Watershed Stewardship Project Team Meeting

West Valley Synthesis Meeting

Tuesday, January 11, 9:30 am to 2:00 pm

DCE Office, Berkeley, CA  

Action Items

1. Sarah to get notes from Ann Riley’s workshop for the District on non-hardening approaches.
2. Alice to get Bernie Goldner’s draft report to the District on aesthetics including park creek recommendations (with Isabel’s assistance if needed).

General Comments for synthesis or for next version

1. Add data on sediment removal and maintenance locations.

2. Show other local examples of success (e.g., downtown Oakland)

3. The longitudinal profile and bar charts on channel composition will be included in the WMA section.

4. Consult the Harvey & Stanley report (from 1986 aerial photos) to say how they characterized habitat condition. 

5. Consider getting the “squashed frog survey”

6. Consider adding data on which cities have hillside zoning (if we can get this info easily from the Collaborative).

7. Get Bernie Goldner’s draft report to District (written in 1980s) with recommendations on aesthetics including park creek recommendations (Isabel & Alice to get report).
8. There are possible natural levees on some of the creeks (from sediment deposition); this needs further study.
9. Need to study/rank barriers on non-FAHCE streams.
Comments for Organizing the Information:

1. For synthesis section, since not all of the indicators are applicable, focus on the indicators that tell the story (ie key points that are relevant).  Then the rest of the chapter can have the complete data.

2. Hold an administrative discussion on how to organize and summarize the whole document.

3. Pull out the common elements. Streamline the pieces so that if you want to read just one WMU, you can still have the whole story.

4. A section called “How to Use this Document” should explain this.

Comments on Maps and Figures

1. Get the faults layer (USGS, DCE).

2. Drop a satellite photo over demographics, possibly as an oblique layer.
3. Identify the parks next to creeks.
4. Need to be clear about how Moffett Field and Stanford U. are depicted since they are non-incorporated.
5. All maps in San Tomas WMU Section labels Hwy 280 (E of Hwy 85) incorrectly as 85; label should say it’s Hwy 280.
6. On the fish barriers map, change the symbol for barriers so it’s easier to see the barriers on the map (e.g., instead of a small X, use a colored dot).

7. Consider using Lucy’s maps of 2-sided vs. 3-sided Hardening.

8. Need to label and explain De Anza and Ridge trails.
9. Need to redo the maps to show the attributes (and the text should explain what the maps show).  E.g., the map showing illicit connections and illegal dumpings.

10. We need to depict things consistently in the graphics.

11. If we’re mapping something, it needs to be part of the story; if it’s not, it should be removed.

12. For consistency purposes, keep the map even if there is only one data point.

13. The macroinvertebrate maps need to include the polygon-shape file for CNDDB habitat data.

14. GIS should include Rob Leidy data on historical fisheries.
15. Document Editor to use consistent caption format (e.g., Figure Number, Title, then brief statement about the figure or data).
16. New map from Oakland Museum shows new hydrologic boundaries for WMUs based on storm drains.  We decided we’ll show the new map in the WMA section and explain this is new.  Provide insight on how these changes affect the rest of the analysis.
17. All to provide Chih-fang with any additional comments and fixes on maps.

Calabazas Creek

Historical Conditions

1. According to 1903 Soils map Calabazas, San Tomas, and Saratoga were historically connected. Upland they had separate origins, then they converged around where El Camino Real is today.  This is same location as San Joaquin (Hucky) soil and intrusion zone.
2. Early land grants in the same area (Bennet land and Enright land) indicate area had good soil for farming.

3. The name Calabazas was named after the Indian melon, indicating it was an Indian agricultural area.

4. There was a large oak grove to east of this area.

5. The merge/alluvial fans occur at ±100’ contour.

6. There may have been an anadromous fish connect, but it’s not good habitat (the area where they came together was probably very wet and swampy.  

7. The 1903 map shows a separate ditch was dug for Calabazas between the merge area and the bay marsh (it spread out then recoallesced), to provide more drainage to the San Tomas/Saratoga system.

8. Several maps show a multiple channel system.

9. Flooding clusters in same convergence area near El Camino Real.

10. It was settled early due to water supply and agriculture soils. Santa Clara mission is built on better drained soil, and was on a small hill (Alta de Santa Clara).

11. There were many tries to fix drainage; flow was first diverted to Saratoga, then allowed to spread again, and then was its own channel.

For Synthesis: Start the story by saying Calabazas, San Tomas and Saratoga converged around the El Camino area, and the area was settled early but had a history of flooding.
Hydrogeomorphology
1. This is a small watershed with high erosion potential, but it carries a lot of sediment due to bank stability.

2. The Miller Ave. project appears to be for erosion control, not flood control.

3. Calabazas runs diagonal to the grid, so it has more road crossings per mile than others.

4. South watershed body (to Saratoga) was created by San Andreas fault.
5. Downstream of Miller: it’s a heavily modified channel: concrete trapezoidal channel with gabions; no real riparian cover

6. It looks like the District has done something as an attempt to increase fish passage (in the gabions).
7. Around and upstream of Miller’s Ave. you get more earthen banks and riparian cover (not great but better conditions).

8. The one part that is in reasonable shape is the place where District has planned flood and erosion control work (from Miller to Wardell). So this design is critical.

9. There is little to no fish habitat today. Historically fish may have come up from San Tomas.  So Calabazas is not as good an opportunity as Saratoga for fish restoration.

10. It probably flows with high energy (lots of outside bank erosion); not due to topography but due to high volume and engineering.

11. Water imported into system:

· From Stevens, or percolation?

· Since early 1970s

· Probably summer flow only (no flood effect)

12. Need to look at alternatives to hardening in the Miller/Wardell project (i.e., biostabilization) So fine-scale geomorphological analysis is a high priority. Riley’s workshop for the District on meanders in an urban setting was related to Calabazas.  It looked at non-hardening approaches.  
13. Calabazas has low erosion susceptibility because it’s a modified channel.
14. The high % hardened bottom below Lawrence Expy. creates more fish problems.  The hard sides are what increase incising.
15. One third of upland is susceptible to slides (high susceptibility).
16. Even though total landslide potential is low, high % in upland contributes a lot to high susceptibility to slides.

Ecosystem Health
1. The whole creek is depauperate; very little fish found.  The fish are introduced (e.g. goldfish), then get flushed out (rinsed out), so there are no sustainable populations. There’s no habitat for them to hide and live in.

2. If we create riparian cover, we maybe could get warm water species established.

3. It’s not clear whether anad fish (steelhead) were there historically. Even if they were, this is not a candidate creek for restoration because:

· historically the fish were incidental and occasional

· presence of fish is contingent on connection to San Tomas and Saratoga

· the creek is too engineered now.
4. We want to discuss it with correct context; i.e., in the current landscape and with what could be done (put info in proper regional context).

5. Add data on vegetation for Rodeo.

6. There’s no vegetation upstream to Lawrence Expwy, then mish mash to Miller, then solid above miller.

7. There is no macro-invertebrate survey.

8. There is little potential for RLF (because no habitat).
9. There are no bullfrogs, no red-legged frogs. Habitat may be possible for yellow-legged frogs since they need less water.
Land Use

1. Calabazas is in the middle of the spectrum of urbanized/non urbanized.  It does not have a lot of land use compared to San Tomas and Saratoga.

2. Shorter length (headwaters is not up in the hills), so there’s not much open space (very little of it runs through public land).  

3. So there not much trail opportunities to recommend.

4. Potential for urban creek trails is low because private property goes right to creek.

5. There are no trails along Calabazas.  There are two small segments crossing the top of the watershed, and one at the bottom that connects to open space preserve around Saratoga.

6. The open space at the confluence with Rodeo (City of San Jose’s Calabazas Park) might have trail or restoration opportunity.  There are a few other parks.

7. A large fraction of the watershed has greater than 60% impervious cover.  The upper part of watershed is where there is highest potential for increase in imperviousness.  The lower part is mostly urbanized so it’s already highly impervious.

For Synthesis: Because much of it is privately owned, there are few opportunities for trails.  One could explore trails through private lands with public visioning.

Flood Control & Water Supply
1. There is significant flood history and many 1980s flood control projects.
2. Consult the HEC-RAS model to see if shear stresses allow biotechnical strengthening.

3. There is no significant water supply component.

Sunnyvale East/West Channels

Historical Conditions

1. Both are completely manufactured; dates back to 1960s and 1970s.

2. They were created to address lack of drainage (there were no natural creeks between Calabazas and  Stevens).  

3. Having the channels there now brings in the tides further upstream than they used to go.

4. Historically it was a sheetflow (marsh).

Flood Control

1. Beau reports Sunnyvale W is “leaking”.

2. There was flooding at base of Sunn E and one small portion between Sunn E and Sunn W.

3. 98% of it is now engineered to convey the 100-yr. flood.

4. The storm drains determine where the flows go.

5. There is limited data on where some storm drains run (may have to make assumptions).
Ecosystem Health
1. There is no fish data.

2. There are some field notes saying there is limited riparian cover on lower portions of Sunn W (some shrubs and trees).

Juniperro Serra Channel

1. A channel was constructed to connect Sunn E to Calabazas.  It was for urban purposes, not for agriculture (i.e., to open up the area for residential development).  

2. There is a hydraulic structure to divert water east during high flows (so at high flows, some water flows south to Sunn E, and some water flows east along Hwy 280 to Calabazas).
3. Add a photo of the split at Junipero Serra channel.

Land Use - Sunnyvale West
1. The only area for public open space is along ease side of Moffett at/near the baylands.
2. There is not much “upland” to this watershed.

3. There are additional trail/open space opportunities in Moffett Field (future restoration plans).  Need a sidebar to discuss this restoration.
4. Need to interview Sandy Olliges of NASA Ames.

Land Use - Sunnyvale East
There is not much open space.

Saratoga Creek

Historical Conditions

1. Saratoga Creeks was formerly called Campbell Creek.
2. It was developed as a resort community in the canyon portion (Congress Springs had a hotel).

3. It appears to spread out in the El Camino Real vicinity in the adobe clay soils area, then re-emerged as a channel that extends to the marsh (the channel was called “sanjon creek”, which translates to ditch).
4. Now Saratoga flows into a new channel (present-day lower San Tomas) which lies between Calabazas and where Sanjon creek used to be.

5. Historically, the fish may have come up through Baylands and through the El Camino Real marshy area during high tide flows or during creek flooding.
6. Historical photo shows it was quite shallow between the town of Saratoga (Hwy 85) and Prospect Rd.

Hydrogeomorphology

1. It’s the least hardened channel bottom in this WMA.

2. Also the least urbanized WMU in this WMA.

3. Has both surface erosion & landslide susceptibility because of large extent of uplands, steep slopes.

4. Headwaters of Sanborn and San Andreas creek are most susceptible (San Andreas fault runs through the center of the headwaters along San Andreas creek and Linden Canyon).

5. Has the most potential for sediment erosion.

6. Sediment removal is done every 1-4 years.

7. There is a significant fish barrier at the confluence with San Tomas.
8. Need to find out if drop structure blocks both creeks (it definitely blocks Saratoga).  The barrier is on District land, but it has not been rated or prioritized (it is not a FAHCE stream).

Ecosystem Health
1. There is good cold and warmwater habitat on Saratoga, so this has WMU the best riparian habitat, and best potential for restoration, if it weren’t for barrier at the confluence.

2. There is good fish assemblages (rainbow trout) in Saratoga, but they are not anadromous because of the barrier.
3. Habitat restoration really hinges on habitat conditions in San Tomas.
4. There are only limited habitat surveys done by the Urban Runoff Program; habitat surveys should be done if we focus on this creek for restoration.

5. Survey results: Good riparian but instream conditions are sub-optimal. Instream habitat improves upstream of Hwy 9.
6. There were unexplained fish kills a few years ago.
7. Need to clarify it has potential Pool-Riffle sections (the slopes indicate potential for high quality habitat)
8. On Fig. 8-7, need to fix the photo caption (it should say note encroachment)

9. On page 8-29, the text in paragraph 8.4.5.4 is identical to the same paragraph in the San Tomas WMU section.

10. The reach from the confluence with San Tomas upstream to Stevens Creek Blvd. is not expected to have fish. Then there’s warmwater habitat until Hwy 9.  Upstream of Hwy 9 is really nice coldwater habitat.

11. Why would the section to Stevens Creek Blvd not be expected to have fish? Possibly because the channel is hardened (no shelter for fish).  

12. Could we remove the hardening? Possibly being considered on San Tomas.

13. Possibly there are no summer flows, but that is not needed for anadromous fish.

14. Some hardened channels may be too steep.

15. We should recommend an in-depth analysis to know if/how fish can get up to good habitat on Saratoga.  
Land Use

1. There is lower intensity urbanization, lower imperviousness, possibly simply because it’s higher up.

2. It has the most miles of trails in this WMA (38 miles total).

3. There is the De Anza trail at the north and a huge trail system in the open space in the south, but no trails connect the two because it’s mostly private land.  

4. Hakone Gardens is a potential area for restoration/recreation area.  Also Murdoch park, Saratoga Creek Park (which has a trail).

5. There is an existing trail along the creek.

6. Since the creek runs along Hwy 9 which is a scenic highway, there may be potential for recreation along the creek here.

7. Need to label the De Anza and Ridge trails on maps.

Flood Control and Water Supply
1. Very minor flooding in its history.  Historical flooding data shows only one flood in 1998, in the artesian zone.  So for the map in Fig. 8-18, remove the other flood events from the legend.
2. Has a fair amount of engineered infrastructure (30%).
3. The drop structure at confluence with San Tomas was constructed in early 1980s.

4. There are no ponds, but the creek is considered a percolation channel.

5. We should show where the Stevens Creek pipeline is located.
San Tomas Aquino

Historical Conditions
1. It used to have a pretty sinuous channel along the alluvial plain.

2. Some of the sinuosity was straightened pretty early.  The 1903 map shows it’s pretty straight. It looks straightened even upstream of El Camino Real.

3. It seems to be impacted so early.  The 1939 aerial photo shows good riparian cover along Guadalupe, but riparian vegetation seems to be removed all along San Tomas.

4. It may be that it used to be a pretty dry system (small headwaters).  Also it has a fairly long stretch to cover.

5. It looks like its headwaters is captured by Saratoga on one side, and by Lindon on other side. So it may naturally be less vegetated.

6. It almost looks like San Tomas creek below Saratoga should have been called Saratoga because there is more flow coming from Saratoga than from upper San Tomas.

7. The Regional Board Basin Plan may in fact call lower San Tomas creek Saratoga Creek (need to check).

8. It may be that the valley used to have lots of valley oaks (1939 aerial map shows spots of orchard vegetation that have died because of oak root fungus).

9. Because of Upper watershed tributaries, one could possibly make the case that these are the same watershed.

Hydrogeomorphology

1. It’s a heavily modified channel; concrete-lined (from Hwy 100 up to Hwy 85 (where Smith creek comes in).

2. It has low surface erosion potential, low landslide susceptibility.

3. Despite the low erosion risk (less than 5% is moderate or high), if you look at the steep hills that supply sediment, the high risk area is a large area.  But overall we don’t expect sediment to be a problem.

Ecosystem Health

1. The first 1.5 miles there’s a mixed fishery with introduced species.  From 101 to 280, it’s considered no value for fish. Upstream to the headwaters it might support a warmwater fishery.

2. From Smith Creek to the headwaters it’s riparian woodland.

3. Need to correct Fig 7-22 to show data for San Tomas (it shows data for Sunnyvale E).

4. One site (just downstream of wildcat) sampled macroinvertebrates (low gradient, low substrate quality).
5. We don’t know much about fish impediments.  Fish barriers are highly uncertain. 

6. Some sampling shows [something; habitat? native fish populations?] isn’t very good.

7. There’s no record in the GIS of the Rob Leidy study on historical fisheries. The figure should include this data.  Need Clayton to check on this.
8. It would be a warmwater creek.  This kind of reinforces the renaming issue (since Saratoga is a coldwater high habitat quality creek).

Flood Control & Water Supply

1. There was early flooding in the 1950s, but projects after that made flooding inconsequential.

2. There is no drinking water conveyance, and it’s not used for percolation.

Land Use

1. There are no areas of 0-5% imperviousness.

2. Why the discrepancy between future land use/development and future imperviousness?  The calculation for future imperviousness uses different data.  Need to explain the planning concepts.

Next Steps

There are now monthly milestones for remaining tasks (listed in the Remaining Tasks Matrix).

Clayton has submitted a rough draft of proposed schedule, and will send out proposed schedule and tasks after the District approves them.
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