further studies. 

2. Be sure to use appropriate language for new project ideas (land use master plan may not be the right terminology) Long-term projects need to be action oriented rather than feasibility oriented, if all possible.

3. Medium-term projects may need to include feasibility projects for long-term projects, as appropriate.

4. Capture the basis for their ranking scores by including in the introduction of this Chapter a summary or list of the things they considered. For example:

a. Feasibility criteria is based on whether the District owns the land

b. Multiple Objs/Partners score is only medium if there is only one other partnering agency.
5. The consultants will complete the ranking of the other projects, using similar approach to what was done with the group today for the 3 Guadalupe WMA projects.

Key Additions Identified:

6. Add ranking discussions (maybe Part C) for programmatic actions or ideas, and give actions within each program gets ranked. For example, not all of the WMUs that did not get a Fine Scale Analysis, if we were to identify FINE Scale Analysis as a programmatic action, how one would decide when to do T1, T2 vs. T3 and what should trigger T3 or repetition at Calabazas & Stevens needs to get their analysis repeated in the future. 

7. Provide some guidance as to how projects would make its way into the 6 existing programs often supported by its own funding mechanisms, e.g., Natural Flood Protection; IWRP; Environmental Enhancment/Measure B, Trails, Watershed Monitoring, IRWMP.  Some kind of a crosswalk between ranking and implementation appears to be important.  Consider adding a column to reflect which funding program a project needs to go. This would need internal District coordination to provide the scoring.

The team clarified that stakeholders will get a chance to provide input on the draft Ranking Chapter.

VIII. Next Meeting

After the submittal of the complete draft Plans in June, the Project Team will review comments and will hold a workshop to go over those comments that raise significant issues.  This Response to Comments workshop is scheduled for July 13, 2005 (time to be determined).
SPW Notes
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