	Meeting Minutes and Follow-up Thoughts by Co-chairs with Additional Input from Richard McMurtry (Revised 10/29/04)
STEWARDSHIP PLANNING WORKGROUP 

	Date:
	October 18, 2004 

	Time:
	9:30 AM - 12 PM

	Place:
	Santa Clara Valley Water District, Administration Building

	Room: 
	B108

	Next Meeting:
	To be determined, possibly November 22, 2004

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


Attendance List

	External Stakeholders
	SCVWD Staff 
	Consultant Team

	Luisa Valiela, US EPA, SPW co-chair
Nancy Bernardi, Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District

Mondy Lariz, Stevens & Permanente Creeks Watershed Council

Libby Lucas, CA Native Plant Society

Richard McMurtry, Regional Board

Trish Mulvey, CLEAN South Bay

Kristy McCumby Hyland, City of Sunnyvale

Sandy Olliges, NASA Ames Research Center

Alice Ringer, WMI and SPW support
	Sarah Young, SPW co-chair & Project/Contract Manager 

Ann Draper, AOO, Office of Countywide Watershed Programs

Sara Duckler, Watershed Planning Unit

Terry Neudorf, Guadalupe Watershed Support Unit 

Jae Abel, Ecological Services Unit


	Clayton Creager, Tetra Tech, Prime Contractor 




1. Action items

District Project Manager

· Continue to work with District Community Outreach staff (Mala Magill) to coordinate the outreach effort for the Stewardship Planning effort.

· Continue to support watershed managers and executives in their interactions with cities/county planning and public works directors and other outreach efforts.

· Incorporate requesting stormdrain maps/flood damage information into coordination with outreach to the cities 

Tetra Tech Team

· Incorporate lessons learned on access issues in Alamitos to the Stewardship Plan deliverables.
· Clarify the range of cost for field data collection, including T1, T2 and T3 described by the team along with the Annable method which is still under development

· Be sure to edit formal draft deliverables.
· Followup with Kristy McCumby for Sunnyvale Storm Drain Maps. 

· Address and respond to suggestions given in Section IV of these Meeting Notes.

Project Coordinator

· Prepare a Response to Comments to show which ideas will be incorporated into the Stewardship Plans

· Obtain from Guadalupe Watershed Program’staff (Dipankar Sen) the  scope and schedule for the field work in Alamitos

· Followup with Libby Lucas on Permanente information.
Stakeholders:

· Submit comments on the Stevens Creek Draft Coarse-Scale Assessment, using the online comment form, by Oct. 26, 2004

I. Introductions

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


II. Status Report

Sarah Young went over the handout attached to the agenda (Item II: Watershed Stewardship Planning - Progress Report) and provided updates.  Below are suggestions to follow up on some of these items.

A. Field data collection limitations for Alamitos Creek

1. Concerns raised during the process of coordinating field data collection on Alamitos creek:

a. Creekside residents: For Guadalupe TMDL work, the District has approached the residents for access in support of the team’s field work needs. The District Team felt it important to report back on the report back on the outcomes of that field work before starting another round of field work.  

b. Technical: District staff in the Guadalupe Watershed Program is contemplating a complete hydro-geomorphology profile for Alamitos in spring of 2005. In light of this anticipated effort, District’s Stewardship Planning team is coordinating with the Guadalupe Program on the timing and scope of that field work before committing the Consultant Team to the field work.

Both Guadalupe Watershed Integration Workgroup (GWIWG) and the Stewardship Planning team is learning that three or four controlling factors are differentiating.the time and effort needed for applying the Annable method, as how it was originally described. In the mean time, both efforts are trying to refine the methodologies to optimize the utility of all data collected within a cost range that would be more practical. 

c. Administrative/Schedule: The raining season has already started and it would be difficult to incorporate data collected in the spring to meet the June deadline. 

2. Suggestions for Dealing with These Concerns 

a. Guadalupe Watershed Program staff (Dipankar Sen) to provide Sarah Young the scope and schedule for the field work in Alamitos.
b. Sarah Young continue to work with District Community Outreach staff (Mala Magill) to coordinate the outreach effort for the Stewardship Planning effort.

c. Document the lessons learned on access issues, since this problem has happened before.  Work with the District’s PIO to document challenges and procedures that can be standardized.  

B. Review of Municipalities’ Land Use Policies

For the outreach effort to meet with the Cities, Sarah Young has prepared presentation materials for meetings with planning and public works directors of the cities and county agencies.  She is working with District Watershed Managers to formally engage them and their staff in the planning process above beyond the current e-mail notices. Information on the project was also presented to the Flood Control and Watershed Advisory Committees in September and will be in November as well.  

C. Historical Ecology Data Gaps

There are two SFEW efforts, one funded by the District under the mid-Coyote program, and another effort with funds from the Silicon Valley Pollution Prevention Center with Luisa Valiela as Project Officer.  By the end of these efforts, we will have coverage on historical ecology for all WMUs.  By June 2005, the Stewardship Plans will provide details for Stevens, Alamitos and Calabazas, and timelines for other WMUs.  By 2006, Luisa Valiela’s project will deliver detailed historical studies for the remaining WMUs among other things.

D. Visioning

For the outreach and visioning, the prior recommendation from SPW stakeholders is that it may not be worth it to do mass mailings and hold public visioning meetings.  Instead, the plan is to do focused interviews and meetings with creek groups, by attending a meeting of the creek group or convening a focused group meeting.  We have a plan to attend a SPCWC meeting for Stevens, but have not been able to get started for Calabazas and Alamitos.  
Specific Suggestions Related to Visioning

1. For the Stewardship Plan implementation section, incorporate the ideas for nurturing watershed councils for advocating stream stewardship and restoration. Be sure to link with Watershed Management Initiative’s work plan item related to this item.

2. For stewardship visioning & outreach to creekside residents in Alamitos, piggyback on the District’s presentation to residents about the TMDL results in spring.

3. There should be a strategy for the outreach (it should be a singular event).  Keep key strategic decision-makers informed, by letting them know we’ll be in the watersheds for fieldwork.

4. Expand the outreach strategy beyond creekside residents, because there are members of the public who don’t live next to streams who could affect the creek, and/or are interested in stewardship opportunities and issues.

5. Consider creative thinking: for example, as a last resort, create incentive for residents to allow District access to do monitoring by using the Regional Board to enforce creekside residents to either do the monitoring themselves, or agree to have the District do it for them.

6. Use creek videos as a means of outreach, education and developing active citizen participation in creek restoration and planning.

7. Consider including as an element of the Stewardship Plan a sociological analysis (in the sense described in the Watershed Science approach advocated by SFEI) which looks at neighborhood social organizations and the potential to build on that social structure to bring more citizens into the creek restoration/Friends of Creeks  effort.
III. Overview of Stevens creek Coarse-Scale Assessment Draft Prototype
This document is available for download from:

http://www.valleywater.org/_wmi/Stewardship_plan/Comments/productslist.cfm

The project team is compiling similar Coarse-Scale assessments for the other WMUs.  These sections will become Chapter 7 in the Stewardship Plans.  Clayton Creager gave an overview of the structure and contents of the document:

· The coarse-scale assessment describes the current information (where known) on the indicators previously identified. 

· Starting in Section 7.9, the document presents a synthesis of the Stressors, Challenges, and Solutions for the WMU, reflecting the discussion of the project team after reviewing the assessment information.  

· In Table 7-8, each of the indicators are rated in terms of their condition status in the WMU, and in Table 7-9, the conditions are summarized for each of the five District Ends Policy goals (Hydrology/Geomorphology, Water Supply, Flood Protection, Ecosystem Health, Open Space and Trails).

SPW members are asked to provide comments using the online comment form by Oct. 26 on the following areas:

1) Organization of the document

2) Usefulness of the information

3) Information that might fill the data gaps identified

At this point, the Project Team has not polished the editorial quality, so SPW members do not need to provide editorial comment.  It’s more important to provide feedback on substantial issues.  The Project Team is also asking for input and consensus on Table 7-8 (the ratings of the conditions of the indicators).

IV. Ideas for Refinements/Improvements of Stevens Creek Draft

A.
General Comments on the Document

2. As a working draft, it is a good start for compilation of existing and historical information about Stevens Creek.

3. Recognizing a few missing pieces, the work is a comprehensive one. The overall presentation is good; it’s fairly easy to find information 

4. Its strengths include the broad scope of the factors analyzed, including historical ecology, major ecological study findings, and description of the threat posed by future increases in impervious surface

5. While recognizing over use of colors in some tables and figures, limitations to some users without color printers, the use of colored figures and illustrations useful and necessary. 

6. Some suggested that if these reports will be distributed by web download, consider making a black & white version 
7. Three sections (sections 7.1, 7.2 and 7.9) need significant refinements. 

B. Usefulness of the information 

8. Sandy Olliges stated that some aspects of the coarse-level assessment will be useful for the salt pond restoration process, and for NASA Ames’ environmental permitting and programs.
9. Libby Lucas also stated that there are some other intrinsic values of information compiled.
10. Mondy Lariz stated that it was very useful to have information linked in one document.
11. Richard McMurtry believes that in order for the Watershed Stewardship Plans to be useful, they must be much more than a compilation of interesting and relevant information about a creek and its watershed; they should also include an analysis of the data which makes clear the nature and causes of the problems uncovered and what are the options for addressing the problems.
B. Suggestions for Style Improvements

1. Try for consistency in terminology, writing styles.  Some sections need editorial work to remove repetitions.

2. For tables, consider minimizing the use of colors, or use patterns or other ways to distinguish features to be illustrated.  Consider better use of colors to more effectively to tell the story.  For example, use red instead of blue for diversion channels.  Another example: use shaded relief to explain flow.

3. Use graphics showing similar level of information to the Coyote Assessment (recognizing that reach-by-reach information is not always available).

4. Some people use maps differently.  Consider putting all of the maps together in an appendix, so that while looking at maps, you don’t have to hunt for maps that are separated by text.  Mondy liked the way all the maps were together in an appendix, even if that didn’t work too well for others reading the document. The ideal is to make a GIS for all of the maps in the Stewardship Plans.  However, some liked them integrated into the context. 

5. Be sure to include Bibliography.  

6. Don’t mention a place in the text if you can’t find that place on a map.  

C. Suggestions for Section 7.1 

7. Consider a high-level or Executive Summary to highlight key issues like stream restoration barrier removal for this WMU.  

8. Put high-level summary discussion in section 7.1 and 7.2.  So maybe split Section 7.1 so that there’s an overview of key recommendations after the key issues. Since the implementers include the Cities, the enhanced practices are something for Cities to take note.  So in the summary, point out the role of Cities, who’s responsible for what.
9. Historical information and maps were good, but the significance of historical ecology wasn’t clear. For example, it was implied that the ebb & flow of the tides was not sufficient historically to establish a connection for anadromous fish to populate the creek, so we need to make this more explicit.  Say more clearly that even though there was not a large sustainable population of anadromous fish in the watershed historically, the current limited amount of high quality habitat in south bay streams as a region suggests that the current presence of good fish habitat in Stevens Creek makes it a logical candidate for creek enhancement and restoration.
10. Need to add data on demographics and social indicators. For the fine level planning analysis, it might be feasible to analyze based on data from affected/intersected municipalities since demographics data are not organized by hydrological boundaries.
11. The basic land use agreement between Cities and District is an important underlier, so the importance of maintaining that agreement should be mentioned.
D. Suggestions for Section 7.2

The key issues section is very confusing. The issues listed appears to be a mixture of people’s desire to understand what we know about historical or existing conditions, trends, as well as where the key data gaps are. Instead of recounting the list without much explanation, this section needs to link the issues unveiled through the analysis of land use, hydrogeomorphology, ecological, and recreational/trails information (e.g., coldwater fish habitat, barriers, lack of coarse gravel, increased duration and magnitude of erosive forces caused by urban development) with key conclusions/trends/patterns, data gaps, and some of sequencing of events. 

For example, if the stakeholder process identified, “future population growth and the impacts on ecosystem stability and function. Documentation needed for erosion and bank stability trends”, this section should briefly explain the locations and extent of the population impacts (historical and anticipated) and explain the erosion and bank stability trends. 

Another example, rather than simply recount “evaluate potential for parks and trails linkages”, describe the potential in terms of where and how the parks and trails linkages can be established specifically. 

Finally, fish migration barriers as a significant impairment should be substantiated by a location map of the barriers, ownership (SCVWD owned vs. others), and a brief phrase-length description of the nature of the barrier and whether it is a known total barrier or partial barrier.

Should there be a scientific finding that contradicts to the stakeholders’ discussions, it should be highlighted as such.

At a minimum, this section (along with the Overview Section) should do the following with conciseness:

12. Explain the historical context of the WMU. 

13. Convey the types of changes in land use that account for the expected increase in impervious surface when describing impervious cover.

14. Establish a good understanding of how groundwater recharges, using reservoir releases and instream and percolation pond recharge; as well as the impacts on the creek. Consider referencing pertinent studies or efforts (e.g., FAHCE) with:

· Data showing flows in the creek below the reservoir for each month during the year during normal and dry years.

· Location of percolation ponds relative to the creek channel and relative to the channel length, e.g. length of stream between release point and diversion point, location of a map.

· Operational description of releases and diversions.  

· The reference to seven sites where intertebrates were taken should be accompanied by tables showing the invertebrate data.

15. Explain key flood events, and damage history, if any and say where the channelization has occurred and when approximately when. The description of the Permanente to Stevens Creek flood control diversion should be accompanied by a description of its operation and it impacts on flows in both creeks. Make a dotted delineation for Permanente above the diversion channel

16. Explain where vegetative buffers and erosion control exist.  These are important for land use planning.

17. Explain major trails parks, and linkages

18. Consider using a Table with columns for each Ends Policy Objective, and checkmarks showing which Ends Policy Objective is affected, as appropriate.

E. Suggestions on Section 7.9 

For easy read, this section may be moved to follow the key issues section. This section needs to put the information in perspective, so that the data discussion leads the reader to see the basis for the next steps in restoration.  

For example, the discussion of “lack of overwintering habitat” seems to conclude that additional studies are the only logical next step without giving any sense of what these studies would focus on.  It is important to make clear that: (1) the term “overwintering habitat” is being used to describe conditions in the stream where cobble sized substrate are partially buried in finer sediment resulting in the elimination of pore spaces in which small fish can hide during the high flows of winter, rather than be washed downstream and vulnerable to predation, (2) the potential causes of this embeddedness in general are high fine sediment discharges to a stream OR lack of cobble and gravel supply caused by obstructions in a stream such as dams, (3) that in the case of Stevens Creek, the principal factor appears to be lack of coarse gravel supply rather than overabundance of fine sediment supply, (4) some form of discharge of gravel to the stream would be needed to address this problem.

The discussion of barriers needs to include a table, which lists the barriers and identifies those lacking a commitment for removal and in which jurisdictions those barriers lie. 

1. Clarify that FAHCE is in the process of completing an EIR and submitting the EIR with the agreement of the stakeholders to the SWRCB.  This is expected in 2005 or 2006.   This section should identify actions that can be linked to the FAHCE process, e.g. identify opportunities and outline steps for coordinating the removal of barriers not owned by the SCVWD.  

2. Clarify the nature of the anticipated impervious surfaces increases and the degree to which these increases would be linked to the stormwater program that seeks to reduce increases in impervious surface. In other words, identify, in concept the areas pertinent to actions in the stormwater program elements to support a coordinated effort.  Identify the degree to which the likely increases in impervious area would be exempt from the stormwater program based on the proposed exemption criteria.   

3. 7.9.9:  Watershed Stewardship Tool Recommendations for Stevens Creek WMI.  The discussion that puts Stevens Creek into perspective as far as its importance and potential for protection and improvement is helpful.  The table of tools needs a narrative to explain its significance. 

4. Table 7-10 does not have enough information to make conclusions on what is needed.  In the text, there were some things that did not have inadequate information, but Table 7-10 makes it seem like there’s adequate information to say it’s a low implementation priority.

E. Suggestions for Additions 

1. Data on demographics and social indicators

2. Basic land use agreement between Cities and District
3. A map of groundwater extraction locations
4. Discussion of the change of elevation of the dam
5. Information on water table, percolation, water draws, diversions, to show water levels changing.

6. Heney and Firehouse creeks are mentioned in the text, but not on any maps. Don’t mention a place in the text if you can’t find that place on a map.

7. A bibliography would enable stakeholders to review whether we are missing data.

8. A list of Tables is needed in the Table of Contents.

F. Additional Information to fill the immediate data gaps

1. There was some concern mentioned about the planning for the upper Stevens Creek Watershed. Libby Lucas will provide historical documents on Permanente Cement.  

2. Regarding data on Storm Drains: around page 7-56 to 7-58, there are mentions of no information available on flood damage potential, storm drain conditions, etc..  Sunnyvale can provide information on storm drains and outfalls.  It might be useful to know which cities will disclaim any responsibility for outfalls and outfall maintenance. Mountain View (Kathy Lazarus for Mtn View, Eric Anderson of SCVURPPP) has information on drainage plans.  Dipankar Sen’s study with William Lettis & Associates may provide data for storm drains and catchment areas.  

3.  The cities may have the FEMA information, or you may have to go to FEMA for it

G. Technical Clarifications Needed

1. Indicators for macroinvertebrates had graphs showing existing conditions, with potential for increase.  What is the source for the conclusion on good abundance & diversity of macroinvertebrates? Why is this data unreliable? 

2. Trish will discuss Baylands with Luisa.
H. Clarifications Made

There seemed to be an interest to know the locations of the storm drains for determining whether flow from outfalls contribute to incision and other modifications and for watershed councils or citizens to monitor for cross-contamination. A map would be helpful.

V. Purposes, Uses and Benefits of Stewardship Plans

Sarah presented some refinements for the purpose of the Stewardship Plan in the handout (Item IV attached to agenda) and highlighted some benefits of the plans.  SPW Members provided the following comments:

Richard advocated a level of specificity that tells us what to do/where to start/how to do something. Sarah clarified that as a staff-level planning document, the stewardship plans will make linkages to the specific efforts/ processes out there and provide the context for more specific recommendations resulted from those specific efforts/processes..  The Plans would crystallize the problems or issues in the existing conditions, and lay the groundwork for the next appropriate steps

Trish mentioned a $3 million salmonid habitat improvement fund waiting for applications; information and criteria for funding are established.  National Fish and Wildlife Foundation is administering the fund, and applications are due December 15, 2004.
A summary of the recommendations from the other ongoing efforts (FAHCE, LFA, etc.) is included on pages 7-69, 7-70 and 7-89. Further recommendations will come from Implementation Chapters.

Feedback on making the Stewardship Plans more useful would be appreciated.

Next Steps

SPW Members to submit comments using the online comment form by Oct. 26, 2004.

Alice Ringer to prepare a Response to Comments to show which ideas will be incorporated into the Stewardship Plans.  

Possible next meeting will be on the 3rd Monday in November.

SPW Notes
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