June 21, 2002

To:  Richard McMurtry
From: Dan Cloak

Re:  Response to your comments on Watershed Action Plan
Draft Chapters 1-9

Following is a detailed response to your comments on Core Group Survey

Question #4 (Presentation of current policies, programs, and activities) and
Question #5 (Consistency with Action Worksheets), Question #6 (Specific
strategies vs. menu of actions) and Question #7 (Next Steps).

All these comments focus on the same issue (incorporation of the specific tasks in
the Action Worksheets into the WAP). Your contributions to the discussion at the
June 18 WAPTAG Workshop also focused on this same issue.

Comments:

Comment on Question #4: There is much too much detail in the current activities
sections of some chapters as well as a glaring lack of detail in the future
actions/next steps. The lack of detail in some next steps sections can in some
cases be addressed by including the “tasks’ listed in the Action Sheets.

Comment on Question #5 (requested specific Action Worksheets that should
receive additional attention and explanation):

WAS 5A3a, FMS 4C2, FMS 4C5, FMS 5A1f, FMS 4E1. In some cases, the draft
skillfully captures an entire Action Worksheet in a phrase of several words. For
example, WAS 5A3a is reduced to “eliminating stream/pond connections” on
page 82. However, what is lost is valuable smaller scale “next steps” as
identified in the Task list on the worksheet, e.g. in this case, “conduct waterbody
survey...”. The capturing of actions in general strategies is essential and
excellent; what is needed is to supplement this with concrete next steps that
stakeholders can “put their arms around”,such as identification of the next suite
of studies/assessments that are needed and that can be prioritized for funding.
This same critique applies to FMS4C2, Integrate stream restoration or
enhancement into flood protection projects where “development of habitat goals™
and “identifying areas that present opportunities for restoration and
enhancement” are called out as specific tasks. Similarly, a tasks of FMS4C5
“identify areas of excessive erosion and/or deposition” and “identify causes or
erosion and sources of sediment”. FMS5A1f identifies “study of historical
aquatic habitat” and “assessment of current aquatic habitat”. FMS 541g
identifies “establish priorities for high priority habitat easement/aquistion
program”. These and other similar tasks could be used in the “Research” or
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“Plans and Policies” section of the Next Steps sections to give more substance to
these sections.

Comment on Question #6: Yes, we need to highlight strategies, but we need also
to identify smaller next steps as identified in the action sheets.

Comment on Question #7: Though I think using the WMI functions could be a
useful way to frame next steps, the actual implementation of this use in the WAP
has left out tasks and subtasks of the actions.

Response

All of the tasks in all of the Action Worksheets should be incorporated into Draft
Chapters 1 - 9.

e Where existing, ongoing, or planned programs implement actions or tasks,
the actions and tasks were incorporated into the description of those
programs.

e Actions or tasks that are not currently planned or in progress, but that
could be implemented by agencies, organizations, or individuals, are
described in the sections on strategies and actions near the end of each
chapter. (Some actions that are being implemented also appear in those
sections.)

e Actions or tasks that the Core Group and Subgroups could implement
(given the WMI’s current structure and resources) are listed in “Next
Steps for the WMI.”

As I found in my research, most of the actions and tasks in the worksheets are
being implemented by current activities. The detailed description of current
activities provides background on the associated policies and programs.

Conversely, the lack of detail in the “Next Steps for the WMI” is because only
some tasks and actions in the Action Worksheets describe things that the Core
Group and Subgroups can implement given the WMI’s current structure and
resources.

The actions and tasks in the Action Worksheets were used as a starting point for
researching and writing draft Chapters 1-9. Overlapping actions and tasks were
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combined and gaps in science and policy were filled to create strategies that
agencies and organizations should pursue.

The “Next Steps for the WMI” should describe what the Core Group and
subgroups can do to encourage and help agencies and organizations get started on
those strategies. Additional “Next Steps for the WMI” should be added. This will
require new thinking; recycling the tasks from the Action Worksheets will not
serve this purpose.

Draft Chapter 10 will link these “Next Steps for the WMI” to the resources and
capacities the Core Groups and subgroups need to develop to implement those
“Next Steps.”

Action Worksheets WAS 5A3a, FMS 4C2, FMS 4C5, WAS 5A1f, WAS 5Alg,
and FMS 4EI1 are referenced in the comments. The specific, detailed tasks in
these worksheets were incorporated into Draft Chapters 1-9. Following is a
detailed description, including quotes (in italics) of where and how each of the
tasks was incorporated.

Action WAS 5A3a

The Action and all listed tasks are as follow:
Separate stream channels from lakes and ponds

a. Conduct waterbody survey including identification of: hydrologic linkages
between streams and lakes and ponds, aquatic species present in each,
and unnatural predator-prey relationships

b. Conduct feasibility study of measures to hydrologically de-link

waterbodies where the linkage is causing or perpetuating an unnatural

predator-prey relationship

Develop a plan for de-linking waterbodies including goals and priorities

Conduct pilot de-linking projects

Use results from pilot projects to revise, as needed, goals and priorities

Conduct de-linking projects according to plan

SN RO

The June draft elucidates the issue this way:
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Section 8c, Page 64: Gravel mining and groundwater recharge basins create
ponds within the stream floodplain. When floods rise, non-native fish that reside
in off-stream ponds may enter the stream and predate on stream fish.

WAS 5a3a Tasks b-f suggest an iterative, experimental approach to solving the
problem. Because there are many such problems related to stream restoration, the
June draft incorporates a general description of adaptive management and how
this approach is used to resolve these problems:

Section 8f5, Page 72: An adaptive management approach requires a carefully
planned structure for monitoring, reviewing management actions, and refining
management actions.

Riverine ecosystems are dynamic and complex. We don’t fully understand the
processes (such as energy and nutrient cycles) that drive riverine ecosystems or
how human actions affect these processes. And we can’t reliably predict how
ecosystems will respond to intervention. Even a basic understanding can require
years or decades, and a complete understanding may never be achieved.

Rather than postpone action indefinitely, agencies are using adaptive
management. Adaptive management is the process of implementing policy
decisions as scientifically driven management experiments that test predictions
and assumptions in management plans, and using the resulting information to
improve the plans.

Adaptive management should begin with monitoring studies designed to test or
validate the assumptions, hypotheses, and models that have been used to make
management decisions.

Steps in adaptive management include: problem identification, establishment of
goals and measurable objectives; development of conceptual models that
articulate working hypotheses of cause-and-effect relationships in the system and
anticipated responses to management actions, initiation of actions (including
targeted research, pilot or demonstration projects, or large-scale restoration
actions),; monitoring, evaluation, and learning; and feedback (leading to revision
of the problem statement, goals and objectives, models, and actions). See Figure

8-3.

This general adaptive management approach seems consistent with Tasks b-f;
however, an adaptive management approach would not assume that a waterbody
survey (Task a) is the necessarily the “first step.” In adaptive management, data
collection may actually start after the initiation of the first restoration actions.
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Together, the Action Worksheets specified many individual projects to address
many different issues related to stream restoration. Because the implementation
and effects of these projects overlap, the June draft suggests that these many
issues be incorporated into multi-objective stream restoration projects (as stated in
FMS 4C2).

Section 8h, Page 75: Using adaptive management, implement multi-objective
stream restoration projects. These should include removing/remediating barriers
to fish passage, restoring stream beds and banks using rock and wood structures,
reconnecting streams to floodplains, eliminating stream/pond connections, and
restoring shaded riparian aquatic habitat by planting native riparian vegetation.
[emphasis added].

Action FMS 4C2

The content of this Action Worksheet, including all tasks, is as follows:
Implement multi-objective projects

a. lIdentify flood prone areas that present opportunities for
restoration or enhancement. Ensure that the criteria upon which
multi-objective is weighted include restoration or enhancement
potential

b. Conduct feasibility studies to assess and prioritize these
opportunities

c. Develop restoration/enhancement plan for developing new flood

protection projects and or integration into planned projects

Identify partners and develop partnership arrangements

Implement multi-objective projects which engaged partners

Design training for engineers and consultants that illustrate

alternative design approaches and critique recent designs

g. Development of habitat goals as a specific action supportive of
multi-objective planning

N R

The June draft includes a summary of the Guadalupe River Project (Section 8e2)
as background for the discussion of multi-objective stream projects and as an
example of how the implementation of stream projects has changed in the last few
years to incorporate adaptive management for stream restoration and

McMurtry response Page 5 of 15



Mr. Richard McMurtry
Re: Comments on Draft WAP
June 21, 2002

enhancement. Further information on current restoration and enhancement
activities is in Section 8e3, SCVWD’s Stream Maintenance Program.

The concern identified in Task a (regarding criteria for prioritizing projects) is
elucidated in the following paragraphs from Section 8g2:

SCVWD'’s Waterways Management Model (WWMM) links SCVWD’s flood-
control projects within each watershed. The WWMM incorporates the flood
conveyance capacity of stream reaches in successive project areas (e.g. for the
Upper Guadalupe River Project, Downtown Guadalupe River Project, and Lower
Guadalupe River Project). It includes information on the physical condition of
each reach and potential for damages from floods. The WWMM is used to
prioritize flood-control expenditures.

In contrast, restoration and other mitigation measures are planned project-by-
project. Most have been initiated in connection with environmental permits or in
response to legal and regulatory challenges.

The recommendation in the paragraphs immediately following is consistent with
FMS 4C2 Tasks a-e.

An integrated planning process is needed. This planning process for ecosystem
renewal should be integrated with flood control planning to maximize both
objectives and to allocate and prioritize the available budget.

This integrated planning process should also incorporate floodplain management
as a strategy to reduce potential flood damages. (Changes in damage estimates
could change priorities for flood-control projects.) From a watershed perspective,
it makes sense to reduce damages from large, rare (i.e. 100-year) events by
zoning, floodproofing, and relocating and elevating structures. The resources
saved can be applied to watershed management practices (such as retaining
imperviousness and increasing on-site detention) that will reduce more frequently
recurring flooding problems.

The idea in Task f (using alternative design approaches and critiquing designs) is
consistent with the next paragraph in Section 8g2:

Perhaps most importantly, integrated planning should engage people from a
variety of perspectives and technical backgrounds in creative and strategic design
of better projects, large and small, that promote multiple objectives for ecosystem
restoration, flood protection, and recreation.
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See also the description of the WMI’s approach to stream management in Chapter
Two:

Restoration begins with systematic, phased assessments of the specific conditions
in each creek reach, mapping of their characteristics and resources, and
evaluation of the factors that affect the creek and constrict the options for
restoring it. This up-and-down-the-stream-corridor perspective sets the stage for
projects in specific stream reaches. Many of these restoration projects will
incorporate multiple objectives, for example, enhancing flood protection,
restoring fish passage, and providing space for recreation.

Task g — “Development of habitat goals as a specific action supportive of multi-
objective planning” — really should be part of an adaptive management process, as
discussed in Section 8f5. An assessment approach that incorporates consideration
of achievable goals for a stream reach is discussed in Section 8f3:

SCVURPPP is developing and testing, on a pilot scale, an integrated watershed
assessment approach in the Coyote Creek watershed. The approach stresses
linkage of stream hydrogeomorphic functions (movement of water and sediment)
to habitat functions and how these functions support aquatic life beneficial uses.
The assessment will identify the major issues affecting watershed health, develop
a list of appropriate management actions, and identify appropriate locations for
future monitoring.

This pilot project will assess existing, future, and potential functional capacity of
stream ecosystems. Indicators of existing functional capacity are maintenance of
characteristic hydrologic processes and channel dynamics (i.e., changes to
hydrologic regime, channel condition, and accelerated sediment delivery),
riparian and aquatic habitat condition, and landscape-level aquatic habitat
connectivity.

A projection of the future functional capacity of each reach will be based on
foreseeable effects of planned flood control and major development projects. The
potential functional capacity will be evaluated based on the availability of
practical opportunities for stream restoration or enhancement.

Action FMS 4C5

The content of this Action Worksheet, including all tasks, is as follows:
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Identify and reduce erosion and sedimentation problems in the Basin.

a. Conduct assessment of all streams in the Basin to identify areas undergoing
excessive erosion and/or deposition and identify causes of erosion and sources of
sediment. Assessment to include:

» jdentifying baseline erosion and deposition rates and compare to
rates happening in the watersheds of the Basin,

= assess present and projected stormwater runoff in watersheds and
determine remedial actions that reduce erosion

b. Implement erosion control plans and restoration efforts to reduce sediment
loads

The sediment assessment in San Francisquito Creek is described in Section 9e3:

SCVURPPP, the San Mateo Countywide Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Program and other stakeholders are planning a sediment assessment to meet the
different requirements of the RWQCB’s TMDL workplan, SCVURPPP’s NPDES
permit, STOPPP’s NPDES permit, additional requirements of RWQCB staff, and
conditions of grant funding. They propose to use USGS and Stanford University
sediment analyses that are currently underway. A draft scope suggests broad
geomorphic studies, assessments of habitat, endangered species, and land use,
and application of different approaches to assessing sources and impacts of
sediment to the creek. The WMI’s SOILS (Sediment Observations in Lotic
Systems) Work Group is helping coordinate.

Prioritization of studies of potential impairment by sediment of beneficial uses in
“all streams in the Basin” is discussed in Section 9e4:

Sediment or Siltation in other creeks: SCVURPPP used the WMI’s metadata
database, supplemented by additional research, to prioritize investigation of
possible impairment of stream reaches. The prioritization was based on beneficial
use designation, type of fish community present, fish habitat survey data, and
benthic macroinvertebrate community structure data. Evidence of bed and bank
erosion, sediment accumulation areas, land use, and channel modifications were
also considered. These factors were weighted for availability and relevance of
data. SCVURPPP identified Stevens Creek and Coyote Creek were as highest
priority to conduct a watershed analysis and assess existing management
practices for sediment and erosion control and prevention. SCVURPPP will

McMurtry response Page § of 15



Mr. Richard McMurtry
Re: Comments on Draft WAP
June 21, 2002

prepare a plan and schedule for conducting a watershed analysis and
management practice assessment for these stream reaches by September 1, 2002.

The tasks in Worksheet FMS 4CS5 are very broad and are overlapped by other
Actions (LUS 5d3y, WAS 5A6a, WAS 5A6b, WAS 5B4a, WAS 5D3a, WAS
5D3b) that describe problems and solutions more specifically.

The principal causes of erosion and sedimentation in Basin streams are described
in Section &d.

Implementation of erosion control plans is noted in Section 4e:

One of the first problems identified, and the first focus of action, was to control
sediment and other pollutants in runoff from construction sites. Construction
contractors are required to limit grading, revegetate slopes ahead of the rainy
season, create temporary detention basins where needed, and protect storm drain
inlets. The municipalities have adopted, and the RWQCB has approved, details
for these “best management practices,” as well as schedules for site inspections
and procedures for enforcement....

The problem of erosion from rural roads is identified in Section 4d:

The design of roads, and road drainage, is particularly important in rural areas.
Flows from road drainage can cause severe erosion, especially when outfalls
drain onto unprotected hillsides. Erosion of unpaved road surfaces can contribute
fine sediment to sensitive headwaters creeks.

Policies to address this issue are discussed in Section 4e:

In 2002, SCVURPPP developed a performance standard for rural public works,
including roads.

Actions FMS S5A1f, FMS 5alg.

You meant Actions WAS 5A1fand WAS 5Alg.
WAS 5A1f says:

Conduct aquatic habitat assessments to identify those habitats needing protection
or needing restoration
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Conduct study of historical aquatic habitat to determine natural
conditions

Complete assessment of current aquatic habitat for all streams
(e.g., Level Il and Level IIl surveys)

Establish habitat goals for each stream reach based on need for
protection or restoration

Establish priorities for protection/restoration, including
identification of pilot projects for early implementation
Investigate feasibility of high priority habitat easement/acquisition
program

Develop protection/restoration plan and implementation schedule
for first phases

WAS 5Alg says:

Secure easements/acquire high priority habitats and watershed
lands (fee title or easements)

a.

b.

C.

d.

Establish priorities for high priority habitat easement/acquisition
program

Develop plan, including implementation schedule for securing
easements/acquiring habitats

Conduct pilot projects to test and evaluate efficacy of habitat
easement/acquisition program

Conduct habitat easement/acquisition projects according to plan

These two actions overlap with each other and also overlap with LUS 5A2a,
“Accomplish strategic acquisition of sensitive watershed lands in coordination
with agencies”, and LUS 4B5a, “Identify areas and specific development
pressures where expected near-term development presents significant threat.”
There are also overlaps with tasks within WAG 5A1a, “Restore tidal wetlands,
salt ponds and adjacent habitats” and with tasks within WAS 5alh, “Restore high
priority habitats.”

The unaddressed question within these Action Worksheets is: How do we define a
“high priority” habitat? This question is answered in the general sense in Section
7c1, What Is Critical Habitat? and in the specific sense in the following three
sections about the red-legged frog, the Bay checkerspot butterfly, and the salt
marsh harvest mouse.

Once a species is listed as threatened or endangered, the US Fish and Wildlife
Service must identify “critical habitat” for it. Section 7 of the ESA defines critical
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habitat as “specific areas within the geographical area occupied by the
[designated] species at the time it is listed... on which are found those physical or
biological features (constituent elements)... (a) essential to the conservation of
the species and (b) which may require special management considerations of
protection; and (2) specific areas outside the geographic area occupied by the
species.. [that] are essential for the conservation of the species.”

What determines whether a species thrives or declines? At a landscape scale,
conservation biologists try to create or retain:
e Large, intact patches of native vegetation, unfragmented by disturbance
or development.
e Proximity of different habitats required for breeding and forage.
o Connection of habitats by barrier-free corridors to allow dispersal and
migration between populations.
® Rare landscape elements, such as unusual soils, vegetation, rock
outcroppings, or wet areas in a dry landscape.
o  Undisturbed flows of water, food sources, and energy through protected
areas.
o (Control of exotic species that compete with, or predate on, the species to
be conserved.

The Watershed Characteristics Report identifies 93 “special status species” in the
Santa Clara Basin. Twenty-four are listed as either threatened or endangered by
the U.S., by California, or both.

The following three examples — the red-legged frog, the Bay checkerspot butterfly,
and the salt marsh harvest mouse — are among those listed. These three species
represent a variety of habitats (viparian/freshwater wetland, grassland, and salt
marsh). Because these “flagship” species have been the subject of regulatory
actions, advocacy, research, and lawsuits, enough is known to summarize their
life cycles, habitat requirements, and prospects for their survival. Their cases
illustrate some of the challenges inherent in protecting critical habitat and some
of the successes that are being achieved.

Strategies for acquisition of critical watershed habitat are suggested in Section
3c1, which notes:

A flexible, long-term plan will be needed to combine parcels and to convert and

restore the resulting contiguous areas. The plan to transform the Basin’s
landscape will be feature detailed maps that illustrate which existing habitat
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areas will be protected and which currently developed areas may be reclaimed
(over many years to come) to support nature.

A “fast forward” box in 3¢l points to the more detailed discussion of planning
habitat areas in Chapter 7.

Chapter 7 contains a detailed discussion of how HCPs and NCCPs have
developed in response to Federal and California law. The principal point here is
that, as is stated in Section 7e:

To be effective, actions should be organized around a plan with specific,
measurable objectives. The plan should identify resources and commitments
(including regulatory requirements where applicable) and should include
provisions to monitor and report progress. The HCP/NCCP process provides a
means to involve the appropriate jurisdictions in the process of planning for
protection needed habitat areas, while insuring an appropriate balance with land
uses, flood control, and water supply.

The specific tasks in WAS 5A1f and WAS 5A1g are addressed in the following
passage:

A first step in such a plan will be to update and improve biological surveys of
special status species and their habitats, including those in the Baylands. A
second, and critical step will be to bring more critical habitat into the public
domain. Specific objectives for each habitat area will provide focus and impetus
for specific restoration actions. For example, an area that a threatened species or
group of species uses as secondary habitat might be “upgraded” to core habitat
by controlling invasive exotic plants and animals and by replanting and
reintroducing native species.

Action FMS 4E1

The content of this action, including tasks, is as follows:
Develop new approaches to the integration of flood protection, water quality,
habitat, and development concerns by supporting Santa Clara Valley Water

District activities in working with land use agencies.

a. Develop ongoing outreach programs between SCVWD Board
members and City Council members concerning development
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impacts on flood control solutions and water quality/watershed
amenities.

b. Develop on-going information exchange program for the District,
the City (e.g., Planning Department) staff on development
standards to reduce development impacts

c. Create management level forums for resolving conflicts where
proposed development may impact on existing or planned District
facilities/operations (e.g. structural impacts on District Facilities).
Also could create a policy level group (possibly a predecessor to
the Watershed Council) to take staff level conflict resolution efforts
for final approval.

d. Develop and Adopt policies on “proactive involvement with
Municipal Land Use Issues to Protect District facilities and
watershed health.

e. Develop relationships between District and municipal maintenance
staff (especially street and sewer depts.) to facilitate concerted
maintenance and sediment control.

“New approaches to the integration of flood protection, water quality, habitat, and
development concerns” are described throughout Chapter Three and Chapter Five.
For example, Section 3¢3, Page 19, suggests that Specific Area Plans be used to
improve urban drainage design.

Because Specific Area Plans also include standards and criteria for development,
this also offers an opportunity to “design-in” drainage systems that minimize
downstream effects.

Section 5f1, on Page 38, echoes the approach advocated in the Action Worksheet:
Integrated planning is needed to serve the complex role of floodplains and
riparian corridors as habitat, park space, and floodway. The County,

municipalities, and SCVWD can build on their decades-long progressive tradition
of working together to align their policies and efficiently serve the public interest.
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The June draft also incorporates the specific tasks in FMS 4E1. Section 4e on
Page 26 addresses FMS 4E1 Task b: “information exchange program[s]... on
development standards to reduce development impacts”:

In the last few years, watershed advocates, engineers, landscape architects, and
others have developed a panoply of designs that reduce or retain runoff while
improving site aesthetics and utility.

What needs to be done to encourage developers to use these designs?
For the last decade, Santa Clara Basin municipalities have been working with
RWQCB staff to reduce the effects of new development on downstream water

quality.

One of the first problems identified, and the first focus of action, was to control
sediment and other pollutants in runoff from construction sites. Construction
contractors are required to limit grading, revegetate slopes ahead of the rainy
season, create temporary detention basins where needed, and protect storm drain
inlets. The municipalities have adopted, and the RWQCB has approved, details
for these “best management practices,” as well as schedules for site inspections
and procedures for enforcement.

In 1994, Santa Clara Basin municipalities (along with city, town, and county
governments from around the Bay area) assisted RWQCRB staff to prepare a set of
recommendations regarding municipal policies for new development. That same
year, all the municipalities adopted those recommendations. They created
guidelines and plans to revise their General Plan policies, to change their
procedures for reviewing new developments, and to require detention and
retention of runoff from larger sites. These guidelines and plans were later
revised and incorporated into performance standards for each municipality,
which the RWQCB approved in 1996.

The performance standards are updated and expanded through a process of
continuous improvement. In 2002, SCVURPPP developed a performance
standard for rural public works, including roads.

In 1997, with the participation of Santa Clara Basin municipalities, the Bay Area
Stormwater Management Agencies Association published Start at the Source:
Design Guidance Manual for Stormwater Quality Protection. The manual, which
received an award from the American Association of Landscape Architects,
emphasizes the use of site design and pervious materials to minimize runoff.

BASMAA published a revised and expanded edition in 1999.
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Santa Clara Basin municipalities distribute Start at the Source and related
outreach materials to developers, planners, engineers, and landscape architects
who plan new developments in their jurisdiction. The municipalities also hold
workshops and training sessions for these professionals and for the municipal
staff who review their plans.

Beginning in 1997, the WMI’s Land Use Subgroup began to look for ways that
municipalities might do more to reduce runoff from new and redeveloped sites.
The LUS, in a series of studies sponsored by SCVURPPP, cataloged municipal
policies that are relevant to land use, imperviousness, and drainage and
compared and contrasted existing policies against an ideal, or model, set of
development principles.

One policy area to be examined is that current design standards, regulations,
codes, and engineering details generally require collection of runoff and
transport off-site, and may unnecessarily preclude retention and infiltration.

As is stated in FMS 4E1 Action Worksheet Tasks a, c, and e, this section ends (on
page 27) with a call for closer coordination between SCVWD and the cities at
various levels:

SCVWD can coordinate more closely with municipalities’ efforts to reduce

imperviousness by improving interagency communication at the Board/Council,
management, and first-line staff levels.
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