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WE WOULD LIKE TO HEAR FROM OUR READERS

The WMI values community participation and welcomes your feedback for consideration in
future publications. If you would like to comment on this document, or are interested in
playing a part in managing our watershed, please send your contact information to:

Project Coordinator
Watershed Management Initiative
c/o City of Palo Alto
2501 Embarcadero Way, Palo Alto CA 94303
650-494-3918
Visit our web site: www.scbwmi.org

Please cite this report as:

Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative. 2003. Watershed Assessment
Report. Watershed Management Plan, Volume Two. Prepared by the Santa Clara Basin
Watershed Management Initiative, which is a stakeholder group organized to protect and
enhance the Santa Clara Basin watershed. February 2003.



http://www.scbwmi.org/

Table of Contents

0] =LY o o PSSP F-1
About the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative

EXECULIVE SUMIMAIY ..oiiiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e anaaaaaeeeeaeees ES-1
A general summary for policy-level decision makers and the general public

TeChNICal SUMMAIY ..o e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e aeaana s TS-1
A more detailed summary for technical and program staff

Dissenting Group OPINION .......coiiiieeiiiiie e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e eeensena s DGO-1

A report by stakeholders who did not accept the Watershed Assessment Report. A memo
with perspectives on some of the issues raised by this report is also available from the
WMI Project Coordinator.

Chapter 1:  INtroOdUCTION .ot e et e e e e e eeeeeane 1-i
Purpose and Goals of the Watershed ASSeSSMeNt..........ccuvvieiiiieeieeeeeiiiiciiie e, 1-1
Scope and Limitations of the Pilot ASsesSsSment........ccccoovvveviiiiiiiiciiie e 1-1
1.21 Geographic Scope of Pilot ASSESSMENT ........ccvveiierieieiieneeie e 1-1
1.2.2 Parameters Selected As Indicators of Watershed Condition............. 1-2
1.2.3 Timeline of the ASSESSMENT........cccviieiiieceee e 1-2
1.2.4 Resource LIMItatioNS .........cccveeeiverieiieseesesie e see e sie e e 1-3
1.25 Technical LIMItatioNns .........ccoeiieiiieiieie e 1-3
Structure and Content of the Watershed Assessment ........ccccceeeieeiieevveeeviiieeennn. 1-4

References 1-5

Chapter 2: Implications of Assessment for Next Phases of WMI......................... 2-i
21 INTFOAUCTION .t e e e e eeeenee 2-1
2.2 Basin-wide ImpliCatioNS .........ooiiiiiiii e 2-1
2.2.1 Parameters Established in Pilot ASSESSMENtS .........cccccevvverireniennnn 2-2
2.2.2 Implications for Future Data Collection ............cccovvveviiinieniieneenns 2-3
2.2.3 Factors Limiting Support of Beneficial USes............cccooeveniininnns 2-27
2.3 Evaluating Assessment Alternatives .........ccccevvvvveviiiiiee e e eeeeeeenn 2-31
2.3.1 Refining the Assessment Framework ...........cccocevvevesieeneeiesieennnns 2-31




Table of Contents

2.4
2.5
2.6
2.7

Chapter 3:
3.1

3.2

3.3

Chapter 4:
4.1

2.3.2 Alternative Assessment APProaches........cccceevverierieeseereseesesneenns 2-34
2.3.3 Potential Use of Limiting Factors AnalysiS..........ccccoeevvvveriverennene 2-37
Long-Term Monitoring, Data Acquisition, and Accessibility .......... 2-39
Changes to the Regional Water Quality Control Board Basin Plan 2-40
Watershed ACHION Plan ... 2-43
RETEIENCES ... 2-44
ASSESSIMENT PrOCESS ...ciiiiiiiiii et 3-i
Implementation of ASsessment ProCess ......coooovvvvvviviiiiiiiieee e 3-1
3.1.1 Groups And SUDGIOUPS.....ccveiueeieceeie e se et 3-1
3.1.2 Review and Approval ProCeSS .........ccoiveririeiieienie e 3-3
3.1.3 Public Access to the Data: The Palo Alto Data Repository............... 3-4
Development of Assessment FrameworK........cccccceeiieeeieeeeceeiiiieennn. 3-5
3.2.1 The Rationale Paper.........c.ooveiiiie e 3-5
3.2.2 Selection and Classification of Data TYPES .......ccccevvevvevveresiieniiennnns 3-5
3.2.3 Development of Quantifiable Parameters and Threshold Values...... 3-5
3.24 The Assessment FrameworK ... 3-6
Application of Assessment FrameworK.........ccccvvvviiiiiiiieceeeceiiiieen, 3-6
3.3.1 Selection of Pilot Watersheds ... 3-6
3.3.2 Selection of Beneficial Uses and Stakeholder Interest...................... 3-7
3.3.3 Selection of Quantifiable Parameters, Indicators, and Threshold
WAIUBS ..t ns 3-7
3.34 Segmentation Of STrEAMS ......ccoiviiieiiiie e 3-8
3.35 Selection of Decision Tools to Determine Beneficial Use/Interest
YU o] 010 ] o SR T RO PO PRPPRTO 3-8
3.3.6 Data Compilation and REVIEW ...........ccceiiiiriiininieeeeee e 3-9
3.3.7 Uncertainty Analysis and Use/Interest Support Determination ...... 3-10
3.3.8 Identification of Potential Limiting Factors...........cccccvovevviieieennnne 3-11
3.39 RETEIBNCES ... 3-12
Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed............cccvvvviiiiiiie e, 4-i
General Overview and Setting ........ceeviiieiiiiieice e 4-1
41.1 Waterbodies in the Watershed ............ccooviniiniiiinene e 4-1
4.1.2 Current Beneficial Use Designations for Watershed Waterbodies.. 4-14
4.1.3 Stream Segmentation for ASSESSMENt.........cccveveeierieereeresee e 4-17




Table of Contents

4.2 General Assessment RESUILS ......ooooiiiiii i 4-17
4.2.1 Data SUFFICIENCY.......ocieiiee e 4-18
422 Overall Conclusions by USe.........cccoiiiiiiiinee e, 4-19
4.3 Detailed Assessment Results by Waterbody ........ccccooeeeiviiviiiinnnnnnn. 4-26
43.1 Guadalupe River (GR-1 through GR-5) .....cccooiiiiiiiniiecee, 4-27
4.3.2 Los Gatos Creek Subwatershed ...........cccccvvvevveiecienciene e 4-32
4.3.3 (OF: [0 10T T O -] S 4-39
4.3.4 Ross Creek Subwatershed...........ccoovvveiiiieieece e 4-40
435 Guadalupe Creek Subwatershed ..o, 4-40
4.3.6 Alamitos Creek Subwatershed............ccccooeiiiiiiiiiicic e, 4-45
4.3.7 Arroyo Calero Subwatershed...........ccoooviiiniiiiiiie e, 4-49
4.4 Recommendations on Further Data Collection and Analysis......... 4-51
4.5 REFEIENCES ..o e 4-52

Chapter 4 Appendices

4-A  Pilot Assessment RESUIT CartS ..........coovoiiiienieie e 4A-1
4-B Reach SUMMArY TabIES .......ccouiiieiieie et sre e e 4B-1
4-C  Data Sets Used IN ASSESSIMENT ........ccuiiiiiiiiieiie ettt a e ns 4C-1
Chapter 5: Assessment of San Francisquito Watershed ...............ccccoeeiieivinninnnnn, 5-i
5.1 General Overview and Setting ........ceeviieeiiiiieice e 5-1
5.1.1 Waterbodies in the Watershed ... 5-1
5.1.2 Current Beneficial Use Designations for Watershed Waterbodies.... 5-9
5.1.3 Stream Segmentation for ASSESSMENt.........cccvevvrierieereeieree e 5-11
5.2 General Assessment RESUILS ... 5-11
521 Data SUFFICIENCY.......oiieieec e e 5-12
5.2.2 Overall Conclusions by USe.........cccoiiiiiiiiiene e, 5-13
5.3 Detailed Assessment Results by Waterbody ........cccoooeeeivviviiiinnnnnn. 5-18
5.3.1 San Francisquito Creek (SF-1 through SF-5) ........cccooiiiiiiiinnnnn, 5-19
5.3.2 Los Trancos Creek Subwatershed...........ccccccevveveiieiiienice e 5-23
5.3.3 Bear Creek Subwatershed...........cccooeiveiiiie v 5-26
534 West Union Creek Subwatershed ..........cccoccevveieiieieeic e, 5-28
5.35 Corte Madera Creek Subwatershed ...........ccccooeviiiiinniiiciieen, 5-30
5.3.6 Alambique Creek (SF/AC-1) .ccooiiiiiiieiecieeee e 5-32
5.3.7 Sausal Creek Subwatershed ..., 5-33




Table of Contents

54 Recommendations on Further Data Collection and Analysis......... 5-34
55 REFEIENCES ..o e 5-35

Chapter 5 Appendices

5-A  Pilot AssesSMEeNt RESUIT CartS .........ccoveiiiiieriirieiesiiseseeee e 5A-1
5-B  Reach SUMMArY TabIES .......c.oiiiiiieiie e e 5B-1
5-C  Data Sets Used iN ASSESSMENT .......c.cuiiiriieirierieesesre et 5C-1
Chapter 6: Assessment of Upper Penitencia Subwatershed.....................cccce... 6-i
6.1 General Overview and Setting ........cceeiiieiiiiiieicce e 6-1
6.1.1 Waterbodies in the Watershed ... 6-1
6.1.2 Current Beneficial Use Designations for Watershed Waterbodies.... 6-3
6.1.3 Stream Segmentation for ASSESSMENT.........cccveveieereeiereeseeie e 6-5
6.2 General ASSesSSmMeNt RESUILS .......uviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeeeeeeeeeeee e 6-5
6.2.1 Data SUFFICIENCY.......oiiiiiiie e .6-6
6.2.2 Overall Conclusions By USe.........cccoiiiiiiiiiiice e .6-6
6.3 Detailed Assessment Results by Waterbody ........cccoooeeiiiiiiiiiiinn. 6-11
6.3.1 Upper Penitencia Creek Subwatershed...........cccccoovvviveniiicinennen .6-12
6.4 Recommendations on Further Data Collection and Analysis......... 6-15
6.5 RETEIENCES ... 6-16

Chapter 6 Appendices

6-A  Pilot ASSESSMENT RESUIT CRAITS ....cooeeeeeeeee et e e e e e 6A-1
6-B  Reach SUMMArY TabIES .......cuo i 6B-1
B6-C  Data SetS USEA IN ASSESSIMENT .....eeeieeeeeeee ettt e e e e e e e e ettt e e e e e e e ae e e eeeeeenaennnees 6C-1




Table of Contents

Tables
2-1  Data Completeness, Quality, and Relevance Summary for Assessment............ccccceeu..... 2-5
2-2  Watershed Data SUFFICIENCY SUMMAIY .......cooiiiiiiieiiiie e 2-6
2-3  Stream Reaches with Less than Full Support of a Use (High Certainty) ..............c....... 2-28
2-4  Examples of Alternative Assessment APProaches .........cccveriiieiieniiie s 2-36
2-5  Recommended Revisions to Basin Plan Use Designations for Pilot Watershed
WaALEIDOAIES ...ttt nr e 2-40
3-1  WMI Signatory Members and Affiliations ..o 3-15
3-3  Subgroups of the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative........................ 3-16
3-3  Members of Technical Assessment Teams and Watershed Captains...........c.ccoceveennene 3-17
4-1  Beneficial Use Designations in the Guadalupe River Watershed............c.ccccoovvvvvnnnee. 4-15
4-2  Guadalupe Watershed Data SuffiCienCy SUMMArY.........cccceeveieeiesieeseere e 4-18
5-1  Beneficial Use Designations in the San Francisquito Creek Watershed ............c............ 5-9
5-2  San Francisquito Watershed Data SuffiCiency SUMMArY .........ccccovveiiiieiieneniieseeniens 5-12
6-1  Beneficial Use Designations in the Upper Penitencia Creek Subwatershed ................... 6-4
6-2  Upper Penitencia Subwatershed Data Sufficiency Summary...........ccoccovveviveieiieernenenn, 6-6
Figures
1-1  Regional Location of Santa Clara BaSin..........c.ccovieiiiiiiieienieseee e 1-7
1-2  Santa Clara Basin Watershed BOUNGAIIES. ..........ccuiiriiiniienisiseiee s 1-9
1-3  Major Elements of the Watershed Management Plan...........ccccooeiiniiin e 1-11
2-1  Index to Watershed Assessment RESUIt Maps ........coovrurreeiinin e 2-9
2-2  Assessment Results for Guadalupe Watershed............coovviieveiieienncc e 2-11
2-3  Assessment Results for San Francisquito Watershed ..o e 2-21
2-4  Assessment Results for Upper Penitencia Subwatershed ............cccoccevveiiiieiesieieennn, 2-25
2-5  Revised Logic Diagram for Assessing Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD) ................... 2-35
3-1  Santa Clara Basin WMI Organization Chart ...........c.ccooiiiiinninieseecce e 3-13
3-2  Steps Involved in Developing Assessment FrameWork .........ccccoovvverveveiieesesieeseennens 3-14




Table of Contents

Report Appendices

Appendix A Supporting Documents for the Pilot Watershed Assessment Process

Al Rationale for Selecting Primary Uses as the Basis for the Santa Clara Basin
Watershed AssesSment REPOI........ccocvvvvveiierieiiie e see e Appendix Al
A2 Framework for Conducting Watershed Assessments (Parts A & B)... Appendix A2
A3  Selection of Representative Watersheds...........cccooevevienenienennennnn Appendix A3
A4 Stream SegMENTAtION .........coviiiiieiesie e e Appendix A4
A5 Protocol for Assessment Team Meetings .........ccccevveererienenieeiiesenen Appendix A5
Appendix B Lessons Learned in the Pilot Watershed Assessments................... B-1
Appendix C Data Gaps ldentified in Pilot Watershed Assessments.................... C-1
Appendix D Limiting FACtors ANAIYSIS ...occevvvieiiiiiiiee e e e e D-1

Vi



Volume Two
Watershed Assessment Report

Foreword

SANTA CLARA BASIN

WATERSHED

MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE

Prepared for the
Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative

by

EOA, Inc.
Report Preparation Team
Watershed Assessment Subgroup

February 2003




Foreword

Foreword

Purpose and Goals of the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative

The Santa Clara Basin is defined as the portion of San Francisco Bay south of the
Dumbarton Bridge and the 840 square mile area of land that drains to it. The basin is
located at the southern end of the San Francisco Bay Area as shown in Figure 1-1. Great
strides have been made over the last two decades to reduce pollution levels and sources
into the Bay. However, contaminant levels of concern still exist throughout the Bay and
its tributary streams. In the Basin, which drains to the South Bay, efforts are being made
to address the existing pollution problems, which are derived from numerous diffuse
sources as well as pollution “legacies” that were introduced to the Bay decades ago.
Further improvement will depend on putting into effect a management program that takes
into account human activities influencing watershed health and aquatic resources, a
program that is not limited to municipal wastewater and urban runoff discharges. The
purpose of the WMI is to develop and implement a comprehensive watershed
management program, one that recognizes that healthy watersheds mean addressing
water quality problems and quality of life issues for the people, animals, and plants that
live and work in the watershed. It is appropriate here to note that the purposes of the
WMI are of a broader and more long-term nature than the goals specific to the pilot
assessment described specifically in this report. This distinction will become more
apparent by reading Chapter 3: The Assessment Process.

The six primary goals of the WMI are as follows:

e Ensure that the WMI is a broad, consensus-based process,

e Ensure that necessary resources are provided for implementation,

e Simplify compliance with regulatory requirements without compromising
environmental protection,

e Balance the objectives of water supply management, habitat protection, flood
management and land use management to protect and enhance water quality,

e Protect and/or restore streams, reservoirs, wetlands and the Lower South Bay for
the benefit of fish, wildlife and human uses, and

e Develop an implementable watershed management plan for the Lower South Bay
and the wetlands and uplands of the Santa Clara Basin that is based on science
and will be continually improved.

For the purposes of the WMI, the Santa Clara Basin is divided into thirteen subbasins or
watersheds and the Baylands. The locations and boundaries of these watersheds are
shown in Figure 1-2. The thirteen watersheds consist primarily of uplands. The
Baylands border San Francisco Bay between Mean Lower Low Water and the highest
observed tide. All include the channels through which their draining streams reach the
open waters of San Francisco Bay. Of these thirteen watersheds, whose boundaries and
areas are shown in Figure 1-2, three watersheds were selected for the pilot watershed
assessment (See Figures 1-4 through 1-6).
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Planning Process of the Watershed Management Initiative

The watershed management planning process is composed of three elements, each of
which concludes with the production of a single volume, as shown diagrammatically in
Figure 1-3 (this figure is commonly referred to as the WMI “Roadmap”). A brief
description of each element is found below:

Element I: Watershed Characterization: Information was compiled on the
overall environmental setting of the Santa Clara Basin. Environmental elements
characterized included history, culture, demography, land use and natural
resources. Information was also compiled on the regulatory and organizational
setting and current water management practices. The resulting product of this
element of the WMI process is Volume | of the Watershed Management Plan,
titled, The Watershed Characteristics Report.

Element 11: Watershed Assessment: Environmental conditions in three
watersheds were analyzed to determine if selected beneficial uses and stakeholder
interests were supported. The resulting product of this element of the WMI
process is Volume Il of the Watershed Management Plan, titled, The Watershed
Assessment Report.

Element I11: Problem Identification and Development of Watershed Action
Plan: The WMI is developing watershed management actions to propose policy
and regulatory changes and remedial and restoration programs for
implementation. These actions will be described as part of a comprehensive
approach to preserving and enhancing the watershed in VVolume Ill, titled, The
Watershed Action Plan. The objectives of the Action Plan include the following:

1. Outline a comprehensive approach to preserving and enhancing the watershed
and communicate this to WMI stakeholders, decision-makers, potential
funders, and the public.

2. Provide guidance to the WMI by coordinating and phasing actions the WMI
is doing or can do to preserve and enhance the watershed.

3. Identify specific actions that agencies, organizations, and individuals are
doing and can do to preserve and enhance the watershed, and describe these in
the context of the comprehensive approach.
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Objective

There were two principal objectives of the Assessment. The first objective was to test a
particular assessment method on three pilot watersheds in the Santa Clara Basin. The
second was to produce assessment conclusions, which could help guide the preparation of
the Watershed Management Initiative’s Action Plan. It was hoped that the conclusions
would be of two types: 1) Basin-wide conclusions that would suggest actions for all of
the sub-basin watersheds, and 2) Creek-specific conclusions which would suggest actions
for each of the three pilot watersheds: Guadalupe, San Francisquito, and Upper
Penitencia.

As will be described more fully below, a large amount of useful information was
assembled for and obtained from the Assessment. However, available data was
insufficient to draw many specific conclusions about the creeks of the pilot watersheds or
to make suggestions for basin-wide actions. The principal benefits of the assessment
were: 1) identifying data weaknesses and 2) providing information for the design of
future assessments.

Approach

The Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) selected the following beneficial uses and
stakeholder interest as indicators for conditions of each watershed:

Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)

Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species (RARE)
Water-Contact Recreation (REC-1)

Municipal and Domestic Water Supply (MUN)
Protection From Flooding (PFF)

arwdE

The Assessment approach was to:

1. Divide each of the three pilot watersheds (Guadalupe, San Francisquito, Upper

Penitencia) into “reaches” wherein the physical characteristics within a stream section

were fairly similar.

Use existing data (instead of conducting new fieldwork).

3. Attempt to determine whether beneficial uses were supported and occurring in a
particular reach.

no
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4. Attempt to determine why a reach was not supporting a given beneficial use or
stakeholder interest, and determine the limiting factors causing the problem.

5. Evaluate the quality of the data used and determine whether the certainty of each
conclusion was high, low, or inbetween.

A “Framework” and logic diagram was developed to help determine whether a given
beneficial use was supported. If a beneficial use was not supported, or only partially
supported, then physical, chemical, and biological conditions were reviewed in an effort
to discover what limiting factors were causing the problem.

The assessment work evaluated information from more than 500 data sets following the
Assessment Framework approved by stakeholders. The work process included 10
meetings organized by use/interest, two meetings by watershed, and over four workshops
by chapters. A quality review process was enforced throughout the work process.

Resource Limitations

The majority of the assessment work was funded through a CALFED grant ($200,000),
provided to the City of San Jose, through the Santa Clara Valley Water District, and in-
kind services provided by WMI stakeholders. The contract work was completed in
December 2002. The Santa Clara Valley Water District and the Cities of San Jose, Palo
Alto and Sunnyvale provided funding and/or staff support for the establishment of the
assessment database and Data Repository, for production of major parts of the Report,
and for processing of stakeholder comments.

Results

Due to the fact that not all existing data was able to be included, that there were
limitations of the data, and that there were different possible ways of segmenting creeks
and evaluating the data, it was necessary to heavily qualify assessment results. Thus, the
major use of this assessment will be for designing future assessments, and not for
selecting particular protection/restoration strategies, either for individual reaches or for
the entire Basin.

The pilot assessments established the following important parameters that will serve
future assessment efforts and improve long-term watershed management in the Santa
Clara Basin:

1. The identification of special status species for use as a basis in evaluating the RARE
beneficial use.

2. A planning-level approach for dividing watershed streams into “reaches” that
enhances the ability to manage streams and stream data.

3. Identification of the best data types for the assessment of key beneficial uses.

ES-2
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4. A protocol for managing watershed data has been established through the
development of the Metadata Database (MDDB).

The assessment process also performed the following key functions:

1. Evaluation of the availability and utility of water quality-related data collected over
the last fifteen years.

2. Documentation of the suitability and limitations of the WMI Assessment Framework
for providing an objective, repeatable approach to conducting beneficial use-oriented
watershed assessments.

3. Establishment of a basis for making decisions regarding future data collection efforts.

From an assessment perspective, the stakeholders completed an in-depth look into the
existing data sets and an understanding of the “state of the data” was reached. Over 470
data sets were documented and evaluated through the assessment process. The review of
the MDDB data sets documented the quantity and quality of data and identified
organizations in the region that have collected watershed information, especially water
quality data. Significant gaps in the existing data needed to fully evaluate beneficial use
support were identified.

The pilot assessments developed support status statements for those reaches and uses that
had a sufficient amount of available data. The limiting factors identified for those reaches
should serve as a starting point for additional study and data collection designed to
determine underlying causes for the limiting factors and identify options for restoring full
use support. An overall summary of the key findings is presented below:

Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD): The primary factors noted in the pilot assessment
limiting the availability of cold freshwater habitat are a lack of present indicator macro-
invertebrates, low or non-existent summer streamflow, and water temperatures too high
to sustain cold freshwater species.

Municipal and Domestic Water Supply (MUN): Turbidity and/or total dissolved solids
were common limiting factors, as was fecal coliform count.

Water Contact Recreation (REC-1): In some reaches where data on the primary and
secondary indicators were available (fecal coliform count and other water quality
constituents), exceedances of the criteria for these indicators represent the limiting factor.
For other reaches, however, the only available data were on tertiary (least preferred)
indicators covering aesthetics and stream access. Within these reaches, limitations on
access to the stream and documented aesthetic problems (presence of trash, poor water
clarity, lack of adequate streamflow or water depth) form the limiting factors.

Protection from Flooding (PFF): The limiting factor for reaches that cannot safely
convey the 100-year flow without causing property damage is a lack of adequate channel
capacity combined with the encroachment of urban/residential land uses into the stream’s
100-year floodplain.
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Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species (RARE): Because the factors affecting
support of the RARE beneficial use are specific to the habitat requirements of individual
special status species, it is difficult to identify the factors limiting the presence of these
species within the pilot watersheds without conducting detailed habitat surveys. Data
available to the assessment team consisted primarily of species observations and no
recent detailed species habitat surveys were available among the data compiled for the
assessment. Since species observation information does not provide much insight into
habitat quality, no limiting factors were identified for these reaches.

Conclusions

1. The principal conclusion of the assessment is that data limitations make it impossible
to fully determine the level of beneficial use support and limiting factors in the three
pilot watersheds using the assessment approach selected. Therefore, the principle
benefit of this assessment is to help design future field data collection and assessment
efforts.

2. Since the three pilot watersheds assessed are relatively "data rich" compared to most
sub-watersheds, it is very unlikely that conducting more of this type of assessment
will be useful in the near term. A regulatory-driven beneficial use-based assessment
approach, such as the one embodied in the Assessment Framework, would need
substantially more data to determine whether or not a stream supports a given
beneficial use or water quality standard.

3. The vast majority of the data available within each watershed is on the main stem or
the lower, principal tributary stream reaches, while little data has been collected in
upland tributaries.

4. Data gaps identified by the assessment process can be used to develop short- and
long-term monitoring program recommendations and guidance.

5. Future data collection efforts undertaken within the Santa Clara Basin should include
data which would establish whether the five selected “beneficial uses” are being
supported within streams and reservoirs.

6. Monitoring that is targeted toward identifying the source or cause of the limiting
factors should be conducted in order to identify the corrective actions needed to
restore the use to the reach.
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Scope and Limitations

The assessment work evaluated information from more than 470 data sets following the
Assessment Framework approved by stakeholders. It was conducted through a series of
10 meetings organized by use/interest; two meetings by watershed, and over four
workshops by chapter. Main product included four assessment chapters, five technical
appendices and the assessment database which included data identifications and reach-
by-reach reports. Stakeholder comments as well as item-by-item responses to comments
were recorded.

The majority of the assessment work was funded through a CALFED grant ($200,000),
provided to the City of San Jose, through the Santa Clara Valley Water District, and in-
kind services provided by WMI stakeholders. The contract work was completed in
December 2002. The Santa Clara Valley Water District and the Cities of San Jose, Palo
Alto and Sunnyvale provided funding and/or staff support for the establishment of the
assessment database and Data Repository, for production of major parts of the Report,
and for processing of stakeholder comments.

The Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) limited the geographic scope of the
Assessment to the following three watersheds: those of the Guadalupe River, San
Francisquito Creek, and Upper Penitencia Creek. The parameters selected consisted of
four beneficial uses and a stakeholder interest, serving as indicators for the waterbodies’
suitability for supporting aquatic life, for safe water contact by humans, for providing a
source for drinking water, and for reducing flooding of adjacent property. In the course
of conducting the assessment, the WMI faced the following limitations:

e The selected parameters did not include stream hydrology or geomorphological
processes, which some stakeholders felt should have been used to measure a
waterbody’s fitness. This led to decision tools that were inaccurate or limited because
existing data did not provide direct measures of fitness.

e Local knowledge data was presented but could not be used due to QA/QC measures
and resource limitations, and this affected the results of the assessment.

e Any findings from the assessment are a reflection of the existing data, and should not
be used as the basis for on-the-ground actions.

Assessment Approach

The Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) developed a Watershed Assessment
Framework and process that relied on available data and pre-defined environmental
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indicators (direct indicators of fitness?) to determine whether beneficial uses/stakeholder
interests are supported in the waterbodies (reservoirs and stream reaches) within the three
pilot watersheds. . The framework consists of two parts: A and B. Part A describes the
approach for how the indicators were used and Part B identifies indicators developed.
Logic diagrams were developed to systematically determine the level of support of a
primary use/interest through a “weight of evidence” approach. For the purposes of
analysis, it was necessary for waterbodies to be divided into segments. Segments were
selected on the basis of physical characteristics, consistent with the California
Department of Fish and Game’s “California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration
Manual, 2" Edition”” by Flosi and Reynolds (1994).

The first step in applying the logic diagrams was to evaluate the adequacy of the data
used for the assessment. This evaluation was based on the quality of the data, the spatial
and temporal coverage of the data, and the extent to which the data were relevant to the
conditions being assessed. In a step-wise procedure, the assessment teams reviewed the
compiled data to answer the following questions: (1) Does the data pertain to the
preferred indicator or to a secondary indicator, was it collected in waterbodies subject to
the assessment? (Data relevancy), (2) Is the temporal array of data useful to answer
questions posed by the logic diagram, was it collected in accordance with widely
accepted scientific methods? (Data quality), and (3) Does the amount of relevant, quality
data for the waterbody exist to allow objective, supportable conclusions to be drawn
regarding use/interest support? (Data sufficiency). Where preferred indicator data were
not available, alternative indicator data were used. In cases where no data sets were
available to assess one or more uses/interest in a waterbody, a data gap for that preferred
data type was noted. The logic diagram process provided a rationale for substituting
additional data to enable the assessment framework to provide a finding.

A final step in the logic diagrams involved the consideration of limiting factors. If a
primary use/stakeholder interest was not supported or only partially supported in a
waterbody, the relevant data was examined in an attempt to determine what factors limit
the waterbody’s ability to support the use. The identification of limiting factors focused
on physical, chemical and biological conditions in the stream and the riparian corridor
that caused non- or partial support of primary uses. It did not address an ultimate or
indirect cause of non- or partial support (e.g., urbanization and its effect on stream
hydrology).

An uncertainty analysis was conducted to evaluate the level of confidence in each support
statement?. The methodology designates four uncertainty ratings. Data designated as “A”

! The assessment framework relies on direct indicators of fitness of a waterbody to support a primary
use/interest. Indirect indicators were used only when direct indicators were impractical or limitations in the
data prevented use of a direct indicator. Table 1 of Appendix C presents information on direct indicators of
fitness for each of the primary uses/stakeholder interest. This concept of a hierarchy of data types and
utility for making the assessment is consistent with EPA guidance on conducting water quality assessments
from Section 3 of USEPA’s “Guidelines for the Preparation of the Comprehensive State Water Quality
Assessments (305(b) Reports) and Electronic Updates: Supplement™ (1997).

2 Guidance for performing an uncertainty analysis provided by USEPA was utilized to conduct the analysis:
“Guidelines for Preparation of the Comprehensive State Water Quality Assessments (305(b) Reports) and
Electronic Updates: Supplement” (1997), and “Draft Guidance for Water Quality-Based Decisions: The

TS-2



Technical Summary

are of the highest quality and provide a relatively low level of uncertainty. Data
designated as “D” may be considered adequate for performing assessments, but involve
less rigorous approaches and therefore result in a greater degree of uncertainty.

Watershed Assessment Results

Results of the assessment are based on available data and may be refined under future
efforts, as more data becomes available. The goal of the assessment was to begin
identifying factors affecting beneficial use support and achieving stakeholder interests in
the Santa Clara Basin’s streams, as well as providing a scientific basis for selecting and
evaluating alternative management strategies.

From a framework and process perspective, the pilot assessments established several
important parameters that will serve future assessment efforts and improve long-term
watershed management in the Santa Clara Basin, including:

¢ The identification of special status species for use as a basis in evaluating the
RARE beneficial use.

¢ A planning-level approach for dividing watershed streams into “reaches” that
enhances the ability to manage streams and stream data.

¢ ldentification of the best data types for the assessment of key beneficial uses.

¢ A protocol for managing watershed data has been established through the
development of the metadata database (MDDB).

While the pilot assessment produced an evaluation of beneficial use support in the three
watersheds, the lack of existing data in the pilot watersheds precludes making strong
inferences about their specific resource conditions. Nonetheless, the assessment process
performed the following key functions: (1) evaluation of the availability and utility of
water quality-related data collected over the last fifteen years; (2) documentation of the
suitability and limitations of the WMI Assessment Framework for providing an objective,
repeatable approach to conducting beneficial use-oriented watershed assessments; and (3)
establishment of a basis for making decisions regarding future data collection efforts.

Due to the fact that not all of the data was included, that there were limitations of the
data, and that there were different possible ways of segmenting creeks and evaluating the
data; it was necessary to heavily qualify assessment conclusions. Thus the major use of
this assessment is in designing future assessments, and not for selecting particular
protection/restoration strategies, either for individual reaches or for the entire Basin.

From an assessment perspective, the stakeholders completed an in-depth look into the
existing data sets and an understanding of the “state of the data” was reached. Over 470
data sets were documented and evaluated through the assessment process. The review of
the MDDB data sets documented the quantity and quality of data and identified

TMDL Process™ (1999). The guidelines addressed different types of data including physical habitat,
biological, toxicological and physical/chemical data to determine aquatic life use support.
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organizations in the region that have collected watershed information, especially water
quality data. Significant gaps in the existing data needed to fully evaluate beneficial use
support were identified.

The pilot assessments developed support status statements for those reaches and uses that
had a sufficient amount of available data and the limiting factors identified for those
reaches should serve as a starting point for additional study and data collection designed
to determine underlying causes for the limiting factors and identify options for restoring
full use support. An overall summary of the key findings is presented below:

COLD: The primary factors noted in the pilot assessment limiting the availability of cold
freshwater habitat are a lack of present indicator macro-invertebrates, low or non-existent
summer streamflow, and temperatures too high to sustain cold freshwater species.

MUN: Turbidity and/or total dissolved solids were common limiting factors, as was fecal
coliform count.

REC-1: In some reaches where data on the primary and secondary indicators were
available (fecal coliform count and other water quality constituents), exceedances of the
criteria for these indicators represent the limiting factor. For other reaches, however, the
only available data was on tertiary (least preferred) indicators covering aesthetics and
stream access. Within these reaches, limitations on access to the stream and documented
aesthetic problems (presence of trash, poor water clarity, lack of adequate streamflow or
water depth) form the limiting factor.

PFF: The limiting factor for reaches that cannot safely convey the 100-year flow without
causing property damage, is a lack of adequate channel capacity combined with the
encroachment of urban/residential land uses into the stream’s 100-year floodplain.

RARE: Because the factors affecting support of the RARE use are specific to the habitat
requirements of individual special status species, it is difficult to identify the factors
limiting the presence of these species within the pilot watersheds without conducting
detailed habitat surveys. Data available to the assessment team consisted primarily of
species observations and no recent detailed species habitat surveys were available among
the data compiled for the assessment. Since species observation information does not
provide much insight into habitat quality, no limiting factors were identified for these
reaches.

Summary of Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed

The Guadalupe River watershed is the second largest of the 13 major watersheds that
comprise the Santa Clara Basin (the Basin). The watershed drains the north- and east-
facing slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains above the cities of Los Gatos and San Jose.
The Guadalupe River watershed has a total drainage area of approximately 170 square
miles.
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The detailed results for each of the 63 stream segments in the Guadalupe watershed are
shown in Appendix 4-A, in Figures 2-2A through 2-2E (in map form) and in Tables 1-6
(in bar chart form). Individual summary tables containing the assessment results for each
reach are presented in Appendix 4-B. These tables include information on limiting
factors, suspected causes, as well as “local knowledge comments” from WMI
stakeholders.

The results of the pilot assessment generally confirmed the pre-assessment
recommendations of WMI stakeholders regarding beneficial use designations for
Guadalupe River watershed waterbodies. Only in two cases did the available data
provide enough confidence to propose additional potential use designations based on the
pilot assessment results: cold freshwater habitat (COLD) in Moody Gulch and
preservation of rare and endangered species (RARE) in Calero Reservoir. However, as
the pilot assessment was based on the review of existing, available data and did not
involve a field-checking component, it is recommended that additional focused data
collection and review be conducted before any new use designations are adopted.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of MUN were received from WMI
stakeholders and are described in Section 4.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders.

COLD: Twenty-three stream reaches examined for the cold freshwater habitat (COLD)
use did not have adequate data to make a support statement determination, commonly due
to the lack of sufficient data on primary (fish assemblage and indicator
macroinvertebrate) and secondary (temperature and other habitat requirements)
indicators. Only three stream reaches were evaluated as having full support for COLD.
Partial was designated in 10 of 63 stream reaches in the Guadalupe watershed. Seven
reaches were categorized as having potential/seasonal support. Two urban reaches were
characterized as being in non-support of the COLD use. From a total of 141 data sets
reviewed, 73 were used to develop the assessment results for the Guadalupe River
watershed.

MUN: Nineteen of 63 stream reaches in the Guadalupe River watershed were found to
have enough data to make conclusions on the support status for the beneficial use of
municipal and domestic water supply (MUN). The only part of the Guadalupe watershed
that fully supports MUN is the lowest (most downstream) portion of Alamitos Creek
(from Lake Almaden to Arroyo Calero), but this conclusion of full support was made
with a moderately high level of uncertainty. Two non-urban areas of the Guadalupe
watershed indicate partial support for MUN. Thirteen reaches, varying from urban to
rural, do not support MUN. From the 32 data sets reviewed, 15 contained data that could
be used to develop the assessment results for the Guadalupe River watershed assessment
of MUN.

PFF: Thirty-five of 63 stream reaches in the Guadalupe watershed had adequate data to
make a determination of support for the PFF interest. A spatially variable mix of urban
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to rural stream reaches, a total of 27, were determined to be fully supporting PFF. The
range in uncertainty associated with the support determinations was from very low to
very high, indicative of the variation in detailed, current data among the subwatersheds.
Eight stream reaches, all located in urban areas of the Guadalupe watershed, were
determined to be non-supporting of PFF. From a total of 31 data sets reviewed for
potential use in the PFF interest assessment for the Guadalupe River watershed, 19
contained data that was used to develop the assessment results.

RARE: Sufficient data for assessing support of the RARE beneficial use was limited to
approximately one-third (21 of 63) of the stream reaches in the Guadalupe River
watershed. Those reaches fully supporting RARE were all characterized with moderately
high levels of certainty. A total of nine reaches were determined to fully support the
RARE use. No reaches were classified as partial support, however, 11 reaches were
classified with a statement of potential support. Only one stream reach, GR/AC-4, was
characterized as non-support for RARE. A total of 64 data sets were reviewed for
potential use in the RARE use assessment for the Guadalupe River watershed. Of these,
29 contained data that could be used to develop the assessment results.

REC-1: Sufficient data was available for only 20 of the 63 stream reaches in the
Guadalupe River watershed to make a determination of the support status for water
contact recreation (REC-1). Forty-one reaches did not have adequate primary (pathogens
in water) or secondary (other water quality) data available, thus support determinations
could not be made. Only five stream reaches were found to fully support REC-1, three
partially supporting reaches were identified, and Non-support for REC-1 was identified in
10 reaches. A total of 54 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the REC-1 use
assessment for the Guadalupe River watershed. Of these, 23 contained data that could be
used to develop the assessment results.

Summary of Assessment of San Francisquito Watershed

The San Francisquito Creek watershed is located in the northwestern portion of Santa
Clara County and the southeastern portion of San Mateo County. The watershed’s
drainage basin is approximately 45 square miles. Much of the watershed lies in steep,
mountainous areas of the Santa Cruz Mountains. The highest elevation in the watershed
is approximately 2,200 feet. The watershed drains the east-facing slopes of the Santa
Cruz Mountains above the cities of Portola Valley, Woodside, Palo Alto, Menlo Park and
East Palo Alto, and Stanford University.

The detailed results for each of the 37 stream segments in the San Francisquito watershed
are shown in Figures 2-3a through 2-3b (in map form) and in Appendix 5-A, Tables 1-6
(in bar chart form). Individual summary tables containing the assessment results for each
reach are presented in Appendix 5-B. These tables include information on limiting
factors, suspected causes, as well as “local knowledge comments” from WMI
stakeholders. Given the lack of consistent data from reach to reach for each use/interest,
it is critical that all statements of use support be viewed in light of the attached level of
uncertainty.

TS-6



Technical Summary

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of MUN were received from WMI
stakeholders and are described in Section 5.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders.

COLD: Data were sufficient to assess the COLD use in only 17 of the 37 stream reaches
in the watershed. Data from 35 of 97 data sets were used to develop the assessment
results. The lower portion of San Francisquito Creek below University Avenue in Palo
Alto is dry during most summers and cannot support cold water dependent habitat. From
Sand Hill Road on upstream, most of San Francisquito Creek, Bear Creek, and West
Union Creek were found to either partially or fully support the COLD use. The lower-
most reaches of Corte Madera Creek and Los Trancos Creek fully support the COLD use.
However, the next upstream portion of the latter stream does not support COLD due to a
lack of sufficient summer flow. Very little or no data were available to assess COLD use
support in the upper reaches of the Corte Madera Creek, Sausal Creek, Alambique Creek,
and Los Trancos Creek subwatersheds.

MUN: Data were sufficient to assess the MUN use in only 9 of the 37 stream reaches in
the watershed. Most of the main stem reaches along San Francisquito Creek do not
currently support the MUN use, although uncertainty over this is very high due to limited
data. Data from seven of 11 reviewed data sets were used to develop the MUN
assessment results. Three reaches were found to partially support MUN and no support
was found for MUN in the lower parts of Corte Madera and Los Trancos Creeks.

PFF: Most of the reaches with insufficient data are located in the upper watershed
tributaries. However, data for mid-watershed reaches in San Mateo County were also not
available. This area is outside of the flood protection jurisdiction of the Water District,
which was a primary source of the data used to assess PFF. A total of 34 data sets were
reviewed for use in the PFF interest assessment for the San Francisquito Creek
watershed. Of these, 25 were used to develop the assessment results. The results of the
PFF assessment indicate less than full support in four general locations. Partial support
was found for three reaches with a moderately high uncertainty level due to insufficient
data on channel capacities, and no support was found for Searsville Lake reservoir and
one reach along Buckeye Creek

RARE: Sufficient data for assessing support of the RARE beneficial use was limited to
13 of the stream reaches in the San Francisquito Creek watershed. A total of 36 data sets
were reviewed for potential use in the RARE use assessment for San Francisquito Creek.
Of these, 14 contained data that could be used to develop the assessment results. Full
support was indicated for the lower reaches of Los Trancos Creek and three additional
reaches, while potential support was found for two reaches and Searsville Lake reservoir.

REC-1: Sufficient data were available to assess REC-1 use support for only 13 of the 37

stream reaches in the San Francisquito Creek watershed. A total of 22 data sets were
reviewed for potential use in the REC-1 use assessment for the San Francisquito Creek
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watershed. Of these, 14 contained data that could be used to develop the assessment
results. Most of the available data was on the tertiary aesthetics and recreational access
indicators. A few reaches contained data on secondary water quality constituent
indicators. No data on the primary pathogen indicators was available anywhere in the
watershed. Thus, complete support determinations for REC-1 could not be made for any
reach and the support statements that are made are qualified to indicate which set of
indicators they are based on.

Summary of Assessment of Upper Penitencia Subwatershed

The Upper Penitencia Creek subwatershed comprises a portion of the larger Coyote
Creek watershed, draining the Diablo Range in the northeast portion of San Jose. Upper
Penitencia Creek drains the west-facing slopes of the Diablo Range and has a total
drainage area of approximately 24 square miles.

The detailed results for each of the eight stream segments in the Upper Penitencia
subwatershed are shown in Figure 2-4 (in map form) and in Appendix 6-A, Tables 1-6 (in
bar chart form). Individual summary tables containing the assessment results for each
reach are presented in Appendix 6-B. These tables include information on limiting
factors, suspected causes, as well as “local knowledge comments” from WMI
stakeholders. Given the lack of consistent data from reach to reach for each use/interest,
it is critical that all statements of use support be viewed in light of the attached level of
uncertainty.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of MUN were received from WMI
stakeholders and are described in Section 6.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders.

COLD: Data were available to assess the COLD use in five of the eight reaches in the
subwatershed. The uppermost reach of Upper Penitencia Creek, Cherry Flat Reservoir,
and Dutard Creek did not have any data. Data was limited in Arroyo Aguague as well. A
total of 69 data sets were reviewed for use in the COLD use assessment in the Upper
Penitencia Creek subwatershed. Data from 13 of these data sets were eventually used to
develop the assessment results. Full support was found for two reaches, partial support
found for two reaches, and no support found for one reach.

MUN: There were insufficient data for all reaches in this watershed to make any
determinations of support for MUN. A total of five data sets were reviewed for use in the
MUN use assessment in the Upper Penitencia Creek subwatershed. No data from any of
these data sets were found sufficient for the assessment.

PFF: Six of eight stream reaches in the Upper Penitencia Creek subwatershed had

adequate data to make a determination of support for the PFF interest. No data were
available for Dutard Creek and Cherry Flat Reservoir. The results of the assessment for
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the PFF interest indicate full support for all reaches where data were available, with the
exception of the two lower-most reaches, UP-1 and UP-2, which were indicated to show
no support. A total of 23 data sets were reviewed for use in the PFF interest assessment
for the Upper Penitencia Creek subwatershed. Of these, 15 were used to develop the
assessment results.

RARE: Sufficient data for assessing support of the RARE beneficial use was limited to
three of the stream reaches in the Upper Penitencia Creek subwatershed. A total of 33
data sets were reviewed for potential use in the RARE use assessment for the Upper
Penitencia Creek subwatershed. Of these, nine contained data that could be used to
develop the assessment results. Full support was indicated for three reaches, and
potential support for one reach. Overall, the results of the assessment for RARE were
compromised by the lack of sufficient data in five reaches.

REC-1: Sufficient data to make a determination of the support status for water contact
recreation (REC-1) were available for five of the eight stream reaches in the Upper
Penitencia Creek subwatershed. However, only data on the tertiary (least preferred)
aesthetics, water depth, and access indicators for assessing REC-1 support were available
in the subwatershed. Thus, all support statements made for REC-1 are limited in
applicability to these indicators only and do not represent a conclusion based on the
preferred type of data. A total of 10 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the
REC-1 use assessment for the Upper Penitencia Creek subwatershed. Of these, five
contained data that could be used to develop the assessment results. Seasonal support
was found for four reaches and partial support was found for five reaches.

At the onset of the assessment process, the REC-1 assessment was to include a fish
consumption component. Based on concern expressed by WMI stakeholders, the
Regional Board reviewed this issue and determined that fish consumption should not be
evaluated as part of the REC-1 use. Therefore, the results of the fish consumption
portion of the pilot assessment were removed from the report.

Conclusions

Overall, the Primary Conclusions of the Pilot Assessment are:

Data Sufficiency

¢ The spatial distribution of existing data within the watersheds varied from one
watershed to another. The vast majority of the data available within each
watershed is on the main stem or the lower, principal tributary stream reaches,
while little data has been collected in upland tributaries.

¢ Sufficient existing data was not available to enable the framework to produce a full
and sound assessment.

¢ The amount of information gleaned from existing compiled data was found to
exceed that which could have been determined by spending a similar amount of
time and money simply collecting new data.
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¢

While the conclusions reached by the assessment teams are valid representations
of the compiled data, the gaps in the available data are very real and represent
formidable obstacles to the formulation of specific management actions for many
of the streams and reservoirs in the pilot watersheds. Even where relatively few
data gaps were noted and the uncertainty level assigned to a support statement
was low, the assessment results should be field-checked prior to being used as the
basis for management decisions and review of other data in the possession of
watershed stakeholders should be completed prior to the formal proposal of any
beneficial use designation revisions.

Future Data Collection

¢

Different assessment methodologies are designed to address different questions
regarding watershed health. A regulatory-driven beneficial use-based assessment
approach, such as the one embodied in the Assessment Framework, would need
substantially more data to determine whether or not a stream supports a given
beneficial use or water quality standard.

Data gaps identified by this assessment process or other assessment processes
should be evaluated and used to develop short- and long-term monitoring program
recommendations and guidance for local agencies.

Future data collection efforts undertaken within the Santa Clara Basin should be
geared to establishing whether public benefits (such as fishery maintenance and
recreational uses) are being supported within streams and reservoirs.

Priority should be placed upon filling the data gaps needed to lower the amount of
uncertainty associated with the support statement.

In reaches without usable data, a geomorphic characterization of the streams
should be completed before major data collection efforts are undertaken. Such a
characterization would enable data collection to focus on reaches with potential to
support beneficial uses and stakeholder flooding interest.

In reaches without full support, limiting factors to beneficial uses/interest support
should be a starting point for data collection to determine underlying causes and
options for restoring full use support.

Future Assessments

¢

¢

Given that significant gaps in the existing data that were needed to fully evaluate
beneficial use support were identified, the major use of the pilot assessment should
be to help design future assessments.
Prior to selecting alternative approaches, WMI stakeholders should consider the
steps taken in the development of the Assessment Framework, in order to
determine fundamental questions regarding the desired types of information to be
generated by the assessment as well as the potential uses of that information.
Two major options for conducting the next phase of assessments are:
0 Refine the pilot assessment framework
o Compare the utility and feasibility of alternative assessment approaches,
such as, but not limited to: geomorphic/sediment budgets; changes in
habitat values; restoration potential analysis; management issues approach.
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¢ The review of Assessment Approaches should also include a review of the
significant assessment efforts underway within the county and within the San
Francisco Bay Region.

Alternate support conclusions for all uses/interest in the Guadalupe pilot assessment are
presented in Figures 2-2A through 2-2E in Appendix 4-A. These alternate conclusions
were presented by WMI stakeholders based on other data that was not made available to
the assessment team for use in the pilot assessment. Though this information was not
used to modify the pilot assessment results, it has been recommended by stakeholders
that this data should be reviewed as part of future reach-specific assessment work
undertaken by WMI stakeholders in order to confirm or, where appropriate, revise the
pilot assessment results to fully reflect all relevant existing data.
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3/5/2003

SANTA CLARA BASIN WATERSHED MANAGEMENT INITIATIVE
WATERSHED ASSESSMENT REPORT

DISSENTING GROUP OPINION

The undersigned Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) stakeholders are unable to
accept/approve the Watershed Assessment Report (WAR) for the following reasons:

The WAR contains so may inaccuracies that it is virtually useless for providing any
type of valid indicator of the condition of the Guadalupe sub-watershed, the largest of the
three sub-watersheds covered by the report, or for the designated beneficial uses and
stakeholder interest evaluated. In addition, because many of the Guadalupe watershed
assessment problems are process and systemic in nature, we have little confidence that the
assessment results obtained for the two other sub-watersheds are significantly more credible.
We believe the WMI has an obligation to produce an accurate and credible Assessment
Report and cannot condone the publication of a document that fails to achieve these goals.
We also believe that the publication of an inaccurate report could easily result in poor/
erroneous decisions regarding watershed or beneficial use issues by any organizations having
access to the report despite numerous statements contained in the document that caution it
should not be used for decision-making purposes.

The WAR inaccuracies for the Guadalupe sub-watershed manifest themselves very
clearly to anyone moderately familiar with the river when reviewing the specific assessment
data sheets. For example, most of the information provided for the GR-1 segment is
incorrect. The Channel Type is not Earthen levee, rock/concrete lined. It is Earthen
modified (straightened, confined). The Support Status for COLD is not Potential/Seasonal
Support, it is Partial or Limited Support throughout the entire year. Much of the Criteria
reportedly used for the assessment were either not used or were inappropriate for the
evaluation of the particular Use. The Assessment Comments indicate that Chinook salmon
spawn in the upper end of the GR-1 reach. This is not true. This reach is a tidewater reach,
so there is no spawning habitat in this reach and Chinook salmon are not known to spawn in
tidewater. The report states “the reach does not support cold insect criteria.” The reach
would not support, and should not be expected to support, coldwater insects because it is a
brackish water area and has little, if any cold insect habitat. The data sets referenced to
support this claim indicate there was no attempt to look for coldwater insects in this reach,
despite assessment team’s assurances that there were, so there is absolutely no basis for the
statement.

The Report lists 10 data sets that were used to evaluate the GR-1 reach for Cold use,
but a review of the listed data sets shows that most were not applicable to the reach or for the
assessment of the Cold use and some were not even applicable to the Guadalupe sub-
watershed. Other data sets were cited but were not used for the evaluation and others were
falsely cited. As a result of the above, the Support Status, the Limiting Factors and the
Suspected Causes are inaccurate as are the Data Gaps and Data Quality statements. Similar
problems exist for the RARE and REC-1 uses and the PFF interest in the GR-1 reach, as well
as for these uses/interest in most upstream reaches of the river and its primary tributaries,
below the reservoirs. The use of non-applicable, inappropriate or out-dated data for an
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assessment will most certainly result in an inaccurate assessment. It is believed that the
causes for the listed problems are many and some are adequately addressed in the Report but
others are not. One of the root causes of the problems is that the WMI’s established
processes were not followed.

There were substantial concerns with the assessment Framework, the criteria for the
various items being assessed, from the very start. Although the Framework was approved by
the WMI Core Group, it was only conditionally approved. The Framework was so complex
that many had no concept of how it would work or the results that would be obtained as the
assessment started, so changes were supposed to be made as problems were identified. This
did not happen. There was supposed to be a concentrated effort to gather and use all relevant
data in performing the assessments. This did not happen. A lot of the most relevant and
timely data were not used. There was supposed to be a process to check the quality/
applicability of the data being used but this obviously did not happen. There is no way that
much of the data reportedly used to assess a reach could have been used if even the simplest
of quality checks were made. There was supposed to be a heavy reliance on the watershed
captains to provide an early sanity check on the data and the preliminary results of the
assessment. This was not done. Most of the initial assessment effort was performed at a
remote location by consultants not familiar with the watershed, at a time and place when
local experts, including the watershed captains, could not participate. The undersigned
groups complained strongly about the ill-advised concept of “remote assessments” to no
avail. There was never any effort put forth to ground truth or field validate any data
supposedly used for the assessments. The Watershed Assessment Subgroup (WAS), which
was supposed to lead the assessment effort, did not do so. They seemed to take a back seat to
the Report Preparation Team (RPT), which was formed to generate the report, not oversee
that assessment. When assessment problems were identified, there was never any real
attempt to correct the problems, most of the effort was expended trying to rationalize the
results or circumvent, mitigate, or down play the issues. Another problem was that the
waterbodies were not properly segmented. The WAR states that the waterbodies were
segmented by physical properties and/or or in accordance with the recommendation of the
1994 CA Dept. of Fish and Game Salmonid Habitat Restoration Manual. Neither was done.
Water reaches with vastly different physical properties were lumped together and this
resulted in assessment inaccuracies as support levels, limiting factors, causes and certainty
levels varied within the lumped segments. Still another problem was an improper definition
was used for a channel. In most cases, a channel was defined as having the capability of
carrying the “100 year” or “designed flood flow.” No natural channel can support a “100
year flood.” Natural channels flood when their bankfull level is exceeded. Any attempt to
modify a channel to carry a 100-year flood flow will seriously degrade all beneficial uses and
destroy the proper functioning of the channel.

After strong complaints were made about the above issues (Ref. GCRCD/WWCC
letters dated Jan. 21, 02 and Sept. 30, 02), sections entitled “local knowledge” were added to
the report in an attempt to address some of the complaints. The local knowledge sections, for
the most part, contain far more relevant/accurate information than the reported assessment
results but the report was not corrected, the new information was added as local knowledge.
The term “local knowledge” is misleading, as it seems to imply undocumented knowledge.
Most of the information contained in the local knowledge sections is based on well-
documented fact. The quality and timeliness of this information far exceeds the quality of
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the information in the data sets reportedly used for the assessments but there was never any
attempt by the assessment team to review this information, much less include it in the WMI
database.

It is recognized that many people put a lot of hard work into the WAR and their
efforts need to be commended. However, if the process is flawed and/or not followed, there
are inadequate incremental quality checks throughout the process, and identified problems
are not adequately resolved, then there is little chance that a quality product will be produced
despite the best efforts of individual contributors. Assessment results must be as accurate,

timely, succinct and non-contradictory as possible for them to be useful and this is definitely
not the case for the Guadalupe sub-watershed assessment.

Guadalupe-Coyote Resource Conservation District

(original signed)
Gary Molle - President

Silichip Chinook Salmon & Steelhead Restoration Group

(original signed)
Roger Castillo - President

Western Waters Canoe Club (American Canoe Association affiliate)

(original signed)
Mike Nalls - President

SCBWMI Guadalupe Watershed co-captain

(original signed)
Lawrence Johmann PE, CQE, CRE
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Chapter 1
Introduction

1.1 Purpose and Goals of the Watershed Assessment

The purpose of the Watershed Assessment is to characterize environmental conditions in
individual watersheds of the Santa Clara Basin and to determine whether the waters and
waterways of the Basin are supportive of certain beneficial uses and stakeholder interests,
referred to collectively as primary uses. The assessment process included developing an
Assessment Framework, selecting pilot watersheds for evaluation, and identifying
parameters to characterize the watersheds. The status of stream reaches and water bodies
to support the desired uses is evaluated in this report and recommendations for future data
collection and monitoring are presented.

1.2 Scope and Limitations of the Pilot Assessment

Below follows a brief overview of the original geographic scope for the pilot assessment,
indicators used to assess watershed condition, a timeline of the assessment and a
summary of the primary resource limitations identified during the assessment.

1.2.1 Geographic Scope of Pilot Assessment

Of the thirteen watersheds of the Santa Clara Basin that were demarcated by the
Watershed Management Initiative (WMI); three were selected for the pilot assessment.
The geographic locations and boundaries of these watersheds are shown in Figures 1-4
through 1-6 and brief geographical descriptions of the three pilot watersheds follows
below:

= The Guadalupe River Watershed drains the east-facing slopes of the Santa Cruz
Mountains. The Guadalupe River begins at the confluence of Alamitos Creek and
Guadalupe Creek, which is just downstream of Coleman Road in San Jose. The total
drainage area is approximately 170 square miles, which serves a key role in draining
flood waters from the valley floor. This watershed has been identified as a significant
mercury source to the Bay. The main stem Guadalupe River has six major tributaries
and six major reservoirs built for water conservation and storage purposes. (Chapter
4. Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed contains more geographical details of this
watershed.)

= The San Francisquito Creek Watershed is located in the northwestern portion of Santa
Clara County and the southeastern portion of San Mateo County. This watershed’s
drainage basin is approximately 45 square miles. Much of the watershed lies in steep,
mountainous areas of the Santa Cruz Mountains. The upland portion of the watershed
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consists of low-density development and open space while the lower portion of the
watershed, which encompasses relatively flat portions of the valley floor adjacent to
San Francisco Bay has been extensively developed. This watershed has five major
tributaries and two reservoirs. (Chapter 5: Assessment of San Francisquito Watershed
contains more geographical details of this watershed.)

= Upper Penitencia Creek Watershed is a subwatershed of Coyote Creek watershed.
This watershed drains the Diablo Range in the northeast portion of San Jose. The
total drainage area of the watershed is approximately 24 square miles in size. Much
of its topography is rugged with steep slopes and deep and narrow canyons, with little
or no flat land along their bottoms. This watershed has two named tributaries and one
reservoir. (Chapter 6: Assessment of Upper Penitencia Subwatershed contains more
geographical details of this watershed.)

1.2.2 Parameters Selected as Indicators of Watershed Condition

Four beneficial uses and one stakeholder interest were selected as indicators of the
conditions of each watershed; serving as the foundation of the assessment. A waterbody
or stream reach was considered functioning well if it supported the primary uses/interest.
The primary uses/interest identified for the assessment were:

e Cold freshwater habitat (COLD)

e Preservation of rare and endangered species (RARE)
e Water-contact recreation (REC1)

e Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)

e Protection From Flooding (PFF)

1.2.3 Timeline of the Assessment

The WMI plans to publish three major documents and a number of supporting documents
as a complete Watershed Management Plan (WMP). The three major documents are
Volume I: the Watershed Characteristics Report, which was published in February 2001,
Volume II: this Pilot Watershed Assessment Report, and Volume IlI: the Watershed
Action Plan. It is intended that these reports represent a consensus of the views of the
Core Group, the group of stakeholders that participates in the WMI.

The assessment work involved the use of information from 500+ data sets approved by
the stakeholders, followed by about 10 assessment team meetings held in September to
December 2001; two watershed integration meetings in December 2001 and January 2002
and four review workshops in April through June 2002, and other review workshops in
November 2002. Major milestones included an initial and revised outlines, four
assessment chapters, eight technical appendices and the assessment database which
included data identifications and reach-by-reach print outs. The work was completed in
December 2002.
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1.2.4 Resource Limitations

The majority of the assessment work is funded through a CALFED grant ($200,000),
provided to the City of San Jose, through the Santa Clara Valley Water District, and in-
kind services provided by WMI stakeholders.

The City of Palo Alto contributed to the database work and the setup of the Palo Alto
Data Repository; and the City of San Jose provided funding for non-assessment chapters,
executive summary and processing of comments received.

1.2.5 Technical Limitations

At the onset of the pilot assessment, it was intended that the framework provide results
that established a broad baseline status report on the conditions of the watersheds. What
was discovered throughout the actual assessment process was that there were various
limitations in the resources available to produce a comprehensive status report. A list of
these limitations encountered throughout the assessment process are listed below:

e Usefulness of selected indicators is based on assumed or empirically inferred
relationships to stream hydrology and geomorphological processes. However,
these relationships have not necessarily been verified in the Santa Clara Basin or
in the particular reaches assessed. Thus, some of the approximations in the
framework may not be generating accurate details for particular uses and use
support determinations. Specifically, the parameters that some stakeholders felt
should have been used as primary measures of fitness to determine beneficial use
support for REC1 and RARE, which were not part of the assessment framework,
included flow rates, channel obstructions, channel hardscape, debris, hydrology,
hydraulics and stream morphology.

e The intention of the original framework was to use existing data for the
assessment. As the assessment process proceeded local knowledge data were
discovered to be quite rich and available from local watershed experts. However,
because this local knowledge data did not pass through the appropriate QA/QC
measures, it was not able to be used to back up the ‘weight of evidence’ when
determining support of the primary uses for each waterbody.

e It was discovered that many of the decision tools used to determine the level of
support were inaccurate because existing data did not provide many direct
measures of fitness to support primary uses, in particular COLD & RARE uses.

e The decision tools used to determine the level of support for MUN were limited.
Water supply in Santa Clara County is provided by a combination of local sources
and imported water deliveries. Local sources consist of reservoirs and streams
that provide water primarily for recharge of the ground water aquifer. Several
local reservoirs also provide an emergency supply of water for the treatment
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plants. Although values differ from year to year, approximately one-half of the
Santa Clara Basin’s drinking water supplies are obtained from groundwater that is
recharged from local and imported surface waters.

e According to the current Basin Plan, fish consumption is addressed under Ocean
Commercial and Sport Fishing, but it is not addressed under REC1. This means
that the mercury contamination that affects fish consumption was not relevant for
a support statement for REC1. This distinction was made after the assessment
process was completed.

e Finally, it should be noted that the findings in this report is a reflection of
conditions of the existing data, and should not be used as the basis for taking on-
the-ground actions. Chapter 2 provided some insights on future steps and the
lessons learned memo further explains the technical limitations and the need for
further data gathering.

1.3 Structure and Content of the Watershed Assessment
Report

This Watershed Assessment Report contains six chapters and eight appendices comprised
of technical results and evaluations of the analytical methods used in the assessment
process. Following this introduction, Chapter 2 contains a description of basin-wide
conclusions, regarding natural resource and other conditions that can be drawn from the
assessment of the pilot watersheds. Chapter 3 describes the method used to assess
watersheds and describe the roles and responsibilities of various groups involved in
developing and reviewing this report. Chapters 4 through 6 describe the watershed
processes and the current status of uses/interests within the Guadalupe River, San
Francisquito Creek, Upper Penitencia Creek; respectively. These Chapters document the
results of the assessment in terms of support of uses/interests, data limitations, and
uncertainty, and recommends further data acquisition and analysis, if necessary. Within
Chapters 4 through 6 are Chapter Appendices that contain the assessment results in the
form of charts and tables and the list of data sets used in the assessment.

Lastly, the Report Appendices contain the supporting documents for the assessment
process (including the Framework for conducting the assessment, the Stream
Segmentation memorandum and the Protocol for conducting assessment team meetings)
and the following technical memoranda: Lessons Learned, Data Gaps ldentified, and
Limiting Factors Analysis. The Lessons Learned technical memorandum in Appendix B
summarizes the lessons learned by the participants in the WMI’s pilot watershed
assessments. These lessons pertain to each of the major steps in the assessment process.
The intent of this appendix is to provide input to the WMI for future watershed
assessment activities and to highlight aspects of the pilot assessments that either did or
did not work well.
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1.4 References:

The Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative. 2003. Watershed
Management Plan Volume 1 Unabridged Watershed Characteristics Report. 2003
Revision
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Chapter 2
Implications of Assessment for Next
Phases of WMI

2.1 Introduction

The pilot watershed assessments provided valuable insight into the strengths and
weaknesses of the assessment methodology developed by the WMI. These insights
suggest possible directions for future action by the WMI. In addition to producing an
evaluation of beneficial use support in the pilot watersheds, the assessment process
performed the following key functions: (1) evaluation of the availability and utility of
water quality-related data collected over the last fifteen years; (2) documentation of the
suitability and limitations of the WMI Assessment Framework for providing an objective,
repeatable approach to conducting beneficial use-oriented watershed assessments; and (3)
establishment of a basis for making decisions regarding future data collection efforts.
The information garnered from this effort is applicable to all of the watersheds in the
Basin and provides direction for future WMI stakeholder actions.

While the pilot assessments were conducted in three very different watersheds, the effort
provided stakeholders, policy-makers, and administrators with well-documented
information that is important to address basin-wide assessments in the future. Lack of
data in the pilot watersheds precludes making strong inferences about their specific
resource conditions. Nonetheless, our understanding of the basin has been expanded in
several key areas. Due to the fact that not all of the data was included, that there were
limitations of the data, and that there were different possible ways of segmenting creeks
and evaluating the data; it was necessary to heavily qualify the assessment conclusions
presented in Chapters 4 through 6. Thus the major use of this assessment is in designing
future assessments, not in selecting particular protection/restoration strategies, either for
individual reaches or for the entire Basin.

2.2 Basin-wide Implications

The implications and issues discussed in this chapter could be used in several ways.
They could form the basis for one section of the Watershed Action Plan, could be used as
the basis for issuing papers by different stakeholder agencies to justify funding support
for ongoing WMI basin-wide projects, or could be used by any agency to improve its
approach to watershed management. The pilot assessments can inform three general
types of action by the WMI: (1) development of specific guidance documents based on
information already produced; (2) development of institutional approaches; and (3)
identification of potential solutions through mandated programs and services.
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2.2.1 Parameters Established in Pilot Assessments

The pilot assessments utilized several important parameters including:

(@) The use of special status species as a basis for evaluating the RARE beneficial use.

This effort represents a stakeholder-approved listing of threatened, rare, and
endangered species for the Santa Clara Basin. With some potential modification (see
Section 2.2.3.5), this information will continue to be useful for additional watershed
assessments and, equally important, for other types of land use and habitat protection
actions throughout the Basin.

(b) A planning-level approach for dividing watershed streams into “reaches” that

©

enhances the ability to manage streams and stream data. The division of reaches in a
consistent manner (see Appendix A) allows local agencies to collect types of data
relevant to specific reach types at appropriate sites, and to evaluate stream conditions
within reaches of a similar type. Eventually, this approach would serve to compare
conditions across watersheds. Refinement of the segmentation will be necessary in
order to more closely reflect varying conditions within each segment with regard to
specific beneficial uses. Guidance to local agencies regarding the segmentation
approach along with data collection protocols would then serve basin-wide
improvement in data collection for future assessments as well as improved
management of the streams.

Identification of the best data types for the assessment of key beneficial uses. Pilot
assessments lacked enough suitable data to draw sound conclusions about the condition
of key beneficial uses, such as cold freshwater aquatic habitat and water contact
recreation. This indicates the need for systematic collection of appropriate information.
Guidance on the approach for monitoring programs is needed for local agencies and
municipalities to establish consistent data collection as a function of project
mitigations. This is the only approach that will begin to correct the deficiencies in our
understanding of water quality conditions in local watersheds. Future monitoring and
data gathering efforts should include collection of those data types.

(d) A protocol for managing watershed data has been established through the

development of the metadata database (MDDB). The MDDB provides the
architecture for local agency data sharing and a beginning point for public access to
all existing watershed related data. The WMI has begun to provide public access to
this data through the support of the City of Palo Alto. A cooperative approach is
required for the long-term management of watershed data, including public access of
that information. It will also be important to catalog new data sets containing
watershed data as they emerge. This should include environmental impact reports
pertaining to Basin waterbodies and the Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative
Effort (FAHCE) data for the Guadalupe watershed.
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2.2.2 Implications for Future Data Collection

Past data collection efforts within the Santa Clara Basin have been fragmented, project
specific, and not well related to determining the beneficial use support conditions of local
waterbodies and streams. Short- and long-term watershed monitoring strategies need to
be adopted and implemented by local agencies.

The pilot assessment process involved the compilation of extensive existing data. Various
agencies have collected a wide variety of water quality and beneficial use-related data over
the last twenty years for different purposes. The nature and extent of these data sets had
never been fully evaluated and described prior to the WMI’s pilot assessments. For the
first time, an in-depth look into existing data sets was completed by the stakeholders and an
understanding of the “state of the data” was reached. Over 470 data sets in the form of
formal reports, formal/informal correspondence, videotapes, and actual data tables were
documented and evaluated through the assessment process. The review of the MDDB data
sets documented the quantity and quality of data and identified organizations in the region
that have collected watershed information, especially water quality data. Significant gaps
in the existing data needed to fully evaluate beneficial use support were identified (see
Appendix C). On the other hand, the amount of information gleaned from existing
compiled data exceeds that which could have been determined by spending a similar
amount of time and money simply collecting new data. Nonetheless, not all existing
information could be acquired given the resources available for the assessment. Because of
this, and the lack of existing data for many areas, the major use of this assessment will be to
help design future assessments.

Because data gaps are defined by the assessment method that generates them, any change
to the Assessment Framework may result in a change in the data gaps. Therefore, after
creating a revised Assessment Framework, the data gaps identified using the original
Assessment Framework should be reviewed and modified, as necessary into a revised set
of data gaps that corresponds to the revised Assessment Framework.

The following implications that will have to be taken into account by WMI stakeholders
in future actions have emerged from the assessment:

(a) Different assessment methodologies are designed to address different questions
regarding watershed health. The Assessment Framework developed by the WMI for
the pilot assessments is a waterbody-based beneficial use assessment. The primary
purpose of this type of assessment is to gauge existing support of water quality
standards and designated uses outlined in the Basin Plan. The WMI will need to
determine the appropriate assessment type required to meet the needs of stakeholders
and local agencies charged with managing Basin water resources. A regulatory-
driven assessment approach, such as the one embodied in the Assessment
Framework, would need substantially more data to determine whether or not a stream
supports a given beneficial use or water quality standard. Alternative approaches
(discussed in Section 2.3.2) include resource-based assessments of watershed health
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(b)

(©)

aimed at identifying causes of impairment and management actions to protect,
restore, and enhance desired watershed features.

Update of the MDDB with additional data sets in the absence of a formal data
management system. As additional data continues to be generated by numerous
independent studies either planned or currently underway within the Basin, the WMI
will need to develop a mechanism for updating the MDDB to include this data. In the
next year the WMI will conduct its annual Stream Studies Inventory that will be used
to update the MDDB with the assistance of the SCVURPPP. This effort will need to
include the FAHCE data.

Use of knowledge gathered by the assessment to begin to develop both short- and
long-term data collection strategies or monitoring programs to improve the ability to
assess local watersheds. The stakeholders, through the pilot assessments, have
documented the “state of the data” and have broadened their understanding of what
types of data need to be collected. Questions about who should design, manage, fund
and undertake this effort must be answered before moving forward. It is clear that
such strategies are a critical need. Future assessments will not likely be cost effective
unless they use data collected under a systematic and consistent approach to
monitoring. At least three years’ worth of data is needed to account for variances
resulting from anomalous precipitation years.

(d) Instituting a Memorandum of Agreement or other formal institutional arrangement

(€)

between agencies to consistently collect, compile, share and manage future watershed
monitoring data is critical to improved watershed management. Recognizing
institutional capacities for watershed data collection is important for future data
management and establishing data sharing arrangements. The capacity for data
collection varies among local agencies. The pilot assessment process demonstrated
that the Department of Fish and Game and Water District have historically been the
principal generators of the types of data needed to assess beneficial use support. Of
over 470 data sets compiled for the pilot assessments, approximately 250 (or 53%)
were generated by these two agencies. Other entities possessing watershed data
include the SCVURPPP, Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Department, the
City of San Jose, San Francisco Estuary Institute, USGS, San Francisquito Watershed
Council, and local universities.

Future data collection efforts undertaken within the Santa Clara Basin should be
geared to establishing whether public benefits are being supported within streams
and reservoirs. Monitoring information evaluated during the assessment indicated
that purposes for data collection vary from project to project. Most local data is
collected and managed to meet regulatory requirements imposed by state or federal
agencies — some is collected for the environmental review process, some for
enforcement or compliance requirements, and some for legal settlements. A
relatively small amount of data is attributable to research or other community
capacity building. Data collection efforts focused on (and usable for) evaluating the
whether local streams support fisheries, swimming and other recreational benefits
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have been very limited. Guidance on the type of data to be collected, the monitoring
approaches, and data management would improve upon the usefulness of previous
local data collection efforts.

(F) A relatively small percentage of the large amounts of data collected proved useful to

determining whether public benefits are supported in the pilot watersheds. Table 2-1
illustrates the number of data sets reviewed and the percentage of data actually used
by the assessment team in the analysis. A total of 470 data sets were compiled for
potential use in the pilot assessments. Using the COLD freshwater fisheries support
evaluation as an example, a subtotal of 307 data sets were identified as being of
potential relevance to this use assessment. Of these, only about 57% to 70% were
used in the analysis. Data sets were rejected for a variety of reasons, among them a
lack of specificity regarding location of data capture, data age, and an inability to
interpret the data with respect to the assessment criteria.

Table 2-1
Data Completeness, Quality, and Relevance Summary for Assessment
Beneficial Use/ Watershed Data Sets | Data Sets Data Sets | % Forwarded to
Stakeholder Interest Reviewed | Forwarded | Rejected Analysis
COLD San Francisquito | 97 66 31 68%
Upper Penitencia | 69 43 26 57%
Guadalupe 141 103 38 70%
RARE San Francisquito | 36 30 6 84%
Upper Penitencia | 33 26 7 70%
Guadalupe 64 54 10 80%
MUN San Francisquito | 11 7 4 63%
Upper Penitencia | 5 3 2 60%
Guadalupe 32 25 7 79%
REC-1 San Francisquito | 22 20 2 91%
Upper Penitencia | 10 8 2 80%
Guadalupe 54 36 18 66%
Protection from San Francisquito | 32 26 6 81%
Flooding (PFF) Upper Penitencia | 23 19 4 83%
Guadalupe 31 22 9 71%

(9) Although the watersheds selected by the WMI for the pilot assessments included those

likely to have the most available data, the amount of relevant data varied among the
watersheds. The Guadalupe and San Francisquito watersheds were relatively richer
in useful data than the Upper Penitencia subwatershed. Still, the amount of relevant,
quality data available on these streams only allowed the assessment team to make
relatively confident use support determinations on a limited number of stream
reaches.

(h) Useful data was not equally available for determining all beneficial uses. More data

was available for assessing the COLD freshwater habitat beneficial use than for all
other uses. This seems to reflect the recent public interest and regulatory agency
emphasis on protecting salmon and steelhead populations. Data related to the RARE,
REC-1, and MUN uses is limited partly due to a lack of agreement on how to
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evaluate these beneficial uses. Recognizing the lack of understanding concerning the
appropriate data to collect for evaluation of any beneficial use as well as the extent of
existing data is essential for planning future assessments. Local stakeholders
involved with watershed stewardship activities, together with state and federal
regulatory agencies, need to develop better protocols regarding the data needed to
evaluate support for stream functions and beneficial uses. However, in the absence of
agreed-upon protocols, it is incumbent upon local stakeholders to determine those
approaches that will best assist them in achieving watershed goals.

The spatial distribution of existing data within the watersheds varied from one
watershed to another. The vast majority of the data available within each watershed
is on the mainstem or the lower, principal tributary stream reaches, while little data is
collected in upland tributaries. Table 2-2 summarizes the number and relative
watershed proportion of reaches found to have sufficient and insufficient data for
each use/interest within each of the three watersheds. As illustrated, for the cold
freshwater habitat (COLD) beneficial use, sufficient data was only available to
determine use support in 14 reaches in the Guadalupe watershed, which accounts for
35% of the watershed’s linear stream length. In the Upper Penitencia subwatershed,
however, sufficient COLD data was available for only four reaches but these reaches
comprise 66% of the watershed’s linear stream length.

Table 2-2
Watershed Data Sufficiency Summary
Use/ Reach_es_ with *Regches with **Rga_ches with
Watershed Interest Insufficient Data Limited Data Sufficient Data
No. | Miles | % No. | Miles | % No. Miles | %
Guadalupe COLD 40 69.7 48 9 23.9 17 14 48.6 35
MUN 46 99.1 69 13 | 38.8 28 4 4.3 3
REC-1 43 91.4 63 16 | 34.8 25 4 16.1 12
PFF 28 46.4 31 5 0.0 0 30 95.9 69
RARE 43 78.0 54 9 27.8 20 11 36.4 26
San COLD 20 25.7 38 4 13.3 20 13 28.4 42
Francisquito | MUN 28 42.0 62 7 17.9 27 2 7.5 11
REC-1 26 38.1 56 11 | 26.9 40 1 2.4 4
PFF 27 44.0 65 2 1.5 2 8 21.9 33
RARE 24 40.3 60 4 8.6 13 9 18.4 27
Upper COLD 3 3.3 19 1 2.5 15 4 11.6 66
Penitencia MUN 8 17.4 100 0 0.0 0 0 0.0 0
REC-1 3 3.3 19 2 4.2 24 3 9.9 57
PFF 2 1.4 8 0 0.0 0 6 16.0 92
RARE 5 9.8 56 0 0.0 0 3 7.7 44

* Includes reaches with support status uncertainty levels of C and D
** Includes reaches with support status uncertainty levels of A and B

()

Figures 2-1 to 2-4 depict the spatial disparity of the data and the assessment findings.
Similar information is displayed in bar chart form in Appendices 4-A, 5-A, and 6-A.
As shown, a significantly smaller amount of upland watershed data was available
when compared to the amount of data available to evaluate the main stem reaches. In
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light of this, a relatively small number of reaches throughout the three watersheds had
data of a sufficient amount and quality needed to reach a confident support
determination. As discussed above, exclusive reliance on the information generated
by both historic and recent data collection efforts is, in most instances, not sufficient
to make confident conclusions about beneficial use support in pilot watershed
streams. Consequently, the pilot assessments could only provide very limited
information for use in developing site-specific recommendations for stream
restoration or watershed improvement. It should be noted that certain stakeholders
believe that additional data exists that, when evaluated, would result in different
support status determinations for several reaches within the Guadalupe watershed.
Although this data was not provided to the assessment team for use in the assessment,
the opinions of these stakeholders are noted on Figures 2-2a through 2-2e and in
Appendices 4-A and 4-B, as well as described in the relevant sections of Chapter 4.
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(k) Data gaps identified by the assessment process should be evaluated and used to
develop short- and long-term monitoring program recommendations and guidance
for local agencies. One purpose of the pilot assessments was to determine if existing
data collected for the three watersheds would represent a sufficient base for the sort of
rigorous analysis envisioned in the Assessment Framework. One of the criteria used
in selecting the three pilot watersheds was the belief among WMI stakeholders that
these watersheds were likely to have the largest amount of historic and recent data. In
general, two types of data gaps were encountered: (1) reaches where no relevant data
were available for a use/interest, and (2) reaches where relevant data were available
but were either very limited or of poor or questionable quality. Details on each of
these data gap “categories” for every reach and use/interest are presented in Appendix
C.

(I) Data collection activities should be initiated for those reaches where no usable data
was available. Data gaps in the pilot watersheds were substantial enough to
compromise overall confidence in the assessment results in a number of the reaches.
Therefore, it may not be worthwhile to conduct similar assessments in other, less
data-rich watersheds until additional data collection has occurred. Because of the
different data requirements for assessing the various uses/interests, WMI stakeholders
should identify the highest priority uses in the plan for long-term data collection.
Within some of the uses, collection of data on the primary indicators should be
prioritized (see Sections 4.4, 5.4, 6.4, and Appendix C). Ideally, a geomorphic
characterization of the streams in question should be completed before major data
collection efforts pertaining to the COLD and RARE uses and the PFF interest are
undertaken. In this way, data collection can be focused in reaches with the potential
to support the use/interest.

(m)Priority should be placed upon filling the data gaps needed to lower the amount of
uncertainty associated with the support statement. For reaches where some data
currently exists but the support statements developed in the pilot assessments are
compromised by high uncertainty (either C or D), additional data collection should be
undertaken for the uses of concern. In some cases, the additional data may result in a
change in support status as the amount of uncertainty decreases. Depending on the
types of data needed, the data collection effort may be able to be coordinated with the
geomorphic characterization.

2.2.3 Factors Limiting Support of Beneficial Uses

The pilot assessments developed support status statements for those reaches and uses that
had a sufficient amount of available data. While these statements are specific to the
individual stream reaches for which the data was originally collected, some broad
conclusions may be applicable to other basin watersheds. In particular, those reaches
found to less than fully support at least one of the uses and the factors limiting this
support may prove instructive to future analysis of other Basin streams with similar
characteristics. At the very least, the limiting factors identified for those reaches should
serve as a starting point for additional study and data collection designed to determine
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underlying causes for the limiting factors and identify options for restoring full use
support.

Table 2-3 lists the reaches in the three pilot watersheds for which relatively certain
determinations of less than full support were made for each of the five uses evaluated. In
the future, when attempting to identify potential causes for the presence of limiting
factors, it will be important to have more quality reach-specific data, collected expressly
for this purpose. Unfortunately, this sort of data was rarely available in the pilot
watersheds. Thus, the assessment team was only able to speculate at potential causes for
limiting factors. A potential approach for ground-truthing these limiting factors and
pinpointing specific causes is outlined in Section 2.3.3. Limiting factors and potential
causes are described below for each of the five uses. Additional detail is provided in
Appendix D.

Table 2-3
Stream Reaches with Less Than Full Support of a Use (High Certainty)*
**Partial Support **Potential Support | **Non Support
Watershed Use No. | Reach ID No. Reach ID No. | Reach ID
Guadalupe CoLD! |6 GR-5, GR/LG-1, 4 GR-1t0o 4
GR/LG-13, GR/AL-1 &
2, GR/AC-1
MUN 1 GR/GC/GR 3 GR-1 & 3, GR/AC/CR
REC-1? 4 GR-1 & 2, GR-5, GR/AL-4
PFF3 9 |GR-1t05, GR/LG-1,
GR/AL-11, GR/CC-1,
GR/RC-1
RARE* 3 GR/GC-1,
GR/LG-1 &
4
San COLD 7 SF-4, SF/BC-4, 3 SF-2, SF/WU-3 & 4
Francisquito SF/WU-1 & 2,
SF/BC-1to 3,
SF/WU-5
MUN 2 SF-5, SF/LT-1
REC-1 1 SF/WU-5
PFF 2 SF/CM-1, SF/SC-1 3 SF-1t03
Upper COLD 2 UP-2 & 6 1 UP-1
Penitencia REC-1 1 UP-6
PFF 2 UP-1&2

* Includes uncertainty levels of A and B
** See Appendices 4-B, 5-B, and 6-B for a listing of waterbodies and reach identification codes
ICertain stakeholders believe partial support for COLD exists in GR-1, GR-2, GR-3, GR-4,

GR/GC-2, GR/GC/GR, and GR/AL/AR; non-support exists in the upper section of GR-5 and GR/LG-1 as
well as in GR/LG/VR, GR/AL/LA, and the lower section of GR/AL-1; and potential support exists in the
lower section of GR/GC-1 and GR/AC/CR.

2Certain stakeholders believe partial support for REC-1 exists in GR-1, GR-2, GR-3, GR-4, GR-5, most of
GR/LG-1, GR/LG/VR, GR/GC-1, GR/GC-2, GR/GC/GR, GR/AL-2, GR/AL/AR, GR/AC-1, and
GR/ACI/CR.

3Certain stakeholders believe full support for PFF exists in GR-3 and GR/AL/LA as well as in portions of
GR-2, GR-5, and GR/LG-1 and that potential support exists in GR-4.
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“Certain stakeholders believe partial support for RARE exists in GR-1, GR-2, GR-3, GR-4, most of GR-5,
most of GR/LG-1, part of GR/GC-1, GR/GC-2, GR/GC/GR, GR/AL-1, GR/AL-2, GR/AL/AR, GR/AC-1,
and GR/AC/CR and that non-support exists in the upper section of GR-5, part of GR/LG-1, and in
GR/AL/LA.

2.2.3.1 Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)

The primary factors noted in the pilot assessment limiting the availability of cold
freshwater habitat are a lack of present indicator macro-invertebrates, low or non-existent
summer streamflow, and temperatures too high to sustain cold freshwater species.

The causes of these factors are interrelated. A lack of water supply to a reach will result
in the gradual loss of replenishing flow. After water percolates into the channel bed,
disconnected pools in locations where the substrate is impermeable will remain. The
summer sun will raise the temperature in these pools to levels unsuitable for cold water-
dependent species. Habitat for the indicator macro-invertebrates (cased caddis flies and
stoneflies) is also eliminated through this same process.

2.2.3.2 Municipal and Domestic Water Supply (MUN)

Limiting factors varied in those stream reaches where the assessment team had enough
good data to determine the level of use support and where the water quality-oriented use
support criteria were exceeded. Turbidity and/or total dissolved solids were common
limiting factors, as was fecal coliform count. Without additional data collection,
however, it is difficult to isolate the causes of these exceedances. Urban runoff and
channel erosion are potential contributors.

2.2.3.3 Water Contact Recreation (REC-1)

Limiting factors affecting support of water contact recreation within the three watersheds
are quite varied. In some reaches where data on the primary and secondary indicators
were available (fecal coliform count and other water quality constituents), exceedances of
the criteria for these indicators represent the limiting factor. As with the MUN use, it is
difficult without additional data collection to isolate the causes of these exceedances.
Generally, urban runoff and channel erosion are potential contributors.

For other reaches, however, the only available data was on tertiary (least preferred)
indicators covering aesthetics and stream access. Within these reaches, limitations on
access to the stream and documented aesthetic problems (presence of trash, poor water
clarity, lack of adequate streamflow or water depth) form the limiting factor. The list of
possible causes for most of these conditions can only be speculated at within the context
of this study. For example, while trash is common in urban stream corridors, the data
used in the assessment does not allow for a specific source of the trash to be identified.

While it is not a direct component of the REC-1 beneficial use, the ability of the streams
in the pilot watersheds to support recreational fish consumption was also evaluated.
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Available fish tissue data was extremely limited and was confined to several reaches in
the mainstem Guadalupe River and Herbert Creek (GR/AL-4). In these reaches, the
presence of elevated mercury in fish tissue samples is likely to be directly traceable to the
presence of historic mining waste in the stream sediment.

2.2.3.4 Protection From Flooding (PFF)

As defined by the Assessment Framework, a stream reach is considered to support this
interest if its channel can safely convey the 100-year flow without causing property
damage. Therefore, the limiting factor for reaches that cannot perform this function is a
lack of adequate channel capacity combined with the encroachment of urban/residential
land uses into the stream’s 100-year floodplain. Stream channels do not naturally have
capacity to convey the 100-year flow. This type of event is usually so infrequent that
stream channels have not developed in a manner that allows these massive flows to be
conveyed within the channel margins. In natural systems, overbank flooding is expected
to occur during these events. In urbanized watersheds, however, stream channels are
modified and engineered to meet the goal of conveying the projected 100-year flow
without causing property damage. Depending on the land use characteristics of the
watershed, however, this may or may not be feasible.

For example, floodplain encroachment is common in older residential neighborhoods,
mainly along sections of San Francisquito Creek. In those areas, urban development has
already occurred in such an extent that there is no way to easily modify the channel to
provide for the necessary flood conveyance capacity. Alternatively, the channel may not
have been modified yet. This is the case in sections of the main stem Guadalupe River
where a major flood control project designed to provide 100-year flow capacity has not
yet been completed. Finally, a channel may in fact have the required capacity but, due to
lack of maintenance or storm damage associated with the 100-year rainfall, is unable to
convey the flood flow due to channel obstructions (downed trees, slugs of sediment,
debris, etc.). This can reduce the effective capacity of the channel, resulting in the same
type of overbank flooding that might have occurred prior to the completion of channel
modification work.

2.2.3.5 Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species (RARE)

Because the factors affecting support of the RARE use are specific to the habitat
requirements of individual special status species, it is difficult to identify the factors
limiting the presence of these species within the pilot watersheds without conducting
detailed habitat surveys. Data available to the assessment team consisted primarily of
species observations. No recent detailed species habitat surveys were available among
the data compiled for the assessment. Even the species observation data was so
temporally and geographically scattered that there were only three stream reaches (all in
the Guadalupe watershed) where confident determinations of less than full use support
were made. Since species observation information does not provide much insight into
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habitat quality (other than an assumption that a minimally sufficient level of habitat
quality is present), no limiting factors were identified for these reaches.

2.3 Evaluating Assessment Alternatives

One purpose of the pilot assessments was to gauge the effectiveness of the Assessment
Framework developed by the WMI. The pilot watershed assessment effort will have
achieved this purpose to the extent that the Assessment Framework can be improved for
assessment activities in other Santa Clara Basin watersheds or in future phases of
assessment in the pilot watersheds. Sufficient existing data was not available to make the
framework produce a full and sound assessment.

Two major options for conducting the next phase of assessments are:

1) Refine the assessment framework and develop prioritized data collection plan to
fill the data gaps.

2) Compare the utility and feasibility of alternative assessment approaches and shape
the data gathering to address the needs of the preferred approach.

The option to be chosen should have the ability to address the set of questions WMI
stakeholders want answers to. In addition, the pros and cons for each option in terms of
data collection, rigor of analysis, and required resources would need to be fully
understood prior to selection.

2.3.1 Refining the Assessment Framework

The experience gained in conducting the pilot assessments revealed that the Assessment
Framework is a very data intensive tool for assessing use/interest support. Where quality
data is not available, the Framework will not be useful in determining the support status
of each use in a stream. No objective assessment approach can function well without
sufficient data. The Framework is well-suited to the need for an objective, reproducible,
and documented approach to beneficial use-specific waterbody assessment. The
Framework is not, however, designed to determine the capacity of a waterbody for
supporting a use or how a use might best be restored to a waterbody.

Prior to conducting future assessments using a refined Assessment Framework, a
preliminary evaluation of the amount, quality, and type of data available should be
conducted. Before additional resources are devoted to watershed assessments based on
the Framework, WM I stakeholders should be certain that good quality data on (at least)
the primary indicators for the uses in question are available. In the absence of these data,
resources would be better devoted to data collection activities.
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Because data gaps are defined by the assessment method that generates them, any change
to the Assessment Framework may result in a change in the data gaps. Therefore, after
creating a revised Assessment Framework, the data gaps identified using the original
Assessment Framework should be reviewed and modified, as necessary into a revised set
of data gaps that corresponds to the revised Assessment Framework.

Obviously, future assessments will benefit from filling as many of these data gaps as
possible. However, it seems clear that, in the short term, a major data collection effort
designed to fill all data gaps and provide for a complete assessment of use support in all
reaches and for all uses is unlikely. Instead, the WMI should determine which among the
five uses/interests are the priority for assessment and then use the Assessment Framework
and stream segmentation scheme to conduct a pilot study to fill the data gaps in the three
watersheds.

Whenever future watershed assessment work is done, it would be helpful to have
established the specific beneficial uses that should be evaluated within each stream reach
or reservoir. During the pilot assessments, the initial assumption was made that all five
of the selected beneficial uses/stakeholder interests were to be evaluated in all stream
reaches. The geomorphic characterization of streams in Basin watersheds will supply
valuable information to this process. The Regional Board should be involved in this
discussion so that the appropriate beneficial use designations are reflected in future Basin
Plan revisions.

Aside from these issues, numerous suggestions for revision and improvement to the
Assessment Framework were received during the pilot assessments. Suggestions and
recommendations are documented in detail in Appendix B. Some of the recommended
actions that should take place before a long-term data collection plan is implemented
include the following:

e Revise the Framework to address the question of how much data is sufficient for
developing support statements. This will guide future data collection priorities
and will allow available resources to be used in the most efficient manner.

e Reduce the number of species on the WMI special status species list for the
RARE assessment. Remove non water- or riparian zone-dependent species.

e Remove overlap between COLD and RARE assessments by assessing cold
freshwater habitat-dependent species using the COLD logic diagram.

e Revise REC-1 logic diagram to allow for three parallel assessment paths, one
each based on primary, secondary, and tertiary indicators.

e Refine/replace threshold criteria in the Assessment Framework for REC-1
parameters on access, aesthetics, and water depth/flow.
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Expand on the definition of “recreation season” and “recreation location” for
purposes of using the REC-1 logic diagram. If appropriate, remove these factors
from consideration.

Reuvisit the question of whether REC-1 is the most appropriate type of recreation-
oriented use for all reaches in Basin streams. The REC-2 (non-contact recreation)
use may be better suited for the types of recreation either currently occurring or
capable of occurring within certain stream reaches.

Reevaluate the rationale for including the MUN use. Given the paucity of useful
data for the MUN assessment and the variety of sources for raw drinking water in
the Basin, there was considerable discussion regarding the wisdom of assessing
this beneficial use. Since drinking water is treated prior to being delivered to the
public, unless those responsible for conducting the treatment are experiencing any
problems with the source water, the MUN use should probably be considered
supported. Stakeholders (including the Regional Board) should determine the
level of expectation that should be associated with the MUN use. If full support
of the MUN use means the ability to drink freely from the water in the stream or
reservoir, it is likely that very few streams anywhere could support the use (even
streams in otherwise pristine environments are known to carry bacteria harmful to
humans). If full support is interpreted as the source water being of sufficient
quality for use as input to treatment processes designed to provide public drinking
water, a different type of data should be compiled to assess the use. This data
should consist of water quality information on water delivered to treatment plants.
Even so, in the Santa Clara Basin, it would be difficult to isolate source water
quality problems deriving from Basin streams, given that raw water extracted
from Basin streams is usually blended with raw water from other sources outside
of the Basin prior to being delivered to treatment plants.

Reevaluate the appropriateness of using the 100-year flood as the criterion for
PFF interest support. If the 100-year flood is retained as a criterion, revise the
logic diagram to eliminate the distinction between current and future
development. Consider using actual property damage occurrence as criterion.
Several agencies already have flood control programs, including the SCVWD,
municipal and county public works departments, floodplain managers, and
FEMA. How should this assessment fit within their programs? If the intent is for
the WMI’s assessment to critically evaluate the flood control and channel
maintenance activities of these agencies, then it should be oriented toward a
detailed review of the assumptions, tools, and programs in place within each
agency for the purpose of flood protection. Reconsider the scope and purpose of
the PFF assessment and make refinements to the Assessment Framework
consistent with the redefinition.

Consider evaluating other beneficial uses. Several beneficial uses are designated
for Basin streams but were not assessed in the pilot assessments and do not have
any detailed assessment methodology developed and/or approved by WMI
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stakeholders. Some of these uses (such as MIGR and SPWN) are complementary
to one or more of the uses studied in the pilot watersheds (COLD, for example)
and will need to be considered in order to paint a complete picture within any
given stream. Other uses, such as WARM (warm water habitat) may need a new
logic diagram with direct measures of support and indicators identified.

Consider revising the COLD and RARE logic diagrams in the Assessment
Framework to place a greater emphasis on habitat quality (over species presence
or absence). An example of how the logic diagram for assessing support of the
COLD beneficial use might be revised to accomplish this goal is shown in Figure
2-5.

2.3.2 Alternative Assessment Approaches

The completion of the pilot watershed assessments provides an opportunity to consider
how other assessment methodologies could be integrated into the assessment framework
to increase our understanding of beneficial use support, limiting factors, and potential for
restoration of full beneficial use support. Examples of the types of questions that
different assessment approaches can address are listed in Table 2-4.

Some of the general alternative approaches that could be considered include:

Geomorphologic/sediment budget approaches: these are concerned with channel-
forming and habitat-forming processes on both a watershed and reach scale. Data
gathering focuses on sediment loads, sediment load characteristics, channel
sediment characteristics, changes in channel geometry, and flow patterns.
Approach seeks to determine how best to achieve a dynamic channel equilibrium
that efficiently transports sediment and sustains biological communities. Under
this approach, it is imperative that consistent sediment data be available so that
subjectivity is minimized to the greatest degree possible. The acquisition of long-
term trend data on sediment movement within a stream will address this need.

Historical and current habitat approaches: these are concerned with habitat
characteristics necessary for a healthy ecosystem. Historical and current habitat
characteristics are analyzed, habitat goals necessary for achieving beneficial use
support are established, limiting factors are identified, potential for improving
habitat is assessed. Data gathering focuses on physical habitat characteristics,
abundance and health of important plant and animal communities, instream
structures such as barriers to fish migration. A potential integrator of several
beneficial uses such as riparian vegetation might be considered a key indicator of
watershed health under this approach.
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Restoration Potential Analysis Approaches: these approaches focus on developing
strategies for protecting and preserving high quality habitats and for restoring
habitat value in areas with high potential for success. Data gathering includes
similar data as for geomorphic and habitat approaches but with focused objective
of determining priorities for efficient intervention.

Management Issues Approaches: these approaches involve gathering data through
interviews with individuals knowledgeable about stream, habitat and pollutant
discharge conditions for the purpose of framing hypotheses for subsequent
monitoring and assessment. They are not distinct from above approaches but
rather constitute a specific method of framing monitoring and assessment
questions.

Table 2-4
Examples of Alternative Assessment Approaches

Questions Potential Assessment Approach

What are the stream channel characteristics? Geomorphic/sediment budget

Do the necessary habitat elements for Species X Historical/current habitat

exist within the stream?

How can steelhead habitat be restored or maintained | Restoration potential analysis

in Reach X?

Data appears to show elevated fecal coliform in Management issues; ground-truthing pilot
Reach X. Where is this coming from and how can assessment results (see Section 2.3.3)

the problem be abated?

Where are habitat impairments for Species X Historical/current habitat

located in the stream?

Does the stream meet water quality standards and WMI Assessment Framework (refined)

attain designated beneficial uses?

These are not necessarily mutually exclusive approaches but rather can be integrated into
the existing Assessment Framework to improve its ability to more rigorously assess
beneficial use support. It is also possible that consideration of these alternatives could
result in modifications to the Framework itself. However, the WMI may want to consider
evaluating the pros and cons of these approaches before venturing into a resource-
intensive search for a comprehensive methodology.

The WMI should also conduct a review of the significant assessment efforts underway
within the county and within the San Francisco Bay region to determine if the
Assessment Framework could benefit from incorporating aspects of these alternative
approaches. Some of these assessments or assessment approaches include:

the San Francisquito Creek assessment work related to the sediment TMDL
(being performed by the JPA)

the Coyote Creek Pilot Assessment (being performed by the SCVURPPP)

the Upper Guadalupe River hydro-geomorphic study (being performed by the
SCVWD)
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e the Surface Waters Ambient Monitoring Program (being performed by the
Regional Board)

e the Guadalupe Watershed Integration Working Group

o the Watershed Science Approach (developed by the San Francisco Esturary
Institute) for understanding hydro-geomorphic conditions of streams

e the Napa River Limiting Factors Analysis (being performed by the Regional
Board and Coastal Conservancy)

Other approaches may emerge from the SCVURPPP’s hydromodification plan literature
review and from the Watershed Action Plan process.

2.3.3 Potential Use of Limiting Factors Analysis

WMI stakeholders are interested in how best to use the limiting factors identified by the
assessment teams during the pilot assessments to formulate watershed management
actions. While there is a strong desire to begin to translate the assessment results into
tangible steps toward watershed improvement, caution should be exercised in doing so.

It is important to remember that the pilot assessments were conducted without any field
verification. The only field reconnaissance conducted was for the purpose of delineating
stream reaches. While the conclusions reached by the assessment teams are valid
representations of the compiled data, the gaps in the available data are very real and
represent formidable obstacles to the formulation of specific management actions for
many of the streams and reservoirs in the pilot watersheds. Even where relatively few
data gaps were noted and the uncertainty level assigned to a support statement was low,
the assessment results should be field-checked prior to being used as the basis for
management decisions. In many reaches, the “local knowledge” supplied by watershed
captains and other WMI stakeholders (shown on the reach summary tables in Appendices
4-B, 5-B, and 6-B) may be a sufficient form of ground-truthing for the assessment results.
In other reaches, however, this type of information has not been available.

In order to outline a possible “stepping stone” between the pilot assessments and
management recommendations, stream reach/beneficial use (and stakeholder interest)
combinations can be divided into some basic categories based on the assessment
conclusions:

1. Reaches/uses with a support statement, low uncertainty, limiting factors and
suspected causes identified (except in cases of full support)

2. Reaches/uses with a support statement, high uncertainty, and limiting factors
identified (except in cases of full support)

3. Reaches/uses with no support statement due to significant data gaps

2-37



Chapter 2 — Implications of Assessment for Next Phases of WMI

4. Reaches/uses with a statement of full support but with either high or low
uncertainty

Each of these categories can be further divided into “a” and “b” subcategories based on
the amount of “local knowledge” available and/or recent, current, or planned data
collection efforts pertaining to the reach/use. For example, the GR-5 (Guadalupe
River)/COLD assessment results can be supplemented with both “local knowledge” from
WMI stakeholders and the new data generated by the FAHCE effort. This might be
placed in a Category la given that a support statement was developed with low
uncertainty and limiting factors and suspected causes were identified. However, the
GR/LG-13 (Moody Gulch)/COLD assessment results cannot be supplemented with any
“local knowledge” or additional data. Therefore, this reach might be placed in a
Category 1b, indicating that no other supplemental information is available or data
gathering activities planned. A similar approach can be taken for Categories 2 and 3.

The utility of separating each of these categories into two sub-categories is that it may
serve as an aid in prioritizing reaches/uses for initial data collection. The WMI may wish
to consider different “next steps” for different categories. Given the desire of WMI
stakeholders to begin identifying management actions as quickly as possible, the highest
priority should be placed on Category 1 and 4 reaches/uses.

In reviewing Categories la and 1b, the WMI could critically evaluate the quality
(relevance, scientific reliability, etc.) and quantity of supplemental information currently
available for each Category la reach/use. In addition, where future studies or data
collection efforts are planned for a Category la reach/use, the WMI could work with
those funding or conducting the work to determine if the data being collected will provide
the sort of field confirmation necessary to ground-truth the assessment results.
Opportunities for collaborative effort can be identified as well. Where the WMI
determines that this supplemental information will be sufficient to confirm the
assessment results, confirm the limiting factors, and pinpoint suspected causes more
clearly, no further work would be needed. When completely available, the supplemental
information can be evaluated against the assessment results, the results modified (where
appropriate), and management actions identified. Where the WMI determines that this
supplemental information will not provide the necessary certainty, the reach/use could be
moved into Category 1b.

Category 1b reaches/uses would be the target of WMI-sponsored field assessments to
ground-truth the pilot assessment results. The NRCS’s Stream Visual Assessment
Protocol (SVAP) (or a version of it modified to fit the characteristics of the pilot
watersheds and the indicators required by the Assessment Framework) could be used as a
relatively fast method of performing this work. The SVAP integrates physical, chemical,
and biological factors and, while not as rigorous as a complete geomorphic study would
be, can be used as input to future work of this nature. Other protocols should also be
reviewed for potential applicability to this exercise.
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A similar approach can be taken for Categories 2 and 3. For Categories 2a and 3a, the
WMI should determine if the supplemental information will fill the critical data gaps
identified during the pilot assessments and also provide for ground-truthing of the
assessment results. If not, reaches/uses can be moved into Categories 2b and 3b.
Because of the more significant data gaps present in these categories, the SVAP or
similar protocol may not be the best solution. Targeted data collection efforts identified
in a long-term data collection plan would likely be necessary to fill the data gaps. The
SVAP could be a component of this effort, but would probably not be sufficient by itself
to provide the information needed to develop certain support statements and identify
limiting factors and their probable causes.

This approach is not inconsistent with refining the Assessment Framework for future
assessments. Framework refinement can proceed in tandem with the tasks outlined
above, although if certain uses/interests are to be dropped from the assessment, this
decision should be made before work on the above tasks begins.

2.4 Long-Term Monitoring, Data Acquisition, and Accessibility

A long-term monitoring approach should be recommended by the WMI to achieve the
ends detailed in this chapter. Wherever possible, the plan should be coordinated with
monitoring needed to meet the aim of other water quality programs currently in place
within the Basin.

The results of the pilot assessments for the San Francisquito, Guadalupe, and Upper
Penitencia watersheds can be used to inform future action by WMI stakeholders. For
stream reaches and uses where the available data allowed support status determinations to
be made with a high degree of certainty (either an A or B rating), the next steps to be
taken will depend on the support status for the reach/use combination. For example, if a
reach was found to support cold freshwater habitat, recommendations for maintaining this
support could be included in the Watershed Action Plan. These recommendations should
include some continuing monitoring on key indicators for the COLD use in order to
identify future changes in stream conditions that might portend degradation of use
support.

In a reach where a use is not being supported (again, with high certainty), the factors
limiting use support should be used as a jumping-off point for additional, reach-specific
study. Monitoring targeted toward identifying the source or cause of the limiting factors
should be conducted in order to identify the corrective actions needed to restore the use to
the reach. At the same time, a geomorphic characterization of the stream being
investigated (not just the reach in question) should be undertaken. Such a study will
supply investigators with current data on the erosion, sediment transport, sediment
deposition, channel geometry, and flow characteristics of the stream. If the use could
have historically existed, then the factors limiting its current support can be evaluated to
determine if restoration of the use is feasible given current land uses in the watershed.
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In watersheds where development-related channel modifications, such as dams, preclude
restoration of a use in the reaches where it is likely to have historically been supported,
enhancement opportunities may need to be examined in reaches where the use may not
have been historically supported. If it is determined that the use can be restored, then
monitoring designed to identify the causes of the limiting factors should be conducted so
that detailed actions can be identified and eventually implemented to restore the use.

2.5 Changes to the Regional Water Quality Control Board
Basin Plan

As discussed earlier, the results of the pilot assessments hold certain implications for the
beneficial use designations applied to individual streams and reservoirs within the three
watersheds in the Basin Plan. The WMI has already proposed corrections and revisions
to some of the current designations in the Watershed Characteristics Report (Volume
One) — specifically, correcting stream tributary lists and proposing designation of
additional beneficial uses for specific streams and stream reaches. These designations
and proposed revisions were evaluated against the assessment results in order to identify
any inconsistencies. Some additional recommendations based on the pilot assessment
results were also identified. Table 2-5 summarizes these recommendations for each of
the three pilot watersheds.

Table 2-5
Recommended Revisions to Basin Plan Use Designations for Pilot Watershed
Waterbodies

BENEFICIAL USE

Cold Municipal and Preservation of Water
WATERBODY Freshwater DomestF;c Rare and Contact
Habitat Supply (MUN) Endangered Recreation
(COLD) PRl Species (RARE) | (REC-1)
Guadalupe Watershed
Guadalupe River WE WE P
Guadalupe Creek WE WP
Pheasant Creek WP WP
Shannon Creek
Guadalupe Reservoir E E E

Rincon Creek

Los Capitancillos Creek

Reynolds Creek WE WP

Hicks Creek

Los Gatos Creek E E WE

Vasona Reservoir E/WL E
Lexington Reservoir E E E
Lake Elsman E E

Williams Reservoir

Trout Creek

Lyndon Canyon Creek
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WATERBODY

BENEFICIAL USE

Cold
Freshwater
Habitat
(COLD)

Municipal and
Domestic
Supply (MUN)

Preservation of
Rare and
Endangered
Species (RARE)

Water
Contact
Recreation
(REC-1)

Lake Ranch Reservoir

Daves Creek

Black Creek

Dyer Creek

Briggs Creek

Aldercroft Creek

Moody Gulch

AP

Limekiln Creek

Soda Springs Canyon Creek

Hendrys Creek

Hooker Gulch

Austrian Gulch

Almendra Creek

Dry Creek

Lake Almaden

Alamitos Creek

WP

Almaden Reservoir

Jacques Gulch

Herbert Creek

WE

Barrett Canyon Creek

Larabee Gulch

Chilanian Gulch

Deep Gulch

Greystone Creek

Golf Creek

Randol Creek

McAbee Creek

Arroyo Calero

WP

Calero Reservoir

AP

Cherry Canyon Creek

Pine Tree Canyon Creek

Santa Teresa Creek

Canoas Creek

Ross Creek

Lone Hill Creek

Short Creek

San Francisquito Watershed

San Francisquito Creek

m

WE

Searsville Lake

Westridge Creek

Lake Lagunita

AE

Bear Creek

AE

AE

Dry Creek

Bear Gulch

West Union Creek

Appletree Gulch

Tripp Gulch
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BENEFICIAL USE

Cold Municipal and Preservation of Water
WATERBODY Freshwater P Rare and Contact
. Domestic .
Habitat Supply (MUN) Endangered Recreation
(COLD) PRl Species (RARE) | (REC-1)

Squealer Gulch AE

McGarvey Guich

Corte Madera Creek

Hamms Gulch

Jones Gulch

Damiani Creek

Rengstorff Gulch

Coal Creek

Alambique Creek

Sausal Creek

Dennis Martin Creek

Bull Run Gulch

Neils Gulch

Bozzo Gulch

Los Trancos Creek WE AE

Buckeye Creek

Felt Lake E

Felt Lake Diversion Channel

Felt Lake Return Channel

Upper Penitencia Subwatershed

Upper Penitencia Creek WE WE

Arroyo Aguague

Dutard Creek

Cherry Flat Reservoir E L

Legend: E = Existing Beneficial Use; P = Potential Beneficial Use; L = Limited Beneficial Use; WE =
WMI stakeholder pre-assessment recommendation for existing beneficial use designation; WP = WMI
stakeholder pre-assessment recommendation for potential beneficial use designation; WL = WMI
stakeholder pre-assessment recommendation for limited beneficial use designation; AE = WMI pilot
assessment results recommendation for existing beneficial use designation; AP = WMI pilot assessment
results recommendation for potential beneficial use designation.

Note: Waterbodies in italics are not listed in the Basin Plan.

Source: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1995. San Francisco Regional Water
Quality Control Plan, Table 2-5.

The results of the recommended geomorphic characterization of the streams in the pilot
watersheds should be used to confirm or further revise these proposed beneficial use
designations. The pilot assessment results will help in this process, but because so little
data was available in many reaches, data collection targeted to defining stream
characteristics (channel geometry, flow pattern, sediment transport) will need to be
undertaken. The Basin Plan designations apply to entire streams (or reservoirs), not
individual reaches. Therefore, it is important to evaluate the entire length of a stream and
to understand how it works to convey water and sediment through its watershed. This
type of study is not necessary to gauge existing beneficial use support, but it is necessary
to determine whether or not the stream is currently (or even historically) capable of
supporting a use (specifically COLD and RARE as well as the PFF interest). Support for
the MUN and REC-1 uses can generally be determined independent of an understanding
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of the stream’s geomorphology, although it is possible (but not likely) that some chemical
constituents may be naturally present in a stream at concentrations exceeding those
deemed suitable for human consumption and/or recreation.

If the stream is found to be capable of supporting a use that it is not currently supporting,
then the causes of the limiting factors will need to be identified and actions proposed to
restore the use.

2.6 Watershed Action Plan

The primary objective of the Watershed Action Plan is to outline a comprehensive
approach to preserving and enhancing the watershed by identifying specific actions that
the WMI and other agencies, organizations, and individuals are undertaking and can
undertake to preserve and enhance the watershed. Originally, the process for developing
these specific actions within the pilot watersheds was intended to arise from the results
and analysis of the pilot assessment. While there are some actions that can be identified
based on the assessment results, the Core Group recognized the need to develop a
separate process to identify actions that are either proven or thought to be effective for
the preservation and enhancement of the watershed. This separate process resulted in a
consensus-driven list of actions that are described in the Watershed Action Plan in the
context of the comprehensive approach.

The following actions have been identified as outcomes of the pilot assessment process:
e Policy/programmatic approaches:

1) Repackage information already produced by the WMI into specific guidance
documents as indicated above.

2) Further efforts to develop institutional approaches for the WMI.

3) Identify areas where the solution can best be addressed through existing mandated
programs and services or are already embodied in specific agency missions and
programs.

e \Watershed related actions:

1) For reaches that have sufficient data with limiting factors identified, reach-
specific actions on maintaining/enhancing the watershed. For these reaches, at
least, specific actions to either maintain or restore the use/interest should be
identified. Some data collection may be needed to isolate causes of factors
limiting use/interest support in certain reaches so that detailed management
recommendations can be formulated. This process should proceed with the
geomorphic characterization data collection effort to ensure that resources are
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spent on identifying management actions that are consistent with flow regimes
and natural sediment deposition patterns.

2) Identify process for prioritizing and filling the data gaps in order to update the
pilot assessment results.

3) Determine whether to refine the existing assessment framework or select an
alternative assessment methodology for future assessments. A key component of
this decision is the question(s) WMI stakeholders wish to answer concerning the
status of the waterbodies in the Basin. This question should be addressed prior to
initiation of any data collection.

2.7 References

Regional Water Quality Control Board. 1975. Regional Water Quality Control Plan, San
Francisco Bay Region.
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Chapter 3
Assessment Process

3.1 Implementation of Assessment Process

The Watershed Management Initiative (WMI) watershed assessment process used available data
to determine whether beneficial uses/stakeholder interests are supported in the waterbodies
(reservoirs and stream reaches) within the three pilot watersheds: Guadalupe River, San
Francisquito Creek, and Upper Penitencia Creek. The uses/interest evaluated include the
waterbodies’ suitability for supporting aquatic life, for safe water contact by humans, providing a
source for drinking water, and how they function in response to high flows.

Results of the assessment are based on available data and may be refined under future efforts, as
more data becomes available. The goal of this assessment was to begin identifying factors
affecting beneficial use support and achieving stakeholder interests in the Santa Clara Basin’s
streams, as well as providing a scientific basis for selecting and evaluating alternative
management strategies.

The Assessment Framework was used to guide the watershed assessment process. This
document was based on several other WMI work products, including the Rationale Paper, the
recommended list of data types for assessment of support of the beneficial uses and stakeholder
interests, and the list of quantifiable parameters for the beneficial uses and stakeholder interests.

3.1.1 Groups and Subgroups

The work process reflected efforts made by all parties to be adaptive and effective. Adjustment
was made along the way to reflect renewed insight to the work processes. The assessment
process involved about 10 assessment team meetings organized by beneficial use basis, three
watershed integration meetings by watershed, and four review workshops by chapter.
Assessment team meetings were organized by the WAC, watershed integration meetings
organized by RPT members, and review workshops facilitated by Core Group chairs. All
meetings were open to all Core Group members, and to the extent possible, accommodations
were made to allow broader participation. Additionally, due to limited staff time available to
RPT, Core Group members were invited to participate in RPT meetings on an ad-hoc basis.

3.1.1.1 Role of Core Group

The Core Group directs the WMI. As of November 2002, the Core Group consisted of
individuals and representatives from 33 public and private organizations with a stake in the
outcome of the watershed planning process for the Santa Clara Basin. The Core Group members
represent a wide range of views and interests of affected parties whose participation in the
planning process is crucial in obtaining broad community support. Their affiliations are shown



in Table 3-1; “WMI Signatories”. The Core Group developed and/or approved the following
documents to support the watershed assessment:

= Signatory Document: Requires that the Core Group strive to reach a consensus before
making a decision. If the Core Group makes a recommendation that is not agreed to
by all then the recommendation is accompanied by a report of the views of the
dissenting members.

= Consolidated Action Plan (CAP): Describes tasks needed to complete the three
elements of the work and the Watershed Management Plan.

= Framework for Conducting Watershed Assessment: Describes the flow diagrams and
protocols for determining the level of support of the primary uses/interest.

3.1.1.2 Role of Subgroups

The Core Group established nine special purpose subgroups to conduct or oversee portions of the
WMI’s work (See Figure 3-1; “Santa Clara Basin WMI Organization Chart”). The subgroups
include the Watershed Assessment Subgroup (WAS), Land Use Subgroup (LUS), Bay
Monitoring and Modeling Subgroup (BM&MS), Regulatory Subgroup (RS), Communications
Subgroup (COS), Flood Management Subgroup (FMS), Sustainable Water Supply Subgroup
(SWSS), Wetlands Advisory Group (WAG), Data Management Subgroup (DMS), and the
Report Preparation Team (RPT). Each subgroup and team had a mission, goals and objectives.
The subgroups and their work statements are listed in Table 3-2; “Subgroups of the Santa Clara
Basin Watershed Management Initiative.” The membership of the subgroups included both Core
Group members and other stakeholder representatives with expertise or an interest in the topics.

The subgroup chairs were informed of the assessment meetings, review schedules and access to
working drafts. Initially, it was the subgroup chair’s responsibility to disseminate the relevant
assessment information to its members. Later in the process, the WMI Project Coordinator
streamlined the tiered distribution and created a master distribution list, which included both
Core Group members and subgroup members, for important announcements.

Among the groups, WAS was most engaged in the assessment process. They were responsible
for coordinating watershed captains’ participation, compiling non-assessment chapters, executive
summary, and lessons learned from their perspectives. They were instrumental in getting Core
Group chairs to facilitate review workshops, and helping to strategize responses to controversial
comments.

3.1.1.3 Role of Report Preparation Team

The RPT oversaw the schedule for completing Watershed Assessment Report (WAR). For the
WAR, RPT focused on the assessment chapters and technical appendices. RPT coordinated
assessment meeting schedules, recorded comments provided through the process, provided
limited quality management reviews to the extent that the staff resources available and prepared
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transmittal for distribution to the Core Group. RPT’s staff resource was very limited and
members of WMI Core Group were invited to the work process on an ad-hoc basis.
Additionally, at the Core Group’s direction, the strategies for addressing review comments were
facilitated directly by the Core Group Chairs, with broad participation by WMI stakeholders.

3.1.1.4 Role of the Watershed Assessment Consultant

Supported by the WMI Core Group, with funding from a CALFED grant, the City of San Jose,
through the Santa Clara Valley Water District, contracted with the WAC to provide technical and
production support for the watershed assessment. The WAC operated under the direction of the
RPT and consensus reached on the review comments response strategies recorded at each of the
review meetings. The WAC focused on the scientific assessment process including data
compilation and technical analyses to determine the support of beneficial uses/interest in each of
the three watersheds. The WAC integrated into the assessment a database that they developed
for the WM, with support from the City of Palo Alto.

The WAC utilized the following three Technical Assessment Teams to develop the watershed
assessment framework: 1) Natural Resources-Related Beneficial Uses (RARE and COLD), 2)
Human Health and Recreation Beneficial Uses (MUN and REC1), 3) Protection from Flooding
Stakeholder Interest (PFF), and 4) Data Management and Analysis Support (See Table 3-3,
“Members of Technical Assessment Teams and Watershed Captains” for a list of these team
members). The Assessment Team Coordinator (the Lead consultant from WAC) was responsible
for ensuring that methods and results of each team were consistent with the Assessment
Framework and Protocol.

Additionally, the WAC participated in two watershed integration meetings, and four review
workshops. They followed the recorded response tables in the revision process.

3.1.1.5 Role of Watershed Captains

The WAS suggested the concept of “watershed captain”, a person familiar with each watershed,
to actively participate in the assessment process and work with the teams to provide a ‘reality
check’ of the initial results. A watershed captain was designated for each of the three pilot
watersheds to participate on the appropriate assessment team. The watershed captains provided
an integration function to review the separate use support analyses and identified inconsistencies
in the findings of the WAC. Table 3-3 lists the Watershed Captains.

3.1.2 Review and Approval Process

For the watershed assessment process to be accepted by policy-makers, the public and the
scientific community, the products needed to meet scientific standards for accuracy and
consistency. To ensure that this was accomplished, the WMI implemented the following quality
assurance/quality control measures:
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1. The WAC checked the spatial and temporal coverage in a data quality and sufficiency review
before the data was approved for use in the watershed assessment.

2. The Core Group approved data to be used in the assessment processes.

3. The Assessment Teams reviewed compiled data and developed conclusions concerning
beneficial use/stakeholder interest support, limiting factors, and causes of the limiting factors
for each waterbody where sufficient amount of quality data was available to support such
conclusions.

4. The WAC submitted preliminary drafts of the assessment analyses to RPT and interested
parties for review.

5. Watershed Integration Meetings (WIMs) were held to bring together Stakeholders and
Watershed Captains to review the analytical results presented by the WAC. The primary
purpose of the WIMs was to solicit input from stakeholders and Watershed Captains who
were able to supply missing and/or anecdotal information concerning individual stream
reaches. The input received during these meetings was used to refine the support statements
and used in developing a technical memorandum on the identification of limiting factors.

5. A series of WAR Review Workshops were organized by the WAS and facilitated by a
member of the Communications Subgroup. The purpose of these review workshops was to
generate technical debate and build consensus among WAS members, watershed captains and
other interested parties regarding the draft WAR. Information gathered at the workshops was
documented for use by the WAC to revise the draft report and for comprehensive historical
documentation of the process.

6. The Core Group adopted a procedure for screening and documenting comments in WMI
products. Based on this process, the RPT organized a final draft report review process that
allowed reviewers to electronically access the report through the WMI website. Hardcopies
of the report were made available upon request.

3.1.3 Public Access to the Data: The Palo Alto Data Repository

Reports and data gathered to prepare the Assessment are temporarily stored at the Palo Alto
Regional Water Quality Control Plant (2501 Embarcadero Way, Palo Alto, CA 94303). Hard
copies of reports as well as electronic versions (where available) were available for use during
normal business hours (8-4:30 M-F) prior to the start of the watershed integration meetings in
Nov. 2001. Visitors would call first (650-329-2285) to insure that someone would be available
to help them. An electronic database (“The Metadata Database™) is also available, which
summarizes the reports and data gathered for the pilot assessments.

The Palo Alto repository is temporary. It was established as a “stop-gap” measure to insure that
the assessment data is accessible. Long term data collection and management continue to be
discussed among the WMI members.
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3.2 Development of Assessment Framework

The primary focus of the pilot assessments was to assist Santa Clara Basin stakeholders in
identifying the condition of the waterbodies to improve management of the basin’s water
resources. The Assessment Framework is consistent with federal and state water quality
assessment methodologies. The application of this framework allowed the WMI assessment
information to be used to satisfy Clean Water Act Section 303 (d) and 305(b) requirements.

The objective of the Assessment Framework was to provide a procedure for using environmental
indicators to conduct a watershed assessment. The Framework represents a synthesis of work
performed by the WMI subgroups and work groups. Figure 3-2 illustrates the three steps used to
develop the Framework.

3.2.1 The Rationale Paper

As a first step, the WAS reviewed the designated beneficial uses for waterbodies in the Santa
Clara Basin and identified four primary beneficial uses and one stakeholder interest for use in the
assessment. The approach used to select primary uses is described in Appendix Al, “Rationale
for Selecting Primary Uses as the Basis for the Santa Clara Watershed Assessment Report.”

3.2.2 Selection and Classification of Data Types

Based on the primary uses, a list of data types or indicators to judge whether a waterbody
supports the designated beneficial uses/interest were selected. The term “indicator’ used here as
defined by Work Group A and in the January 25, 1999 memo; ““Quantifiable Parameters and
Threshold Levels for Beneficial Uses and Stakeholder Interests™ is consistent with EPA’s
Section 305 (b) Guidance document.

3.2.3 Development of Quantifiable Parameters and Threshold Values

Based on the list of data types prepared by Work Group A, the WAC developed tables of
quantifiable parameters and, where available, threshold values used to judge the fitness of a
waterbody for a particular use. The quantifiable parameters and threshold values served as the
“watershed assessment criteria” for use with the decision-tools. The tables show the parameters
and threshold values together with an identifying number (Id No.) and the original reference
number used in the “Quantifiable Parameters and Threshold Levels for Beneficial Uses and
Stakeholder Interests’ technical memo referenced in the Assessment Framework approved at the
May 1999 Core Group meeting.
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3.2.4 The Assessment Framework

The Framework consists of two parts: A and B. Part A describes the approach for how the
indicators were used and Part B identifies indicators developed by Work Group A. Logic
diagrams were developed to systematically determine the level of support of a primary
use/interest through a “weight of evidence” approach. Figures 1A, 1B and Figures 2 through 5 of
Appendix A2, “Framework for Conducting Watershed Assessments (Parts A & B)” show the
logic diagrams for each of the selected uses and interests.

The unavailability of preferred indicator data was noted and, depending on the nature of the data
needs, was referred to for the initial field sampling program or the long-term monitoring plan per
the Consolidated Action Plan (CAP). Figure B of Appendix A2 illustrates the steps in the data
evaluation and collection of additional data that will lead to refining the initial programmatic-
level assessment. The status of a reach to meet the primary use/interest was described in use
support statements on a reach-to-reach basis.

3.3 Application of Assessment Framework
The primary steps for applying the assessment framework were as follows:

= Selecting pilot watersheds for evaluation

= Determining beneficial uses and stakeholder interests to serve as the foundation of the
assessment

= Selecting indicators to judge the fitness of a waterbody to support a use/interest

= Applying logic diagrams as described in the assessment framework to obtain use support
statements

Due to the inconsistent availability of data for each use/interest in each stream reach, aspects of
the original assessment framework were adapted using best professional judgment in order to
enable primary use support determinations. Modifications to the original framework are
documented in the technical memorandum *Lessons Learned in the Pilot Watershed
Assessment” (See Appendix B).

3.3.1 Selection of Pilot Watersheds

In November and December 1998, Work Group C developed criteria and a method for selecting
the representative watersheds based on requirements described in the CAP. The WAC used the
criteria and methods to evaluate and select three representative watersheds for the pilot
assessment. A memorandum, “Selection of Representative Watersheds (See Appendix A3)
describes the rationale for selecting the suite of three representative watersheds for analysis in the
WMI. The following watersheds were selected for the pilot assessment:

e Guadalupe River Watershed
e San Francisquito Watershed
e Upper Penitencia Subwatershed
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The original suite selected for the pilot assessment included Lower Penitencia and not Upper
Penitencia watershed. It had been determined that little existing data were available to assess
Lower Penitencia; however there remained a strong interest from stakeholders to assess a
subwatershed of the greater Coyote Creek Watershed. RPT and consultants examined sub-basins
within Coyote Creek to identify an appropriate substitute for Lower Penitencia. Upper
Penitencia was a top candidate because it met all of the desired size, location, land use, and data
availability criteria established by Workgroup C. At the May 6, 1999 Core Group meeting, the
decision to replace Lower Penitencia with Upper Penitencia Creek in the Watershed Assessment
was approved.

3.3.2 Selection of Beneficial Uses and Stakeholder Interest

Primary beneficial uses were selected to serve as the foundation for watershed assessment with
the understanding that if conditions were met that provided protection of these primary beneficial
uses, the conditions for other environmentally related beneficial uses would be attained as well.

The four beneficial uses and one stakeholder interest that were selected are:

e Cold freshwater habitat (COLD)

e Preservation of rare and endangered species (RARE)
e Water-contact recreation (REC1)

e Municipal and Domestic Supply (MUN)

e Protection From Flooding (PFF)

In the Rationale document, Groundwater Recharge (GWR) was one of the four uses and one
stakeholder interest selected to serve as the foundation for the pilot assessment. It was decided in
a Core Group meeting on December 2, 1999 that the GWR beneficial use should be exchanged
for the MUN use. The recommendation for making this exchange came from Regional Board
staff with the rationale that by meeting MUN uses, the assessment would also meet the GWR
uSes.

Figures 2A through 2E in Appendix A illustrate how the primary uses support other beneficial
uses. A discussion on designating these beneficial uses and one stakeholder interest as “primary”
are described in the Rationale Paper (See Appendix Al).

3.3.3 Selection of Quantifiable Parameters, Indicators, and Threshold Values

The assessment framework relies on direct indicators of fitness of a waterbody to support a
primary use/interest. Indirect indicators were used only when direct indicators were impractical
or limitations in the data prevented use of a direct indicator. Table 1 of Appendix A2 presents
information on direct indicators of fitness for each of the primary uses/stakeholder interest. This
concept of a hierarchy of data types and utility for making the assessment is consistent with EPA
guidance on conducting water quality assessments from Section 3 of USEPA’s *““Guidelines for
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the Preparation of the Comprehensive State Water Quality Assessments (305(b) Reports) and
Electronic Updates: Supplement™ (1997). It also builds on work conducted by Work Group A,
which identified relevant data types and classified each data type in terms of potential utility to
the assessment process. See Appendix A2 for a detailed explanation of the direct and indirect
indicators used to assess beneficial use support.

3.3.4 Segmentation of Streams

For the purposes of analysis, it was necessary for waterbodies to be divided into segments.
Segments were selected on the basis of physical characteristics, consistent with the California
Department of Fish and Game’s “California Salmonid Stream Habitat Restoration Manual, 2"
Edition” by Flosi and Reynolds (1994).

The process for developing stream segments is presented in the technical memorandum,
“Recommended Stream Segmentation for Watershed Assessment.”” The memo describes (1) the
recommended stream segments for the assessment of each pilot watershed, (2) the process used
to establish the stream segments, and (3) the rationale for selecting the recommended
segmentation of streams in each watershed. All criteria used in the segmentation process for
each pilot watershed are documented in Appendix A4, ““Stream Segmentation Approach for
Assessments.”

3.3.5 Selection of Decision Tools to Determine Beneficial Use/lInterest
Support

As described in The Assessment Framework, logic diagrams were used to determine whether a
waterbody or stream reach supported the five uses/stakeholder interests. The logic diagrams
provide a systematic determination for the level of support of a primary use/interest through a
“weight of evidence” approach. Figures 1A and 1B and Figures 2 through 5 in Appendix A2
show the logic diagrams for each of the selected uses/ interest.

The first step in the logic diagrams was to evaluate the adequacy of the data used for the
assessment. This evaluation was based on the quality of the data, the spatial and temporal
coverage of the data, and the extent to which the data were relevant to the conditions being
assessed. Where preferred indicator data were not available, alternative indicator data were used.
The logic diagram process provided a rationale for substituting additional data to enable the
assessment framework to provide a finding. It also provided the technical teams a pathway for
documenting decisions to include broader data types and a checkpoint for qualifying the use of
such data. See Appendix A2 for detailed information on the data types used to assess each
beneficial use and stakeholder interest.

The criteria used in the decision process are linked by identifying numbers to the information
contained in Table 1 of Part B of the Assessment Framework. The overall process was intended
to link stakeholder-valued data with scientifically accepted threshold values, as well as track the
current availability of the data for this assessment (See Figure A of Appendix A2).
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3.3.6 Data Compilation and Review
Throughout the assessment process, there were four main aspects of data organization:

e Data Compilation and the Metadata Data Base

e Evaluation of the Data using the Assessment Protocol
e Review of Data Sufficiency and Quality

e Identification of Data Gaps

The WAC was responsible for compiling and reviewing data for the assessment. The WAC
formally requested the data, or access to the data and then the DMS prepared an inventory and
index of all the data collected.

3.3.6.1 Data Compilation and the Metadata Data Base

In an effort to establish a central data ‘warehouse’, the WAC placed electronic data on CD-ROM
and provided the DMS with an inventory and index of data collected in the form of a Metadata
Database (MDDB). DMS’s role was to ensure that data requested was collected, properly
indexed, and managed, as well as to identify potential problem areas, solutions, and
recommendations. DMS also ensured that the indices of data attributes were complete and
thorough. When practical, hard copies of data were put on file at the data repository. Data that
was not physically collected but was available electronically was inventoried and RPT has
established procedures for accessing the data. The MDDB is available for use to conduct queries
and generate specific reports.

As mentioned in previous sections, Work Group A had the task of identifying the list of data
types that could support the assessment. The WAC then made formal requests to organizations
for this data which Work Group A had identified. Throughout the assessment process, the WAC
prepared a written description of the steps used to evaluate the data, findings, and conclusions. It
was determined that the results of the analyses would be presented in a matrix format and
organized by watershed stream reach/waterbody.

3.3.6.2 Evaluation of the Data using the Assessment Protocol

Using the indicators, data types, and parameters listed in the technical memorandum,
“Quantifiable Parameters and Threshold Values for Beneficial Uses and Stakeholder Interests,”
the beneficial use/interest evaluations focused on the presence or absence of data for each
preferred (or secondary) indicator for each beneficial use for each stream reach/waterbody in the
three pilot watersheds. This evaluation of the status of the three selected watersheds with respect
to beneficial use and stakeholder interest criteria was conducted in a series of meetings with the
three technical assessment teams (See Table 3-3). The appropriate assessment team determined
the status of each stream segment with respect to the beneficial uses and one stakeholder interest.
The WAC conducted an evaluation of the data compiled for use in conducting the assessment to
determine its completeness.




3.3.6.3 Review of Data Sufficiency and Quality

In a step-wise procedure, the assessment teams reviewed the compiled data to answer the
following questions: (1) Does the data pertain to the preferred indicator or to a secondary
indicator, was it collected in waterbodies subject to the assessment? (Data relevancy), (2) Is the
temporal array of data useful to answer questions posed by the logic diagram, was it collected in
accordance with widely accepted scientific methods? (Data quality), and (3) Does the amount of
relevant, quality data for the waterbody exist to allow objective, supportable conclusions to be
drawn regarding use/interest support? (Data sufficiency). This data review step (see Figure 1 in
Appendix A5; “Protocol for Assessment Team Meetings”) was critical for identifying data gaps,
conducting the uncertainty analysis and for forming the basis for generating the ‘Data Quality’
responses on the Assessment Summary Tables for each waterbody.

3.3.6.4 Identification of Data Gaps

The “Data Gaps” tables found in Appendix C, “Data Gaps Identified in Pilot Watershed
Assessments™ allowed the assessment teams to focus on the waterbodies for which data exists in
the WMI data library. In cases where no data sets were available to assess one or more
uses/interest in a waterbody, a data gap for that preferred data type was noted. In instances where
there was a lack of sufficient data, data insufficiency was identified. Lastly, data sets were
identified by number in the data completeness tables for their respective uses/interest to facilitate
data quality, relevance, and sufficiency screening.

Following completion of each team’s data review, additional data gaps emerged where a
sufficient amount of relevant, quality data was not present for a particular waterbody-use/interest
combination. These data gaps, along with those identified prior to Step One (See Figure 1
Appendix A5) by the WAC in its data completeness review, were documented by the WAC in a
technical memorandum on data gaps, using the table format shown in Appendix C. A final step
in the logic diagrams involved the consideration of limiting factors. If a primary use/stakeholder
interest was not supported or only partially supported in a waterbody, the relevant data was
examined in an attempt to determine what factors limit the waterbody’s ability to support the use.
The process of Identifying Limiting Factors is discussed further in Section 3.3.8.

3.3.7 Uncertainty Analysis and Use/Interest Support Determination

An uncertainty analysis was conducted to evaluate the level of confidence in each support
statement. The WAC followed guidance for performing an uncertainty analysis as provided in
two USEPA documents: ““Guidelines for Preparation of the Comprehensive State Water Quality
Assessments (305(b) Reports) and Electronic Updates: Supplement” (1997), and ““Draft
Guidance for Water Quality-Based Decisions: The TMDL Process” (1999). The guidelines
addressed different types of data including physical habitat, biological, toxicological and
physical/chemical data to determine aquatic life use support.

The methodology designates four uncertainty ratings. Data designated as “A” are of the highest
quality and provide a relatively low level of uncertainty. Data designated as “D” may be
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considered adequate for performing assessments, but involve less rigorous approaches and
therefore result in a greater degree of uncertainty.

Three criteria were used to determine the uncertainty ratings ranging between “A” and “D”"

1. Technical Components: refer to the comprehensiveness of the study design including
methodology and level of documentation.

2. Spatial and Temporal Coverage: refers to the age, amount, and spatial extent of the data.

3. Data Quality: refers to the QA/QC conducted; the extent of replication, quality
considerations in site selection, and rigor associated with laboratory analyses.

Table 3 of Appendix A2 is an example of the criteria recommended by EPA to evaluate
uncertainty in bioassessment data US EPA’s “Guidelines for Preparation of the Comprehensive
State Water Quality Assessments (305(b) Reports) and Electronic Updates: Supplement™ (1997).
The criteria for Level 4 bioassessment data include monitoring of two assemblages (or one if the
data are of high quality), regional reference conditions, a biotic index, broad coverage of
monitoring locations for 1-2 sampling seasons, high quality data, and the use of a professional
biologist for the survey and assessment. Level 1 criteria include visual observations of biota, no
reference conditions, limited monitoring or extrapolations from other sites, and data of unknown
or low quality. Also, Level 1 data do not require the participation of a professional biologist.

These guidelines are most appropriate for addressing the COLD beneficial use. The WAC
tailored the EPA guidance consistent with the data types to be used in the assessment of COLD,
and developed comparable criteria for other uses and interests consistent with EPA and other
agency (e.g., DHS) guidance. These criteria were made available to interested stakeholders
through the WAS for their review and approval as part of the assessment.

3.3.8 Identification of Potential Limiting Factors

Following these assessments of individual uses and interests by stream reach, these results were
combined on a watershed basis and integrated with results for the uses and interests. This
integration illustrated areas of support and non-support, and, where appropriate, potential
limiting factors.

The identification of limiting factors (see Appendix D, ““Limiting Factors Analysis™) focused on
physical, chemical and biological conditions in the stream and the riparian corridor that caused
non or partial support of primary uses. It did not address an ultimate or indirect cause of non- or
partial support (e.g., urbanization and its effect on stream hydrology). In addition, the analysis
was based only on existing data. EXxisting data may be insufficient to make more than a tentative
identification of limiting factors particularly for the COLD and RARE beneficial uses. Some
examples of potential limiting factors for the four beneficial uses and the stakeholder interest are
shown in Table 4 of Appendix A2.
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Steps Involved in Developing Assessment Framework

1. Rationale Paper

e Assessment approach focused on support of beneficial uses and
stakeholder interests

e Linked data types to key uses

e Consistent with 305(b) approach

¢ Identified data types by use (general)

2. Work Group A

e |dentified “universe” of data types suitable for establishing
use/interest

e |dentified “short list” of data types

e Developed classification system for prioritizing data types

l

3. Quantifiable Parameters and Threshold Values

¢ I|dentified indicators for which there is quantifiable guidance
regarding use support
¢ Identified numerical and descriptive thresholds that would help guide

assessment

4. Assessment Framework

Part A
e Describes approach for how the indicators will be used

Part B
¢ Identifies best indicators from Work Group A
¢ |dentifies substitute indicators where data is insufficient

Figure 3-2



Table 3-1

Watershed Management Initiative Signatoriest

Public Agencies

Business and Trade
Associations

Civic and Environmental
Groups and Programs

California Department of
Fish and Game

California Restaurant

Association/Dairy Belle Freeze

CLEAN South Bay

Association

City of Cupertino Home Builders Association of League of Women Voters
Northern California

City of Palo Alto San Jose Silicon Valley Salmon and Steelhead
Chamber of Commerce Restoration Group

City of San Jose Santa Clara Cattlemen’s San Francisco Bay Bird

Observatory

City of Santa Clara

Santa Clara County Farm
Bureau

San Francisquito Watershed
Council

City of Sunnyvale

Silicon Valley Manufacturing
Group

Santa Clara County Streams for
Tomorrow

Guadalupe-Coyote Resource
Conservation District

Santa Clara Valley Audubon
Society

San Francisco Bay Regional
Water Quality Control Board

Silicon Valley Pollution
Prevention Center

San Francisquito Creek Joint
Powers Authority

Silicon Valley Toxics Coalition

Santa Clara County

Western Waters Canoe Club

Santa Clara County Open Space
Authority

Santa Clara Valley
Transportation Authority

Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff
Pollution Prevention Program

Santa Clara Valley Water District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency

U.S. Department of Agriculture
Natural Resource Conservation
Service

LAs of November 2002




Table 3-2

Subgroups of the Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative

SUBGROUP WORK STATEMENT
Bay Modeling and Provide technically sound tools to investigate and evaluate the potential water quality
Monitoring impacts of various south bay water quality management options.

Develop technically supportable permit limits (concentration & mass).

Develop the technical support for attainable water quality objectives including expected
attainment dates.

Develop a technically supportable first phase Total Maximum Daily Loading along
with a plan to refine the estimates.

Communications*

Ensure effective communication across all stakeholders, core group, subgroups and key
decision-makers.

Identify, coordinate and initiate effective outreach programs.

Create and disseminate public outreach materials for the WMI.

Establish, track, and document WMI expenditures.

Establish work priorities and recommend expenditures to conduct that work.
Oversee personnel matters of the WMI.

Ensure that the WMI has a comprehensive, overall work plan and the resources to
implement the plan.

Providing guidance to Project Coordinator.

Oversee the Action Plan Development Process.

Evaluate structure, functions, and effectiveness of WMI and propose appropriate
changes.

Data Management

Provide the Watershed Management Initiative Stakeholders with accurate and reliable
data in a timely and cost-effective manner on an on-going basis.

Flood Management

Identify and integrate flood management issues as a part of the watershed planning
process.

Land Use Identify and address land use planning interests and issues that need to be considered
within the watershed plan.
Regulatory Improve long term regulatory certainty by integrating and prioritizing the permit

recommendations of the other subgroups.
Will serve as a discussion and recommendation forum for the Basin’s permitting issues.

Report Preparation
Team

Plan and develop the Watershed Characteristics Report, Watershed Assessment Report,
and Watershed Action Alternatives.

Sustainable Water
Supply

Identify and recommend sustainable water resource management opportunities that
protect beneficial uses within the pilot watersheds and the Santa Clara Basin.

Watershed Assessment

Provide a solid scientific foundation for watershed planning and land use decisions.
Identify existing data resources, assemble available data, evaluate the quality of
existing data, identify data gaps, develop and implement strategies for data acquisition
and management and implement data interpretations which will lead to effective
planning decisions.

Wetlands Advisory
Group

Promote the integration of wetland management actions into the overall Watershed
Management Plan.

Provide technical assistance on wetlands in an advisory function to the Subgroups and
the Core Group for all WMI products.

*Includes four workgroups: 1) Budget and Personnel; 2) Outreach; 3) Planning; 4) Workgroup G.




Table 3-3

Watershed Captains and Members of Technical Assessment Teams

Watershed Captains and their respective Watersheds of Expertise

Geoff Brosseau- San Francisquito Creek Watershed

Laura Young- San Francisquito Creek Watershed

Terry Neudorf- Guadalupe River Watershed

Larry Johmann- Guadalupe River Watershed (with Nancy Bernardi/ Roger Castillo as
alternates)

Mike Will- Upper Penitencia Creek Watershed

Team 1: Natural Resources-Related Beneficial Uses (RARE and COLD)

Jerry Smith (SJSU/Entrix)
Fran Demgen (URS)
Jon Stead (URS)

Team 2: Human Health and Recreation Beneficial Uses (MUN and REC-1)

Terry Cooke (URS)
Lily Panyacosit (URS)
Usha Vedigiri (URS)

Team 3: Protection From Flooding Stakeholder Interest (PFF)

Phil Mineart (URS)
Gary Palhegyi (URS)

Team 4: Data Management and Analysis Support

Sandy Davidson (URS)
Raul Farre (URS)
Suzanne Loadholt (URS)
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Chapter 4
Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed

4.1 General Overview and Setting

The Guadalupe River watershed is the second largest of the 13 major watersheds that
comprise the Santa Clara Basin (the Basin). The watershed drains the north- and east-
facing slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains above the cities of Los Gatos and San Jose.
The Guadalupe River watershed has a total drainage area of approximately 170 square
miles. The main stem Guadalupe River has six major tributaries, each of which is
described in Section 4.1.1.

There are six major reservoirs in the Guadalupe River watershed that were built for water
conservation and storage purposes, but can provide flood control benefits depending on
the size of the upstream drainage areas and the available water storage capacity. They are
Calero Reservoir on Arroyo Calero, Guadalupe Reservoir on Guadalupe Creek, Almaden
Reservoir on Alamitos Creek, and Vasona Reservoir, Lexington Reservoir, and Lake
Elsman on Los Gatos Creek. Two smaller reservoirs, Lake Ranch Reservoir and
Williams Reservoir, are also located within the Los Gatos Creek subwatershed.

The southern portion of the watershed is largely comprised of steep-sided mountains and
deep canyons. The tributary headwaters of the watershed are located near the northern
slopes of Loma Prieta in the Santa Cruz Mountains, elevation 3,790 feet. This section of
the watershed is largely undeveloped open space, though some rural residential
development is located along the canyon bottoms of the major tributary streams. The
northern portion of the watershed is located on the San Francisco Bay plain and is heavily
urbanized. Most of the large reservoirs in the watershed are located in the tributary
canyons just above the transition zone from Bay plain to mountain slopes.

4.1.1 Waterbodies in the Watershed

This section provides a general description of each of the 52 waterbodies in the
Guadalupe River watershed. A more extensive discussion of the natural characteristics of
the Santa Clara Basin in general is contained in Chapter 7 of the Watershed
Characteristics Report (Volume One). The descriptions in this section are, in part, based
on the information in the Watershed Characteristics Report.> These brief descriptions are
included here in order to place the pilot assessment results in context and are not meant to
provide the definitive characterization of each stream or reservoir. Additional detail

! Because the Watershed Characteristics Report (WCR) itself contains voluminous references to various sources, sections of this
chapter that contain information from the WCR are cited with the notation (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001). Readers are directed to
the references in Chapter 7: Natural Setting of the WCR to determine the original source of the information.
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concerning stream channel characteristics and riparian vegetation may be found in the
individual stream assessment result discussions in Section 4.3.

4.1.1.1 Guadalupe River

The Guadalupe River begins at the confluence of Alamitos Creek and Guadalupe Creek,
which is just downstream of Coleman Road in San Jose. The Guadalupe River has a
channel length of 19.78 miles from this location north to its mouth at San Francisco Bay
via Alviso Slough. The river flows through heavily urbanized portions of San Jose,
including the city’s downtown core. Three tributaries join the Guadalupe River as it
flows north: Los Gatos Creek, Canoas Creek, and Ross Creek.

The Guadalupe River played an important role in the settlement of San Jose. As a result,
it has been subject to considerable modification. The first major modification of the
stream channel occurred in 1866 when a canal was dug to alleviate flooding and to
improve conditions for rapidly expanding orchards. More recently, in the early 1960s,
Canoas Creek and Ross Creek were realigned for the second time (an earlier realignment
had moved the Canoas Creek confluence farther upstream). As part of the 1975 Almaden
Expressway construction project, about 3,000 feet of the Guadalupe channel were
widened and moved eastward. The original stream channel was filled to allow the
construction of the northbound expressway (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001). An
additional major relocation of the river channel was performed around the San Jose
Airport.  Reservoirs, passage barriers, flood control projects and other channel
modifications have significantly altered riparian and aquatic habitats along the Guadalupe
River.

Due to the watershed’s topography, flooding has long been associated with the
Guadalupe River. Rainfall occurs mainly during the winter. Portions of the Basin in the
Santa Cruz Mountains receive 40 to 60 inches per year, while the central Santa Clara
Valley receives an average between 13 and 14 inches. The steep slopes of the mountains
swiftly convey the water in rain-swollen tributaries to the Bay plain where the waters
historically spread out across a much larger floodplain. Today, most of this floodplain
has been covered with urban and residential development and the river channel itself has
been modified to provide flood protection. Nonetheless, major flood incidents have
occurred in the past, most recently during the winters of 1980, 1982, 1983, and 1995.

The Guadalupe River has also been identified as a significant mercury source to the Bay.
Mercury mining occurred between 1845 and 1975 in what is now the present location of
the Almaden Quicksilver County Park. In 1975, the former mining district was
purchased by Santa Clara County for use as a recreational park. The principal mercury
ore in the area is cinnabar (mercury sulfide), which is situated within a host silica-
carbonate rock. The cinnabar is processed by crushing the ore and reducing the ore to
elemental mercury in retorts or furnaces. The burned rocks, referred to as calcines,
typically were dumped in piles near the processing areas or used as road base material.
Generally, the calcines are sandy or silty gravel materials. The calcine piles still remain
at the site and vary in area, steepness, mercury concentration, and particle size
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distribution. Erosion and runoff from calcine piles, waste rockpiles (unprocessed rock),
and road material cause mercury-laden sediment to be transported into nearby surface
waterbodies that are tributary to the Guadalupe River (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).

4.1.1.2 Los Gatos Creek Subwatershed

Los Gatos Creek has a drainage area of about 55 square miles and joins the Guadalupe
River in downtown San Jose. The Los Gatos Creek subwatershed is located on the north-
facing slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains and varies in elevation from 3,483 feet at the
peak of Mt. Thayer to about 90 feet at the Creek’s confluence with the Guadalupe River.
Vasona Reservoir is located on Los Gatos Creek approximately 7.9 miles upstream of its
confluence with the Guadalupe River. The watershed above Vasona Dam encompasses
about 44 square miles. Lexington Reservoir is located on Los Gatos Creek about 11
miles upstream of its confluence with the Guadalupe River. Lake Elsman and Williams
Reservoir are both located on the creek upstream of Lexington Reservoir. There are a
total of 15 named tributaries to Los Gatos Creek, as well as several other unnamed
tributaries. Lake Ranch Reservoir is located on one such tributary, Lyndon Canyon
Creek.

In the upper watershed, the creek’s course is through steep, largely undeveloped terrain
and the width of the riparian corridor is narrow. In the lower watershed, Los Gatos Creek
passes through relatively flat urban areas (Cities of Los Gatos, Campbell, and San Jose),
and much of the riparian corridor has been fragmented by bank stabilization for flood
control purposes. As with the Guadalupe River, reservoirs, passage barriers, flood
control projects and other channel modifications have significantly altered riparian and
aquatic habitats along the creek.

Dry Creek

Dry Creek is an ephemeral channel that flows through a heavily urbanized portion of San
Jose and empties into Los Gatos Creek approximately 2.5 miles above its confluence with
the Guadalupe River. Dry Creek flows northeast and drains an area between Los Gatos
Creek on the west and the Guadalupe River on the east. The channel is fully modified,
with portions rock-lined, concrete-lined, and encased by an earthen levee.

Daves Creek

Daves Creek is an ephemeral tributary to Los Gatos Creek, rising along the western
boundary of the watershed and flowing for just over two miles through urbanized
portions of Los Gatos and San Jose before emptying into Los Gatos Creek downstream of
Vasona Dam. Daves Creek’s channel has been lined with concrete to expedite the
drainage of flood flows into Los Gatos Creek downstream.

Almendra Creek
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Almendra Creek is an ephemeral stream that rises on the northeast side of the foothills
above Los Gatos, flows northeastward into Los Gatos, then turns eastward through the
downtown area to empty into Los Gatos Creek approximately halfway between the head
of Vasona Reservoir and Lenihan Dam (Lexington Reservoir). The channel is largely
rock- or concrete-lined through the urbanized portion of its drainage.

Trout Creek

Trout Creek is a perennial to intermittent tributary to Los Gatos Creek, joining it just
downstream of Lenihan Dam (Lexington Reservoir). Trout Creek flows eastward into
Los Gatos Creek along a natural channel draining the northern foothills of the Santa Cruz
Mountains above Los Gatos and Campbell. Little detailed information is available
regarding Trout Creek’s drainage area.

Lyndon Canyon Creek

Lyndon Canyon Creek is an intermittent tributary to Lexington Reservoir on Los Gatos
Creek, joining it on its western shore approximately one-third of the distance uplake from
Lenihan Dam. The creek’s headwaters are impounded by Lake Ranch Reservoir. The
creek flows slightly southeastward along a natural channel. Little detailed information is
available regarding Lyndon Canyon Creek’s drainage area.

Black Creek

Black Creek is an intermittent tributary to Lexington Reservoir on Los Gatos Creek,
joining it on its western shore approximately one-half of the distance uplake from
Lenihan Dam. The creek flows slightly northeastward along a short natural channel.
Little detailed information is available regarding Black Creek’s drainage area other than
that it is steep and rugged with little or no development.

Dyer Creek

Dyer Creek is a short intermittent tributary to Briggs Creek that flows eastward into
Lexington Reservoir, joining it on its western shore approximately two-thirds of the
distance uplake from Lenihan Dam. The creek flows slightly northeastward along a short
natural channel. Little detailed information is available regarding Dyer Creek’s drainage
area other than that it is steep and rugged with little or no development.

Briggs Creek

Briggs Creek flows eastward into Lexington Reservoir, joining it on its western shore
approximately two-thirds of the distance uplake from Lenihan Dam. The intermittent
creek flows slightly southeastward along a natural channel, absorbing the flow of Dyer
Creek from the southwest approximately one-half of the distance to the reservoir. Little
detailed information is available regarding Briggs Creek’s drainage area other than that it
is steep and rugged with little or no development.
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Aldercroft Creek

Aldercroft Creek flows northeastward into Lexington Reservoir, joining it on its western
shore approximately four-fifths of the distance uplake from Lenihan Dam. The
intermittent creek flows along a natural channel nearly due north from the summit ridge
of the Santa Cruz Mountains, then turns east toward Lexington Reservoir, passing under
State Highway 17. Little detailed information is available regarding Aldercroft Creek’s
drainage area other than that it is steep and rugged with little or no development.

Moody Gulch

Moody Gulch flows northeastward into Los Gatos Creek, joining it from the west just
upstream of the head of Lexington Reservoir. The intermittent creek flows along a short
natural channel for approximately 1.3 miles through steep rugged terrain. Rural
residential development is scattered through the Moody Gulch drainage.

Limekiln Creek

Limekiln Creek is a longer intermittent stream that rises on the northwest side of the
Sierra Azul and flows through a natural channel westward into Lexington Reservoir. The
creek joins the reservoir on its eastern shore approximately one-fifth of the distance
uplake from Lenihan Dam. Little is known about the drainage area of Limekiln Creek
other than that it is rugged with little or no development.

Soda Springs Canyon Creek

Soda Springs Canyon Creek is a long perennial to intermittent stream that rises on the
northwest side of the Sierra Azul and flows through a natural channel westward into
Lexington Reservoir. The creek joins the reservoir on its eastern shore approximately
one-half of the distance uplake from Lenihan Dam. Little is known about the drainage
area of Soda Springs Canyon Creek other than that it is rugged with little or no
development.

Hendrys Creek

Hendrys Creek is a shorter intermittent stream that rises on the west side of the Sierra
Azul and flows through a natural channel westward into Los Gatos Creek at the head of
Lexington Reservoir. Little is known about the drainage area of Hendrys Creek other
than that it is rugged with little or no development.

Hooker Gulch

Hooker Gulch is an intermittent stream that rises on the west side of the Sierra Azul and
flows through a natural channel westward into Los Gatos Creek approximately halfway
between the head of Lexington Reservoir and Lake Elsman. Little is known about the
drainage area of Hooker Gulch other than that it is rugged with little or no development.
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Austrian Gulch

Austrian Gulch is an intermittent stream that rises on the southwest side of the Sierra
Azul and flows through a natural channel southwestward into Lake Elsman, just upstream
from the dam along its north shore. Little is known about the drainage area of Austrian
Gulch other than that it is rugged with little or no development.

Vasona Reservoir

Vasona Reservoir is owned and operated by the Water District and is located within
Vasona Lake County Park in Los Gatos near the intersection of State Highway 17 and
State Highway 85. Vasona Dam is located on Los Gatos Creek approximately two miles
downstream (northeast) of Lenihan Dam. The watershed drainage area downstream of
Lexington Reservoir is approximately 6.46 square miles. Vasona Reservoir was
completed in 1935. It has an average surface area of 58 acres and a capacity of 400 acre-
feet (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).

The upper part of the drainage area above Vasona Reservoir (excluding the Lexington
Reservoir drainage area) is located on the eastern slopes of El Sereno and the northern
slopes of St. Joseph’s Hill. The lower part of the drainage area consists of the mainly flat
Los Gatos area north of the upper part of the watershed. The lower part of the watershed
is well developed and urbanized. The upper part is less urbanized in the steeper portions.
The Town of Los Gatos and City of Monte Sereno lie within the lower portion of the
watershed (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).

Vasona Reservoir is located in the alluvial floodplain formed by Los Gatos Creek prior to
its channelization. The Water District uses the reservoir to store and release recharge
waters to percolation ponds further downstream on Los Gatos Creek. Park visitors
actively use the reservoir and surrounding parklands. Since the capacity of Vasona
Reservoir is small, water released from Lexington Reservoir is just momentarily detained
in Vasona Reservoir before passing through.

Lexington Reservoir

Lexington Reservoir is owned and operated by the Water District and is located adjacent
to State Highway 17 in unincorporated western Santa Clara County approximately one
mile south of Los Gatos. Lexington Reservoir was completed in 1952. It has an average
surface area of 475 acres and a capacity of 19,834 acre-feet. The James J. Lenihan Dam
impounds Los Gatos Creek and numerous other drainages within the surrounding
watershed. Los Gatos Creek enters the south end of the reservoir, while Limekiln Creek
and Soda Springs Canyon Creek drain into the reservoir from the east, Aldercroft Creek,
Black Creek and Briggs Creek from the west, and Moody Gulch and Hendrys Creek from
the south. Hendrys Creek, Los Gatos Creek (with Lake Elsman), and Aldercroft Creek
contribute water most of the year. Briggs Creek and Black Creek contribute water only
part of the year during the wet season (Santa Clara Basin WMI 2001).
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The drainage area upstream of Lexington Reservoir is 36.9 square miles. Lexington
Reservoir discharges to Los Gatos Creek at the base of the Sierra Azul. Lexington
Reservoir is roughly 2.5 miles long and 3,000 feet wide at the northern end near the dam.
The primary purpose of the Lexington Reservoir is to store water for scheduled releases
to replenish groundwater at recharge facilities further downstream on Los Gatos Creek
(Santa Clara Basin WMI 2001).

Of the reservoir watersheds in the county, Los Gatos Creek above Lexington Reservoir is
the most highly developed. Aldercroft Heights, Chemeketa Park, Holy City, Redwood
Estates, and a development above Lexington Reservoir on the Monte Vina arm are
clusters of development within the watershed above Lexington Reservoir. In addition,
there are individual houses and estates outside the relatively densely populated areas, and
also schools and recreational camps.

Lake Elsman

Lake Elsman is a smaller reservoir located upstream of Lexington Reservoir on Los
Gatos Creek. Lake Elsman has a storage capacity of 6,200 acre-feet and is owned and
operated by San Jose Water Company. Water released from Lake Elsman flows through
a reach of Los Gatos Creek to Lexington Reservoir downstream. The primary purpose of
Lake Elsman is to provide water supply for the San Jose Water Company’s customers.
Most of the watershed above Lake Elsman is undeveloped.

Williams Reservoir

Williams Reservoir is a small impoundment on Los Gatos Creek immediately upstream
of Lake Elsman. The two reservoirs adjoin one another. Williams Reservoir is privately
owned and operated.

Lake Ranch Reservoir

Lake Ranch Reservoir is a small impoundment near the headwaters of Lyndon Canyon
Creek. Lake Ranch Reservoir is within Sanborn-Skyline County Park and is owned and
operated by the Santa Clara County Parks Department.

4.1.1.3 Canoas Creek Subwatershed

Canoas Creek is a perennial 7.4-mile long channel that drains a heavily urbanized portion
of San Jose east of the Guadalupe River and west of the neighboring Coyote Creek.
Canoas Creek has a drainage area of approximately 19 square miles and joins the
Guadalupe River just upstream of Curtner Avenue. The creek’s channel has been entirely
modified, with most of it being concrete-lined. Canoas Creek flows west along the
northern base of the Santa Teresa Hills, then turns north/northwest before reaching the
Guadalupe River.

4-7



Chapter 4 — Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed

4114 Ross Creek Subwatershed

Ross Creek extends from Blossom Hill Road near the northern base of the Sierra Azul
east of Los Gatos through urbanized portions of San Jose to the Guadalupe River just
downstream of Branham Lane, joining it from the west. Ross Creek drains an area of
about 10 square miles and is fed by two tributaries: Short Creek and Lone Hill Creek.
Ross Creek is intermittent and flows through a concrete-lined channel.

Lone Hill Creek

Lone Hill Creek is an intermittent stream that rises on the northern side of the Sierra Azul
and flows north for a short distance into Ross Creek. Most of the creek’s channel is
concrete-lined as it flows through an urbanized area; however, its upper portion is in a
relatively undeveloped foothill area.

Short Creek

Short Creek is essentially the uppermost portion of Ross Creek (above Blossom Hill
Road). Short Creek is an intermittent stream that rises on the northern side of the Sierra
Azul and flows northwest and then curves north for a short distance into Ross Creek.
Most of the creek’s channel is natural as it flows from undeveloped foothill areas down
into a more urbanized area.

4.1.1.5 Guadalupe Creek Subwatershed

The Guadalupe Creek subwatershed drains the northern side of the Sierra Azul and flows
northwest, then northeast to join with Alamitos Creek in forming the Guadalupe River
downstream of Coleman Road and Almaden Expressway. Guadalupe Reservoir is
located on Guadalupe Creek in the mountainous area southeast of Los Gatos,
approximately 5.9 miles upstream of the creek’s confluence with the Guadalupe River.
There is a total of six named tributary streams, as well as several unnamed tributaries,
that drain the surrounding mountainsides.

In the upper watershed, the creek’s course is through steep, largely undeveloped terrain
and the width of the riparian corridor is narrow. In the lower watershed, Guadalupe
Creek passes through relatively flat urban areas (City of San Jose) and much of the
riparian corridor has been fragmented by bank stabilization for flood control purposes.
As with the Guadalupe River and Los Gatos Creek, reservoirs, passage barriers, flood
control projects, gravel mining, percolation pond construction and other channel
modifications have significantly altered riparian and aquatic habitats along the creek.
Above Guadalupe Reservoir, however, the stream is relatively natural.

Pheasant Creek

Pheasant Creek is a perennial to intermittent stream that rises on the northeasternmost
side of the Sierra Azul and flows through a natural channel northeastward into Guadalupe
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Creek near its sharp bend to the northeast. There is some rural residential development
on the hillsides above the creek, though most of the creek’s drainage area is steep and
undeveloped.

Shannon Creek

Shannon Creek is an intermittent stream that rises on the northeastern side of the Sierra
Azul and flows through a natural channel northeastward into Guadalupe Creek near its
sharp bend to the northeast. There is some rural residential development along the lower
part of the creek, though most of the creek’s drainage area is steep and undeveloped.

Rincon Creek

Rincon Creek is an long perennial stream that rises on the northeastern side of the Sierra
Azul and flows through a natural channel northeastward into Guadalupe Creek just above
the head of Guadalupe Reservoir. Little is known about the creek’s drainage area other
than that it is steep and undeveloped.

Los Capitancillos Creek

Los Capitancillos Creek is an intermittent stream that rises on the northwest side of
“Mine Hill” in the former New Almaden Mining District. The creek flows through a
natural channel northwestward into Guadalupe Creek just above the head of Guadalupe
Reservoir but just downstream of the confluence of Rincon Creek on the opposite bank.
Little is known about the creek’s drainage area other than that it is steep and
undeveloped.

Reynolds Creek

Reynolds Creek is a perennial stream, fed by Cherry Springs, that rises on the
northeastern side of the Sierra Azul and flows through a natural channel northeastward
into Guadalupe Creek downstream of Guadalupe Reservoir. Little is known about the
creek’s drainage area other than that it is steep and undeveloped. One named tributary,
Hicks Creek, flows into Reynolds Creek from the southwest.

Hicks Creek

Hicks Creek is a short, perennial tributary of Reynolds Creek stream that rises on the
northern side of EI Sombroso in the Sierra Azul and flows through a natural channel
north into Reynolds Creek. Little is known about the creek’s drainage area other than
that it is steep and undeveloped.

Guadalupe Reservoir
Guadalupe Reservoir is located on Guadalupe Creek nearly six miles above its

confluence with the Guadalupe River. The reservoir is located on the southern boundary
of Almaden Quicksilver County Park on Hicks Road. Guadalupe Creek provides
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perennial flow to the reservoir from its upper drainage area, which includes Rincon and
Los Capitancillos Creeks as well. The reservoir was completed in 1935 and has an
average surface area of 79 acres and a capacity of 3,228 acre-feet. Its principal purpose is
to provide staged releases of impounded water for groundwater recharge purposes in the
Guadalupe Creek and Guadalupe River channels and in the Los Capitancillos, Alamitos,
and Guadalupe recharge ponds. The Water District owns and operates this reservoir for
water conservation purposes (Neudorf, pers. comm., 2002).

The watershed above Guadalupe Reservoir is steep, rugged, and features very little
development of any kind.

41.1.6 Alamitos Creek Subwatershed

Alamitos Creek and its major tributary Arroyo Calero (often referred to as Calero Creek)
are located in the Almaden Valley, a northwest-trending valley located within the larger
Santa Clara Valley but separated from it by the Santa Teresa Hills. The Alamitos Creek
subwatershed (including the Arroyo Calero subwatershed) is approximately 38 square
miles. Alamitos Creek originates in the Santa Cruz Mountains at an elevation of around
3,800 feet. With other tributaries, Alamitos Creek flows northwesterly to Almaden
Reservoir. From Almaden Reservoir, Alamitos Creek flows in a northeast direction to its
confluence with Arroyo Calero. Along this stretch, the stream gradient is moderately
steep. At the Arroyo Calero confluence, Alamitos Creek turns slightly more westward
and continues along a moderately steep gradient to the point of confluence with
Guadalupe Creek near Blossom Hill Road and Almaden Expressway in San Jose, where
the resultant stream becomes known as the Guadalupe. Lake Almaden is located just
above this confluence on Alamitos Creek. A total of 10 named tributaries (excluding
Arroyo Calero and its tributaries) feed Alamitos Creek (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).

In the upper watershed, the creek’s course is through steep, largely undeveloped terrain
and the width of the riparian corridor is narrow. In the lower watershed, Alamitos Creek
passes through relatively flat urban areas (City of San Jose), though its gradient through
this area is steeper than that of either Guadalupe or Los Gatos Creeks. Though they do
exist along Alamitos Creek, reservoirs, passage barriers, flood control projects and other
channel modifications have altered riparian and aquatic habitats along the creek to a
lesser extent than along either Guadalupe or Los Gatos Creeks. There have been several
major floods in the Alamitos Creek subwatershed, some of which have caused significant
damage. Alamitos Creek was widened and levees were constructed from McKean Road
downstream to its confluence with Guadalupe Creek in the late 1970s (Santa Clara Basin
WMI, 2001 and Neudorf, pers. comm., 2002).

Golf Creek

Golf Creek is a 3.3 mile-long intermittent stream that rises on the north slope of the
ridgeline separating Guadalupe Creek and Alamitos Creek. This ridge is the location of
the former New Almaden Mining District. The creek flows through a natural channel
north into the flatter valley area north of the mountains. This area has been urbanized in
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recent years and the creek is encased in a concrete-lined channel as it curves to the
northeast toward its confluence with Almaden Creek a short distance upstream of Lake
Almaden. McAbee Creek is a short tributary to Golf Creek.

McAbee Creek

McAbee Creek is a short intermittent tributary to Golf Creek, rising on the northeastern
side of the ridgeline separating the Guadalupe Creek and Alamitos Creek subwatersheds.
The creek flows through a natural channel north into the flatter valley area north of the
mountains. This area has been urbanized in recent years and the creek is encased in a
concrete-lined channel in its lower portion before it discharges into Golf Creek from the
southwest.

Greystone Creek

Greystone Creek is a two mile-long intermittent stream that rises on the north slope of the
ridgeline separating Guadalupe Creek and Alamitos Creek. This ridge is the location of
the former New Almaden Mining District. The creek flows through a natural channel
north into the flatter valley area north of the mountains. This area has been urbanized in
recent years and the creek is encased in a concrete-lined channel as it continues north
toward its confluence with Almaden Creek downstream of the Arroyo Calero confluence.

Randol Creek

Randol Creek is a 2.9 mile-long perennial to intermittent stream that rises on the
northwestern slope of Church Hill in the former New Almaden Mining District. The
creek flows through a natural channel north into the flatter valley area north of the
mountains. This area has been urbanized in recent years and the creek is encased in a
concrete-lined channel as it curves to the northeast toward its confluence with Almaden
Creek a short distance downstream of the Arroyo Calero confluence.

Jacques Gulch

Jacques Gulch is an intermittent stream that rises on the northeast side of Bald Mountain
in the Sierra Azul. The creek flows through a natural channel northeastward into
Almaden Reservoir, joining it on its northern shore approximately two-thirds of the
distance uplake from Almaden Dam. Little is known about the creek’s drainage area
other than that it is steep and undeveloped.

Herbert Creek

Herbert Creek is a 3.1 mile-long perennial stream that rises on the northeast side of the
Sierra Azul crest and flows through a natural channel northeastward into the upper end of
Almaden Reservoir. Little is known about the creek’s drainage area other than that it is
steep and undeveloped. Barrett Canyon Creek flows into Herbert Creek in its lowermost
segment, just above the head of Almaden Reservoir.

Barrett Canyon Creek
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Barrett Canyon Creek is a 3.5 mile-long perennial stream that rises on the north slope of
Loma Prieta. The creek flows through a natural channel north into Herbert Creek just
above the head of Almaden Reservoir. Little is known about the creek’s drainage area
other than that it is steep and undeveloped.

Larabee Gulch

Larabee Gulch is a shorter intermittent stream that rises on the northwest slopes of Fern
Peak in the Bald Peaks area. The creek flows through a natural channel northwest into
Almaden Reservoir approximately one-fourth of the distance uplake from Almaden Dam.
Little is known about the creek’s drainage area other than that it is steep and
undeveloped.

Chilanian Gulch

Chilanian Gulch is an intermittent stream that rises on the northwest slope of the ridge
dividing Almaden Creek from Cherry Canyon Creek in the Arroyo Calero subwatershed
to the east. The creek flows through a natural channel northwest into Almaden Creek just
below the town of New Almaden. Little is known about the creek’s drainage area other
than that it is steep and undeveloped.

Deep Gulch

Deep Gulch is an intermittent stream that rises on the southeast slope of “Mine Hill” in
the former New Almaden Mining District. The creek flows through a natural channel
east into Almaden Creek just above the town of New Almaden. The Deep Gulch
drainage area was formerly the location of active mercury mining and is now part of
Almaden Quicksilver County Park. Several old miner cemeteries and remnants of
mining development are scattered through and adjacent to the Deep Gulch drainage.

Lake Almaden

Lake Almaden is a small impoundment on Alamitos Creek a short distance upstream of
its confluence with Guadalupe Creek at the head of the Guadalupe River, at Coleman
Avenue and Almaden Expressway in San Jose. The lake is the centerpiece of the 65-acre
Almaden Lake Park and is owned and operated by the San Jose Conventions, Arts &
Entertainment Department in cooperation with the Water District. The lake itself was
progressively formed as a result of a rock quarry operation which began in the late 1940s.
Excavation for the quarry started at the center of Alamitos Creek and moved outward,
transforming what was once a meadow where dairy cows grazed into a lake. In recent
years, the lake has been operated by the Water District as a groundwater recharge facility
and was first opened for public use as a park in the spring of 1982 (San Jose Regional
Parks website, 2002).

Almaden Reservoir
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Almaden Reservoir is located on Alamitos Creek south of San Jose. The southeastern
end of Almaden Quicksilver County Park is opposite Almaden Reservoir on the north
side of Alamitos Road. Almaden Reservoir was completed in 1935. It has an average
surface area of 59 acres and a capacity of 1,586 acre-feet. The reservoir is located in a
12-square-mile drainage area of hilly terrain covered with range grass, low bushes, and
trees. Almaden Reservoir collects runoff from the surrounding watershed that includes
Herbert and Barrett Canyon Creeks flowing into the southwest end of the reservoir near
the small community of Twin Creeks. Barrett Canyon Creek and Herbert Creek flow all
year. Jacques Gulch feeds the western side of the reservoir and flows most of the year,
while Larabee Gulch contributes to the eastern side of the reservoir during high peak
flows, then drops off quickly. The reservoir releases water to Alamitos Creek for
groundwater recharge. During the rainy season, storms or long wet periods often produce
more runoff than the reservoir can contain. Excess runoff is directed to Calero Reservoir
via the Almaden-Calero Canal. The Water District owns and operates this reservoir for
water conservation purposes only; however, there some incidental flood control benefits
(Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).

The watershed above Almaden Reservoir is very lightly developed; most is rugged
mountainous terrain. Vestiges of historic mercury mining remain within Almaden
Quicksilver County Park bordering the reservoir on the northwest.

4.1.1.7 Arroyo Calero Subwatershed

Arroyo Calero (commonly referred to as Calero Creek) is the major tributary to Alamitos
Creek, joining it from the east approximately 3.1 miles upstream of Lake Almaden. Of
the 12.5 square miles comprising the Arroyo Calero subwatershed, seven are located in
the hills above Calero Reservoir. Two named tributaries flow into Calero Reservoir.
From Calero Reservoir, Arroyo Calero flows northwest to its confluence with Alamitos
Creek. Santa Teresa Creek joins Arroyo Calero from the east just before the confluence
with Alamitos Creek.

Arroyo Calero passes through relatively flat urban and open space areas (City of San
Jose) for its entire length, though its gradient through this area is steeper than that of
either Guadalupe or Los Gatos Creeks. There have been some major floods in the Arroyo
Calero subwatershed.

Santa Teresa Creek

Santa Teresa Creek begins in the Santa Teresa Hills and flows northwest, parallel to and
about 1,000 feet north of Arroyo Calero for nearly 2.9 miles. Santa Teresa Creek outfalls
into Arroyo Calero just below Harry Road. A section of Santa Teresa Creek was
widened in the late 1970s. The stream is intermittent and flows through largely
developed areas, particularly in its lower segment.

4-13



Chapter 4 — Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed

Cherry Canyon Creek

Cherry Canyon Creek is an intermittent stream that rises on the northeast side of Fern
Peak and flows through a natural channel northeastward into the southwestern side of
Calero Reservoir. Little is known about the creek’s drainage area other than that it is
steep and undeveloped.

Pine Tree Canyon Creek

Pine Tree Canyon Creek is an intermittent stream that rises on the eastern side of the Bald
Peaks and flows through a natural channel eastward and then north into the upper end of
Calero Reservoir. Little is known about the creek’s drainage area other than that it is
steep and undeveloped. Mud Springs is located near the upper end of the creek.

Calero Reservoir

Calero Reservoir is located on Arroyo Calero just south of the Santa Teresa Hills section
of San Jose and east of the community of New Almaden and Almaden Reservoir. Calero
Reservoir was completed in 1935 and has a surface area of 347 acres and a capacity of
10,050 acre-feet. Calero Reservoir collects runoff from a seven square-mile drainage
area drained by Cherry Canyon and Pine Tree Canyon Creeks and also receives surplus
surface water from Almaden Reservoir via the Almaden-Calero Canal. Excess runoff
from Almaden Reservoir is transferred to Calero Reservoir, which has a storage capacity
five times greater than that of Almaden. The area surrounding the reservoir is
predominantly grasslands and oak savannah (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).

The primary purpose for Calero Reservoir is the controlled release of surface runoff for
downstream groundwater recharge. Recharge waters are released either directly to
Arroyo Calero or to the Almaden Valley Pipeline that delivers raw water to the Vasona
Pumping Station, approximately one mile north of VVasona Reservoir. The Water District
owns and operates Calero Reservoir for water conservation purposes; however, there may
be some incidental flood control benefits.

The watershed above Calero Reservoir is very lightly developed; most is rugged
mountainous terrain.

4.1.2 Current Beneficial Use Designations for Watershed Waterbodies

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) has
designated waterbodies for specific beneficial uses in the Water Quality Control Plan
(Basin Plan) for the region. Four of these uses were evaluated by the WMI in the pilot
watershed assessments. Prior to the assessments, WMI stakeholders identified some
corrections and potential changes to the beneficial use designations in the Basin Plan.
These recommendations were based on stakeholder understanding of stream and
watershed characteristics. After the pilot assessments were completed, both the existing
use designations and the initial WMI stakeholder recommendations for revisions to these
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designations were reviewed against the assessment results in order to identify any
additional revisions that should be highlighted.

Table 4-1 presents the findings of this analysis. Basin Plan beneficial use designations
for the four uses evaluated in the pilot assessment are shown, as are the additional use
designations recommended by WMI stakeholders prior to the assessment and potential
changes based on the pilot assessment findings. Blanks indicate that no designations
have been made or proposed. Streams or reservoirs not listed in the Basin Plan are
shown in italics. No column is shown for the Protection from Flooding (PFF) interest as
it is not a beneficial use identified by the Regional Board.

As not all of the existing data was made available for use in the pilot assessment, this
evaluation is limited. Review of other data in the possession of watershed stakeholders
should be completed prior to the formal proposal of any beneficial use designation
revisions. WMI stakeholders submitted a series of alternative use support determinations
for several stream segments in the Guadalupe watershed. These opinions are referenced
in Appendix 4-A and shown on Figure 2-2.

Table 4-1
Beneficial Use Designations in the Guadalupe River Watershed
BENEFICIAL USE
Cold . Preservation of Water
WATERBODY Freshwater | Municipal and Rare and Contact
. Domestic :
Habitat Supply (MUN) Engjangered Recreation
(COLD) Species (RARE) (REC-1)
Guadalupe River WE WE P
Guadalupe Creek WE WP
Pheasant Creek WP WP
Shannon Creek
Guadalupe Reservoir E E E
Rincon Creek
Los Capitancillos Creek
Reynolds Creek WE WP
Hicks Creek
Los Gatos Creek E E WE
Vasona Reservoir E/WL E
Lexington Reservoir E E E
Lake Elsman E E
Williams Reservoir
Trout Creek
Lyndon Canyon Creek
Lake Ranch Reservoir
Daves Creek
Black Creek
Dyer Creek
Briggs Creek
Aldercroft Creek
Moody Gulch AP
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WATERBODY

BENEFICIAL USE

Cold
Freshwater
Habitat
(COLD)

Municipal and
Domestic
Supply (MUN)

Preservation of
Rare and
Endangered
Species (RARE)

Water
Contact
Recreation
(REC-1)

Limekiln Creek

Soda Springs Canyon Creek

Hendrys Creek

Hooker Gulch

Austrian Gulch

Almendra Creek

Dry Creek

Lake Almaden

Alamitos Creek

WP

Almaden Reservoir

Jacques Gulch

Herbert Creek

WE

Barrett Canyon Creek

Larabee Gulch

Chilanian Gulch

Deep Gulch

Greystone Creek

Golf Creek

Randol Creek

McAbee Creek

Arroyo Calero

WP

Calero Reservoir

AP

Cherry Canyon Creek

Pine Tree Canyon Creek

Santa Teresa Creek

Canoas Creek

Ross Creek

Lone Hill Creek

Short Creek

Legend: E = Existing Beneficial Use; P = Potential Beneficial Use; WE = WMI stakeholder pre-assessment
recommendation for existing beneficial use designation; WL = WMI stakeholder pre-assessment recommendation for
limited beneficial use designation; AP = WMI pilot assessment results recommendation for potential beneficial use

designation.

Note: Waterbodies in italics are not listed in the Basin Plan.
Source: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1995. San Francisco Regional Water Quality

Control Plan, Table 2-5.

The

results of the pilot assessment generally confirmed the pre-assessment

recommendations of WMI stakeholders regarding beneficial use designations for
Only in two cases did the available data
provide enough confidence to propose additional potential use designations based on the
pilot assessment results: cold freshwater habitat (COLD) in Moody Gulch and
preservation of rare and endangered species (RARE) in Calero Reservoir. However, as
the pilot assessment was based on the review of existing, available data and did not
involve a field-checking component, it is recommended that additional focused data
collection and review be conducted before any new use designations are adopted.

Guadalupe River watershed waterbodies.
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In general, the major streams in the Guadalupe River watershed have diverse
characteristics and support different beneficial uses in different locations. As a result, the
Basin Plan beneficial use designations should either reflect this diversity by applying
only to specific sections of each stream or should be coupled with an understanding that
the entire length of the stream will not provide the same level of support for the
designated use (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).

4.1.3 Stream Segmentation for Assessment

In order to organize the review of data during the pilot assessment, the Guadalupe River
watershed was divided into a total of 63 stream segments (or reaches). Most of the
segments consist of individual tributary streams and watershed reservoirs. In the lower
portion of the watershed, however, it was necessary to divide the longer streams (Los
Gatos, Guadalupe, and Alamitos Creeks) and the Guadalupe River into multiple segments
in order to facilitate data evaluation. In such cases, stream reaches were delineated based
on common channel type, flow regime, and adjacent land use. It should be noted that the
segmentation approach used for the pilot assessment was consistent with and useful for
the robustness of the available data but is not based on a detailed study of stream
geomorphology or riparian zone condition. WMI stakeholders have noted that a few
stream reaches are comprised of individual segments that are quite dissimilar in a number
of significant ways. Suggestions for further sub-dividing these reaches were received and
are described under the relevant stream in Section 4.3. Additional detail on the stream
segmentation approach used for the pilot assessments may be found in Appendix A4,
“Stream Segmentation Approach for Assessments.”

The stream segments defined for the Guadalupe River watershed are shown on Figures 2-
2a through 2-2e. The individual reaches are grouped and designated within the six major
subwatersheds. The Guadalupe River itself accounts for five reaches (GR-1 through GR-
5). The Guadalupe Creek subwatershed contains 10 reaches (GR/GC-1 through GR/GC-
9), including Guadalupe Reservoir (GR/GC/GR). The Los Gatos Creek subwatershed
contains 25 reaches (GR/LG-1 through GR/LG-20), including the five reservoirs in the
subwatershed. The Alamitos Creek subwatershed contains 14 reaches (GR/AL-1 through
GR/AL-12), including two reservoirs. The Arroyo Calero subwatershed contains four
reaches (GR/AC-1 through GR/AC-4), including Calero Reservoir (GR/AC/CR). Canoas
Creek represents one reach (GR/CC) while the Ross Creek drainage is comprised of three
reaches (GR/RC-1 through GR/RC-3).

4.2 General Assessment Results

The methodology and approach used for the pilot assessments is described in Chapter 3.
The remainder of this chapter presents and interprets the results of the pilot assessment
for the Guadalupe River watershed. Due to its reliance on existing data and the
unavailability of some key data sets, the pilot assessment contains inherent limitations.
As described in Chapter 2, caution is advised when interpreting the results of the pilot
assessment. It is recommended that additional data in the possession of various
stakeholders be reviewed in order to confirm or, where appropriate, revise the assessment
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results to fully reflect all relevant existing data. For additional detail concerning the
results of the pilot assessments, please see the following:

e Figures 2-1 and 2-2a through 2-2e for a series of maps illustrating the assessment
results for the Guadalupe River watershed

e Appendix 4-A, Tables 1-6 for a series of bar graphs illustrating the assessment results
for the Guadalupe River watershed

e Appendix 4-B for a series of tables summarizing the assessment results for the
Guadalupe River watershed and containing information on limiting factors, suspected
causes, data gaps, and local knowledge comments from WMI stakeholders

e Appendix 4-C for a detailed list of the data sets used in the assessment for the
Guadalupe River watershed

e Appendix B to this report describing the lessons learned from the pilot assessments

e Appendix C to this report describing the data sufficiency evaluation and the data gaps
identified for each stream reach

e Appendix D to this report describing the factors limiting full use support as discerned
by the pilot assessment as well as some suspected causes for these factors

4.2.1 Data Sufficiency

Prior to evaluating the data itself, a data sufficiency review was conducted in order to
identify data sets that would be of use in the assessment. This review identified data gaps
on a reach-by-reach basis for each of the five beneficial uses and stakeholder interests
being evaluated. A summary of the data sufficiency analysis for the Guadalupe River
watershed is presented in Table 4-2. A more detailed explanation of the data sufficiency
evaluation process and the types of data gaps identified is provided in Appendix C. It
should be noted that some data initially identified as useful for the analysis were not
made available to the assessment team and, therefore, were not included in the pilot
assessment process.

Table 4-2
Guadalupe Watershed Data Sufficiency Summary
Stream Miles of
Miles of Stream Miles of
Stream Reaches Stream
Use/ Stream ) Reaches Stream
I Reaches With . Reaches
nterest With Reaches % of Sufficient With % of With Reaches % of
L With Watershed Sufficient | Watershed . With Watershed
Insufficient L But Sufficient .
Insufficient L But Sufficient
Data Limited - Data**
Data Limited Data**
Data*
Data*

coLD 40 69.7 48 9 23.9 17 14 48.6 35
MUN 46 99.1 69 13 38.8 28 4 43 3
REC-1 43 91.4 63 16 34.8 25 4 16.1 12
PFF 28 46.4 31 5 0.0 0 30 95.9 69
RARE 43 78.0 54 9 27.8 20 11 36.4 26

* Includes uncertainty levels of C and D
** Includes uncertainty levels of A and B
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As is illustrated in Table 4-2, the data gaps in the Guadalupe River watershed were
significant. Support statements with relatively high levels of certainty (rated either A or
B) were only developed for between 3 and 69% of the reaches in the watershed,
depending on the use being evaluated. While support statements were also developed for
other reaches, data deficiencies demanded that these conclusions be qualified with a high
level of uncertainty (rated either C or D). For this second group of reaches, no suspected
causes were identified for the limiting factors due to the general lack of confidence in the
support statements.

4.2.2 Overall Conclusions by Use

This section discusses the results of the pilot beneficial use/stakeholder interest
assessments for the Guadalupe River watershed on a use-by-use basis. Results for
individual waterbodies are described in greater detail in Section 4.3. Local knowledge
comments on the assessment results from WMI stakeholders are presented in Section 4.3
as well. The detailed results for each of the 63 stream segments in the watershed are
shown in Figures 2-2a through 2-2e (in map form) and in Appendix 4-A, Tables 1-6 (in
bar chart form). Individual summary tables containing the assessment results for each
reach are presented in Appendix 4-B. The list of data sets used in the assessment (in
Appendix 4-C) may be cross-referenced with the data set identification numbers in the
tables of Appendix 4-B to inform the reader of the specific data sets used to reach the
conclusions for each stream reach and use. Given the lack of consistent data from reach
to reach for each use/interest, it is critical that all statements of use support be viewed in
light of the attached level of uncertainty.

4.2.2.1 Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)

Twenty-three stream reaches examined for the cold freshwater habitat (COLD) use did
not have adequate data to make a support statement determination, commonly due to the
lack of sufficient data on primary (fish assemblage and indicator macroinvertebrate) and
secondary (temperature and other habitat requirements) indicators. All but two of the
reservoirs within the Guadalupe watershed were included in the 23 reaches with
insufficient data. Stream reaches in the “insufficient data” category are located
throughout the Guadalupe subwatersheds and include the upper, rural reaches of
Guadalupe Creek, a majority of the stream reaches and all of the reservoirs in the Los
Gatos Creek subwatershed, most of the tributaries to Alamitos Creek, the tributaries to
Arroyo Calero and Calero Reservoir, and two reaches of Ross Creek.

Only three stream reaches were evaluated as having full support for COLD, two of these
in the upper, rural reaches of Guadalupe Creek, and the third on Los Gatos Creek
between Lake Elsman and Lexington Reservoir. These conclusions were characterized
by good data quality and high certainty.
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Partial support was the most common designation of reaches for COLD, with 10 of 63
stream reaches in the Guadalupe watershed being designated as such. The determinations
were made with varying levels of uncertainty from very low to moderately high, and
seven of the 10 reaches were located in either rural-to-urban transition or urban areas.
Only one reservoir, Lake Almaden, was determined to partially support COLD.

Under the COLD assessment, a support status of potential/seasonal support was
available. Seven reaches were categorized as having potential/seasonal support, most of
these in the lower reaches of Guadalupe River (GR-1 through GR-4) and the Los Gatos
Creek main stem from Vasona Reservoir to Lexington Reservoir (GR/LG-2 and GR/LG-
3). Also included in this designation, but with a very high level of uncertainty is
Almaden Reservoir.

Two urban reaches, the main stem of Ross Creek and Canoas Creek, were characterized
as being in non-support of the COLD use. The two reaches contained COLD data of fair
quality with moderately high and very high uncertainty levels, respectively.

A total of 141 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the COLD use assessment for
the Guadalupe River watershed. Of these, 73 contained data that could be used to
develop the assessment results.

Subsequent to completion of the pilot assessment, a significant new data set became
available from the Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort (FAHCE). Though
this study was completed in early 2000, the findings were not released to the assessment
team until after the pilot assessment had been completed. While a small portion of this
data was used in the assessment (fish habitat mapping, streamflow, and stream
temperature), most of the FAHCE project’s conclusions concerning limiting factors and
habitat quality are contained in the documents that were not available at the time of the
pilot assessments. Due to the significance of this information, some of the key
conclusions of the FAHCE project regarding the COLD use are described in Section 4.3
under each individual waterbody.? This additional data was not used to modify the pilot
assessment results in any way but should eventually be incorporated into future reach-
specific assessment work undertaken by WMI stakeholders.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the COLD assessment were received from WMI
stakeholders and are described in Section 4.3 for each applicable waterbody. Again, this
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders. Some of this information is based on data that was not made
available to the assessment team for use in the pilot assessment. Appendix 4-A describes

2 FAHCE collected data and developed its conclusions based on the existing habitat. Their charge was not to re-engineer the entire
watershed, but rather optimize the management of existing resources. The study area for the FAHCE Limiting Factors Analysis didn't
extend into the tidally influenced zone of the stream as water supply operations have minimal impact in this reach. The WMI
Assessment Framework and FAHCE did not share the same criteria for cold freshwater habitat suitability. The WMI adopted a more
liberal criteria that allows more habitat to be described as suitable for coldwater resources. FAHCE had to accept the criteria that was
set by the National Marine Fisheries Service and the California Department of Fish and Game (Akin, pers. comm., 2002).
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alternate support conclusions for the COLD use presented by WMI stakeholders based on
other data not available for the pilot assessment.

4.2.2.2 Municipal and Domestic Water Supply (MUN)

Nineteen of 63 stream reaches in the Guadalupe River watershed were found to have
enough data to make conclusions on the support status for the beneficial use of municipal
and domestic water supply (MUN). Approximately half of the reaches without data are
in rural/undeveloped areas of the watershed, with the data gaps being spread over most of
the subwatersheds including Guadalupe Creek, Los Gatos Creek, Arroyo Calero, and
Alamitos Creek.

The only part of the Guadalupe watershed that fully supports MUN is the lowest (most
downstream) portion of Alamitos Creek (from Lake Almaden to Arroyo Calero), but this
conclusion of full support was made with a moderately high level of uncertainty.

Two non-urban areas of the Guadalupe watershed indicate partial support for MUN.
These are Guadalupe Reservoir and a downstream portion of Alamitos Creek (GR/AL-2)
with moderately low and very high levels of uncertainty, respectively.

Thirteen reaches, varying from urban to rural, do not support MUN. These include the
urbanized lower reaches of the Guadalupe River from its mouth to Alamitos Creek,
excluding reach GR-2 where there was insufficient data. However, the data for the
Guadalupe River reaches was identified as old and did not distinguish between wet and
dry weather sampling, leading to a moderately high level of uncertainty for this area. The
main stem of Guadalupe Creek (GR/GC-1 and GR/GC-2) and the majority of Los Gatos
Creek from its mouth up to Lake Elsman, including Vasona and Lexington Reservoirs,
also do not support MUN. The uncertainty of the data in most of these reaches was
moderately high due to older data and lack of a full suite of parameters, except for the
rural reaches of Los Gatos Creek and Lexington Reservoir where uncertainty was very
high. The lowest reach of Alamitos Creek (GR/AL-1) and the two reservoirs that drain to
it, Calero Reservoir and Almaden Reservoir, do not appear to support MUN, though
uncertainty over this varies from moderately low to moderately high, mostly due to lack
of data on the full suite of parameters and an inability to distinguish between wet and dry
weather sampling.

A total of 32 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the MUN use assessment for the
Guadalupe River watershed. Of these, 15 contained data that could be used to develop
the assessment results.

Subsequent to completing the initial data review, additional data for a few other
reservoirs were obtained and used to revise initial conclusions regarding use support.
Data for other reservoirs (Lake Elsman, Williams Reservoir) was sought but not obtained
and so no changes were made to their support status.
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Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of MUN were received from WMI
stakeholders and are described in Section 4.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders.

4.2.2.3 Protection From Flooding (PFF)

Thirty-five of 63 stream reaches in the Guadalupe watershed had adequate data to make a
determination of support for the PFF interest. All but three of the 26 reaches with
insufficient data were located in rural parts of the watershed, and the three non-rural
reaches without enough data to make a determination on support status are small tributary
segments where no data has been collected on flooding.

A spatially variable mix of urban to rural stream reaches, a total of 27, were determined
to be fully supporting PFF. The range in uncertainty associated with the support
determinations was from very low to very high, indicative of the variation in detailed,
current data among the subwatersheds.

Eight stream reaches, all located in urban areas of the Guadalupe watershed, were
determined to be non-supporting of PFF. Five of the eight are located in the lowermost
portion of the Guadalupe River (GR-1 through GR-5) where channel capacity is not
adequate to contain the 100-year flood. The other three reaches occur in Canoas Creek
(GR/CC-1), the lowermost portion of Ross Creek (GR/RC-1), and Randol Creek, a
tributary to the lower portion of Alamitos Creek. All support determinations were made
with a very low level of uncertainty due to recent, reliable data on channel capacities.

A total of 31 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the PFF interest assessment for
the Guadalupe River watershed. Of these, 19 contained data that could be used to
develop the assessment results.

The logic diagram in the Assessment Framework for the PFF interest required that this
evaluation be conducted for “current” development conditions as well as “future”
development conditions. Future conditions were defined in the framework as being
consistent with the future development assumptions incorporated in the Water District’s
Waterways Management Model (WMM). Output from the WMM was the primary data
set used to determine the support status for this interest in reaches where the data was
available. In reviewing this data, it was difficult to determine exactly how future
development was accounted for in the WMM and what assumptions were made. In
addition, it was noted that, as flood return intervals increase, the corresponding
importance of the amount of impervious area in a watershed on surface runoff decreases.
For lower frequency flood events, the amount of imperviousness in a watershed will have
a large impact on the amount of runoff that is generated. However, at high return interval
floods (such as the 100-year), it makes little difference whether a watershed is fully or
partially developed with urban uses (impervious surfaces). Virtually all of the
precipitation is going to generate surface runoff due to ground saturation (Hollis, 1975).
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Therefore, the distinction between current and future development in Santa Clara Basin
watersheds for the purpose of evaluating 100-year flooding may be relatively moot.
Given these findings and the uncertainty over the level of future development assumed in
the WMM data, the team decided to simply use the Water District’s designed channel
capacity data as the benchmark for determining the adequacy of each reach to convey the
100-year flow.

For some reaches, however, use of the WMM data yielded initial assessment conclusions
that were clearly inaccurate based on input from WMI stakeholders. Additional data was
sought concerning these reaches and the initial assessment results were revised
accordingly, where data were available for review.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of PFF were received from WMI
stakeholders and are described in Section 4.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders. Some of this information is based on data that was not made
available to the assessment team for use in the pilot assessment. Appendix 4-A describes
alternate support conclusions for the PFF interest presented by WMI stakeholders based
on other data not available for the pilot assessment.

4.2.2.4 Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species (RARE)

Sufficient data for assessing support of the RARE beneficial use was limited to
approximately one-third (21 of 63) of the stream reaches in the Guadalupe River
watershed. Data gaps were generally due to three different reasons: (1) a lack of special
status species data, (2) outdated data, and (3) current data sets being too general to be
useful. The majority of the stream reaches with data gaps were rural.

Those reaches fully supporting RARE were all characterized with moderately high levels
of certainty. A total of nine reaches, occurring in both urban and rural parts of the
Guadalupe River watershed were determined to fully support the RARE use. The first
five reaches of the Guadalupe River are included, primarily based on the presence of
special status fish species (steelhead). An upper, rural tributary of Guadalupe Creek
(GR/GC-5, above Guadalupe Reservoir), Calero Reservoir, and the first two reaches of
Alamitos Creek are the remaining reaches classified as full support.

No reaches were classified as partial support. However, 11 reaches were classified with a
statement of potential support, meaning there is existing habitat suitable to support
special status species within the reach. These reaches occurred within a mix of urban and
rural environments, and varied spatially across the watershed. The majority of these were
classified with moderately high to very high levels of uncertainty due to limited data and
a concern with the data quality.

Only one stream reach, GR/AC-4, was characterized as non-support for RARE. This
reach, Santa Teresa Creek, is a tributary to Arroyo Calero, flows through a rural-to-urban
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transition environment, and is subject to a very high level of uncertainty based on the
expectation that red legged frogs should be found in the reach.

A total of 64 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the RARE use assessment for
the Guadalupe River watershed. Of these, 29 contained data that could be used to
develop the assessment results.

More so than perhaps any of the other uses/interests, the RARE assessment was
hampered by the reliance on existing data. Biological field surveys are really needed to
assess habitat conditions within the watershed for the species on the list. Very few of
these types of surveys were included in the data compiled for the assessment. As a result,
most of the support statements for RARE were based on species observations rather than
habitat conditions.

Subsequent to completion of the pilot assessment, a significant new data set became
available from the FAHCE project. Though this study was completed in early 2000, the
findings were not released to the assessment team until after the pilot assessment had
been completed. While a small portion of this data was used in the assessment (fish
habitat mapping, streamflow, and stream temperature), most of the FAHCE project’s
conclusions concerning limiting factors and habitat quality are contained in the
documents that were not available at the time of the pilot assessments. Due to the
significance of this information, some of the key conclusions of the FAHCE project
regarding the RARE use are described in Section 4.3 under each individual waterbody.
This additional data was not used to modify the pilot assessment results in any way but
should eventually be incorporated into future reach-specific assessment work undertaken
by WMI stakeholders.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of RARE were received from
WMI stakeholders and are described in Section 4.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders. Some of this information is based on data that was not made
available to the assessment team for use in the pilot assessment. Appendix 4-A describes
alternate support conclusions for the RARE use presented by WMI stakeholders based on
other data not available for the pilot assessment.

4.2.2.5 Water Contact Recreation (REC-1)

Sufficient data was available for only 20 of the 63 stream reaches in the Guadalupe River
watershed to make a determination of the support status for water contact recreation
(REC-1). Many of the reaches contained some data on the tertiary (least preferred)
aesthetics, water depth, and access indicators for assessing REC-1 support, but 41 reaches
did not have adequate primary (pathogens in water) or secondary (other water quality)
data available, thus support determinations could not be made.
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Only five stream reaches were found to fully support REC-1, and these five are spread
spatially throughout the Guadalupe River watershed. They include Guadalupe Reservoir,
parts of the Los Gatos Creek subwatershed including Lexington Reservoir, and Arroyo
Calero from its origin to Calero Reservoir. However, these reaches were identified as
fully supporting only with moderately high and very high levels of uncertainty due to
lack of data and old data.

Three partially supporting reaches were identified within the Guadalupe River watershed,
although two of these reaches (GR/LG-3 and GR/AL-1) had different levels of support
based on the different types of REC-1 indicators. For example, if the support
determination was based solely on tertiary indicators and it indicated partial support, but
other secondary data parameters indicated the reach was non-supporting of REC-1, then
the reach was classified as both partial and non-support. All three of these reaches were
associated with moderately high levels of uncertainty due to significant data gaps (i.e., no
primary or secondary data available).

Non-support for REC-1 was identified in 10 reaches, with seven of these comprising the
lower, urbanized portion of the Guadalupe River watershed, including the two lowest
reaches of Guadalupe Creek. These reaches were associated with moderately high to
moderately low levels of uncertainty in the support determination, again due to data gaps
or limited data sets. The other three non-supporting reaches occurred in urban and rural
areas of the Los Gatos Creek, Alamitos Creek, and Arroyo Calero subwatersheds and
have moderately high levels of uncertainty associated with them.

A total of 54 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the REC-1 use assessment for
the Guadalupe River watershed. Of these, 23 contained data that could be used to
develop the assessment results.

As outlined in the Assessment Framework, the REC-1 assessment was to include a fish
consumption component. Based on concern expressed by WMI stakeholders, the
Regional Board reviewed this issue and determined that fish consumption should not be
evaluated as part of the REC-1 use. Therefore, the results of the fish consumption
portion of the pilot assessment have been removed from this report. A different set of
criteria was used for this evaluation; these criteria have been removed from the report as
well. The remaining criteria were identified in the Assessment Framework as being
important for the REC-1 evaluation.

Subsequent to completion of the initial data review, additional data was obtained for Lake
Almaden, and the support statement revised accordingly. Additional data concerning
other reservoirs was also sought at this time, but no data was obtained.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of REC-1 were received from
WMI stakeholders and are described in Section 4.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders. Some of this information is based on data that was not made
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available to the assessment team for use in the pilot assessment. Appendix 4-A describes
alternate support conclusions for the REC-1 use presented by WMI stakeholders based on
other data not available for the pilot assessment.

4.3 Detailed Assessment Results by Waterbody

This section discusses the results of the pilot beneficial use/stakeholder interest
assessments for the Guadalupe River watershed on a waterbody-by-waterbody basis. The
methodology and approach used for the pilot assessments is described in Chapter 3.
Information regarding data sufficiency for the Guadalupe River watershed is provided in
Section 4.2.1. Overall results for each beneficial use/stakeholder interest are described in
Section 4.2.2.

The detailed results for each of the 63 stream segments in the watershed are shown in
Figures 2-2a through 2-2e (in map form) and in Appendix 4-A, Tables 1-6 (in bar chart
form). Alternative conclusions regarding use support in several stream reaches have been
presented by WMI stakeholders based on data that was not made available to the
assessment team. These conclusions are also shown on Figures 2-2a through 2-2e and in
Appendix 4-A. Individual summary tables containing the assessment results for each
reach are presented in Appendix 4-B. These tables include information on limiting
factors, suspected causes, as well as “local knowledge comments” from WMI
stakeholders. The primary messages contained in this information are also summarized
in the text of this section for each waterbody in the watershed. The final page of
Appendix 4-B contains a listing of the stream reaches in the Guadalupe River watershed
for which insufficient data was available for all five uses.

The list of data sets used in the assessment (in Appendix 4-C) may be cross-referenced
with the data set identification numbers in the tables of Appendix 4-B to inform the
reader of the specific data sets used to reach the conclusions for each stream reach and
use. Given the lack of consistent data from reach to reach for each use/interest, it is
critical that all statements of use support be viewed in light of the attached level of
uncertainty. For additional detail concerning the results of the pilot assessments, please
see the following:

e Appendix B to this report describing the lessons learned from the pilot assessments

e Appendix C to this report describing the data sufficiency evaluation and the data gaps
identified for each stream reach

e Appendix D to this report describing the factors limiting full use support as discerned
by the pilot assessment as well as some suspected causes for these factors

Subsequent to completion of the pilot assessment, a significant new data set became
available from the FAHCE project. While a small portion of this data was used in the
assessment (fish habitat mapping, streamflow, and stream temperature), most of the
FAHCE project’s conclusions concerning limiting factors and habitat quality are
contained in the documents that were not available at the time of the pilot assessments.
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Due to the significance of this information, some of the key conclusions of the FAHCE
project regarding factors limiting the COLD and RARE uses are described in this section
and in the “Suspected Causes” boxes in Appendix 4-B. This additional data was not used
to modify the pilot assessment results in any way but should eventually be incorporated
into future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by WMI stakeholders.

4.3.1 Guadalupe River (GR-1 through GR-5)

COLD: The COLD use was found to be potentially/seasonally supported in the first four
reaches and partially supported in the upper portion of the Guadalupe River. Indicator
macroinvertebrates were generally not present along the river where the data were
available. The Guadalupe River is characterized by relatively high, but variable, water
temperatures in winter, spring and summer. While these temperatures exceed the criteria
for support, they may support Chinook rearing in some years. Spring and summer
streamflows are dependent upon regulated releases from upstream reservoirs for
groundwater percolation, though the required release to the lower reaches of the river
(GR-1 through GR-4) is only 1 cubic foot per second. The channel is largely lightly
shaded, resulting in water warming during sunny periods. No winter or spring sampling
data is available to indicate whether successful Chinook spawning and rearing occurs in
GR-1. However, Chinook smolts have been produced in some years from somewhere in
the Guadalupe River or in Los Gatos Creek, despite failure to meet the temperature
criteria in the Guadalupe River. Conditions may be suitable for Chinook spawning in
GR-2, GR-3, and GR-4 in some years. During wet periods (1995-1999), cool
groundwater inflows may be present in GR-2, GR-3, and GR-4. High storm flows
resulting from urban runoff may degrade habitat in all reaches but GR-1. The upper
reach of the river (GR-5) is within the recharge zone where streamflows are higher.
However, flows rapidly decline and temperatures increase downstream within this reach
and suitable fast-water feeding habitat is scarce within the reach, so summer steelhead
rearing is usually limited in GR-5 but variable among years. GR-5 is lightly shaded and
the channel is generally wide.

The FAHCE data that became available subsequent to completion of the assessment notes
that habitat in the downstream reaches of the Guadalupe River (generally corresponding
to GR-2 through GR-5) is typified by long, deep, slackwater pools separated by an
occasional short run or riffle. Baseflow velocities are very low and water quality poor in
these reaches. The lack of food production areas and food transport are probably major
factors limiting production. The reaches below Alamitos Creek serve primarily as a
migration corridor for steelhead and have either no or poor rearing habitat (FAHCE,
1999).

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding COLD use
support in the Guadalupe River (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

4-27



Chapter 4 — Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed

e GR-1: The support status should either be supported, partially supported or not
applicable. Channel morphology, river flow rates, debris, trash and pollution should
be listed as limiting factors (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e GR-2: This reach should be split into two parts - above and below Trimble Avenue.
Below Trimble, support status should be Limited Support. The primary limiting
factors are channel morphology, flow rates, and pollution. Above Trimble Ave.,
support status should be Limited Support. Limiting factors should be channel flow
rates, morphology, temperature, lack of shade or hide cover, lack of good riparian
zone, and pollution (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e GR-3 and GR-4: Support status should be Limited Support. Limiting Factors should
be channel flow rates, morphology, temperature, lack of shade or hide cover
(marginal in GR-4), marginal riparian zone, pollution, barriers in GR-4, and poaching
(Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e GR-5: This reach should be split into four parts - (A) from lower end to Curtner Ave;
(B) Curtner to Gage Station 23B; (C) Gage Station 23B to Branham Lane; and (D)
Branham to Lake Almaden. In Segment A, support status should be Limited Support.
Limiting factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature,
pollution, debris and rubble. In Segment B, support status should be Limited
Support.  Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water
temperature, marginal shade/hide cover, gabions, pollution, and poaching. In
Segments C and D, support status should be Limited Support. Limiting factors
should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, marginal shade/hide
cover, pollution, 15-foot high dam in Segment D, and poaching (Johmann, pers.
comm., 2002).

MUN: The MUN use is generally not supported in the Guadalupe River (one reach, GR-
2, had insufficient data). Fecal coliform, DDT, turbidity, mercury, nickel, selenium, and
copper all have exceeded criteria for drinking water. Natural sources and urban runoff
may contribute to nickel. Historic mining waste in stream contributes to elevated
concentrations of mercury in water samples. The sources of fecal coliform and turbidity
are not clear from the data.

PEFE: The PFF interest is not supported in the Guadalupe River. Data indicates that the
river channel does not currently have adequate capacity to convey the expected 100-year
flow throughout the entire length of the river. Urban commercial and residential
development has encroached into the natural channel floodplain and the river has been
straightened and channelized through much of this area. In GR-3, a major flood control
project designed to add capacity to the river channel is underway. However, only
Contract 1 is completed to date. Therefore, this reach of the river cannot be considered
"protected” from large flood events such as the 100-year flood until all portions of the
project are completed. Once all the portions are completed the support status can be
revised to full support.
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Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding PFF interest
support in the Guadalupe River (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

GR-1: This reach is really a modified, straightened earth channel - when first
excavated, it was far wider and probably deeper than at present but the stream is
attempting to regain its natural form; the active river channel is not confined by
levees, though the corridor is. The channel is not rock or concrete lined except in
very limited segments around bridges or outfall pipes (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

GR-2: This reach should be split into two parts - above and below Trimble Avenue.
The lower part of the reach contains a river channel that for the most part is above
tidewater. A steep berm has been constructed on the east side of the river but both
sides of the channel are well vegetated. Except for a short stretch just below Trimble
Ave. there is good riparian habitat and Shaded Riverine Aquatic (SRA) cover. An
overflow channel has also been constructed down the right side of the river and the
area between the river and overflow channel was planted as a mitigation site for the
1983 Lower Guadalupe Flood Control Project. This site failed as the river has broken
through the berm in a number of areas and washed out the mitigation plantings. It has
also deposited tons of sediment in the overflow area as it attempts to regain its natural
form and build a flood plain. There is no overflow channel, right side channel berm,
or dense riparian area downstream of this segment or in the segment immediately
upstream. This should be listed as a Quasi-Natural Modified (East Side Berm with a
overflow passage) channel. The upper part of the reach should be designated a
Modified, Straightened channel. The entire river channel has been moved to the east
in the area of San Jose Airport. The channel used to flow through the airport area but
it has been substantially straightened and the riverine corridor has been confined by
levees on both sides. For the most part, there is little to no shade cover in this
segment. There are a few established trees in the riparian areas bordering the river
but only a few are close enough to provide shade cover and these are in a few small
patches downstream of Airport Blvd. and US 101 (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

GR-3: Support status should be full support after completion of the Downtown Flood
Control Project (Contract 2); channel type should be Quasi-Natural Straightened,
Incised (berms on both sides of main channel). The main channel is down cutting
(about a foot per year since 1996) as a direct result of the recently constructed flood
control project. Areas of the bypass channel are eroding and in other areas there is
severe deposition. The berm on the west side of the channel was breached a number
of times soon after project construction and has since been armored with rocks and
log crib walls in areas which are now being undercut. The low flow channel weirs
just downstream of Coleman Ave. that were installed to guarantee fish passage have
for the most part been buried by sediment (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

GR-4: Channel type should be Quasi-Natural Widened, Straightened and Incised.
The upper part of this segment has a concrete bypass channel, which is not
operational as yet. At least two more bypass channels are slated for construction
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downstream. Much of the channel has been lined with rock gabions and is down-
cutting (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e GR-5: Reach should be split into four parts - (A) from lower end to Curtner Ave; (B)
Curtner to Gage Station 23B; (C) Gage Station 23B to Branham Lane; and (D)
Branham to Lake Almaden. Segment A is a Quasi-Natural, Incised channel with a
decent riparian zone but the channel is deeply incised. It contains a lot of
construction rubble that is sliding off the banks where it has been dumped in the past.
The channel has very limited access. Water temperatures start to cool down in this
area as a result of the shade cover. Segment B should be listed as Widened,
Straightened and Gabion Contained. The river channel was relocated in this segment
when Almaden Expressway was constructed. This segment of channel has little, if
any, SRA cover and the riparian vegetation is poor. The designed channel was overly
widened and gabion-lined on both sides but the stream has since constructed a
narrower channel. Segment C should be listed as Quasi-Natural Straightened,
Incised. The channel is overly wide in areas but has natural but steep banks in most
areas. This segment also has two areas where drop structures have been removed and
replaced with a series of rock weirs. While the weirs have improved conditions
greatly they were not properly designed which is causing some erosion problems in
both areas. This area has a fair but narrow riparian area and provides fair SRA cover.
Segment D should be listed as Modified Straightened. However, a new Quasi-
Natural Meandering channel is starting to develop in this segment. The channel's
width/depth ratio is substantially decreasing and it is starting to meander within the
corridor levees. Riparian vegetation is taking hold, riffles and pools are developing in
the new channel and spawning gravel is being recruited. Towards the top of this
segment there is a 15 foot-high dam that blocked fish migration up until several years
ago when a fish ladder was installed. In the recent past, the channel in this area was
wide and shallow due to a series of instream dirt spreader dams that were constructed
every year and gabions line a good portion of the channel. There was virtually no
riparian habitat or shade cover as the dams would drown upstream vegetation and
deprive downstream vegetation of any water. Water temperatures in this area were
elevated due to the lack of shade cover, the wide shallow channels, and water coming
from Lake Almaden and the creeks upstream (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

RARE: The RARE use is fully supported in the Guadalupe River, though uncertainty is
relatively high in one reach (GR-2) due to limited data. Support is based on the presence
or potential presence of Chinook salmon, Alameda song sparrow, steelhead, sharp
shinned hawk, Cooper’s hawk, yellow warbler, merlin, loggerhead shrike, and burrowing
owl.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding RARE use
support in the Guadalupe River (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e GR-1: Although rare species such as the clapper rail, harvest mouse, and steelhead
are supported they certainly are not fully supported. They are supported on a very
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limited level. In the case of fish, channel morphology and water flow rates and
temperature are certainly limiting factors for this use (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e GR-2: Below Trimble Ave., support status should be Limited Support. Channel
morphology, flow rates, and water temperatures are limiting factors for this use.
Above Trimble Awve., support status should be Limited Support.  Channel
morphology, flow rates, water temperature, lack of a mature riparian zone and SRA
cover are limiting factors for this use (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e GR-3: Support Status should be Limited Support. Channel morphology, flow rates,
and water temperatures are limiting factors for this use (Johmann, pers. comm.,
2002).

e GR-4: Support Status should be Limited Support. Channel morphology, flow rates,
water temperature, and instream barriers are limiting factors for this use (Johmann,
pers. comm., 2002).

e GR-5: Reach should be split into four parts - (A) from lower end to Curtner Ave; (B)
Curtner to Gage Station 23B; (C) Gage Station 23B to Branham Lane; and (D)
Branham to Lake Almaden. In Segment A, support status should be Limited Support.
Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, and instream barriers are
limiting factors for this use. In Segment B, support status should be Limited Support.
Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, and the gabion confined channel
are limiting factors for this use. In Segments C and D, support status should be
Limited Support. Channel morphology, flow rates, and water temperature, are
limiting factors for this use (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

REC-1: The REC-1 use is non-supported in the Guadalupe River as measured against
primary (data available for one reach only) and secondary indicators (pathogens and
general water quality constituents, respectively). Tertiary indicators on aesthetics and
recreational access indicate partial support for REC-1 in some reaches of the river,
though uncertainty is generally high due to spotty data. The presence of historic mining
waste in the river contributes to mercury. Copper, nickel, and PCB exceedences are
possibly linked to historic urban stormwater discharges and/or elicit direct discharges to
stream. Chlordane and dieldrin are components of commonly used pesticides/herbicides
and are present in urban stormwater. Trash is common in urban stream corridors while
algae is the product of excessive nutrient inputs, possibly yard or landscaping waste from
upstream or detergents and human or animal waste.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding REC-1 use
support in the Guadalupe River (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):
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e GR-1: Status should be limited support. The limiting factors for water contract
recreation are access, flow levels, channel morphology, waterborne pathogens, and
trash/debris (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e GR-2: Support status should be Limited Support. The primary limiting factors for
this use are water flow levels, access, pollution, waterborne pathogens and debris
(Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e GR-3 and GR-4: Support status should be Limited Support. The primary limiting
factors for this use are water flow levels, access, pollution, debris, waterborne
pathogens and vagrant encampments and human waste (Johmann, pers. comm.,
2002).

e GR-5: Reach should be split into four parts - (A) from lower end to Curtner Ave; (B)
Curtner to Gage Station 23B; (C) Gage Station 23B to Branham Lane; and (D)
Branham to Lake Almaden. In Segment A, support status should be Limited Support
The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, pollution,
debris, waterborne pathogens and rubble. In Segment B, support status should be
Limited Support. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels,
pollution, debris, waterborne pathogens and vagrant encampments. In Segment C,
support status should be Limited Support. The primary limiting factors for this use
are water flow levels, access, pollution, debris, waterborne pathogens and vagrant
encampments. In Segment D, support status should be Limited Support. The primary
limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, pollution, waterborne
pathogens, and the dam (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.2 Los Gatos Creek Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the Los Gatos Creek subwatershed are discussed
by individual waterbody in this section.

4.3.2.1 Los Gatos Creek (GR/LG-1, GR/LG-2, GR/LG-4, and GR/LG-5)

COLD: The entire main stem was designated as either partial/potential or full support for
COLD though there is moderately high uncertainty associated with the potential support
designations in GR/LG-2 and GR/LG-5 due to limited recent data. In general, the
support level for COLD improved with distance up Los Gatos Creek. In the lower
section of the creek (below Vasona Dam), spring and summer streamflows are dependent
upon releases from Lexington and Vasona Reservoirs, with substantial water heating
through the percolation zones upstream of Meridian Avenue. Some augmentation from
groundwater has occurred during in wet periods (1995-1999). Low streamflows and high
water temperatures restrict summer steelhead rearing to scarce fast-water habitats.
Winter and spring water temperatures are likely to exceed Chinook spawning and rearing
criteria due to limited shading in portions of this reach; however, temperature data and
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winter/spring fish sampling data are absent. High storm flows resulting from urban
runoff may degrade habitat in the lower part of the creek.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding COLD use
support in Los Gatos Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e GR/LG-1: This reach should be split into six segments - (A) Guadalupe River to
Auzerais; (B) Auzerais to Lincoln; (C) Lincoln to Leigh; (D) Leigh to Camden; (E)
Camden to Lark; and (F) Lark to Vasona Dam. Segments A-D should be Limited
Support.  Limiting factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water
temperature, shade/hide cover, pollution and poaching. Segment E should be Not
Supported. Temperatures are high in this segment as the water backs up behind the
dams and bakes in the sun, as there is no shade cover. Segment F should be Limited
Support.  Limiting factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water
temperature, dams shade/hide cover, and pollution (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

o GR/LG-2 and GR/LG-3: Should be Limited Support. Limiting factors should be
channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, dams shade/hide cover, and
pollution (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

MUN: The MUN use is not supported in the portions of Los Gatos Creek where
sufficient data were available, though uncertainty over these conclusions is high due to
significant data gaps. Fecal coliform and total dissolved solids exceeded the applicable
drinking water criteria.

PEFE: The PFF interest is fully supported in all reaches of Los Gatos Creek except the
portion below Vasona Dam (GR/LG-1) where the channel cannot safely convey the
expected 100-year flow in two specific segments. Land uses adjacent to the channel in
these segments consist of urban residential and/or commercial uses where the likelihood
of property damage during a 100-year event is high.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding PFF interest
support in Los Gatos Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e GR/LG-1: Reach should be split into six segments - (A) Guadalupe River to
Auzerais; (B) Auzerais to Lincoln; (C) Lincoln to Leigh; (D) Leigh to Camden; (E)
Camden to Lark; and (F) Lark to Vasona Dam. Segment A always has a flow of
water from groundwater pump discharges and upwelling and has a good but narrow
riparian habitat. Should be listed as Quasi Natural, Straightened, Incised. The
channel has very steep banks along most of its length and very limited access.
Segment B usually dries out in the summer and has a narrow marginal riparian area
with little SRA cover. Should be listed as Quasi Natural, Straightened, Widened,
Incised. The riverine corridor has very steep banks along most of its length. Segment
C usually has water in it unless the water is shut off by the Water District. The
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segment has a fairly good riparian area with good SRA cover. It also has some very
deep pools, which are good holding areas for salmonids. Should be Quasi Natural,
Incised. The riverine corridor has very steep banks along most of its length. Segment
D always has water in it but the riparian area is marginal because much of this
segment had dirt instream spreader dams installed yearly until 1995 when the permits
for such dams were not renewed. For the first few years after construction of the
spread dams was prohibited, the channel was devoid of vegetation and was overly
wide and shallow. In the past few years the channel has narrowed, started to meander
and vegetation has established itself in the newly forming flood plain. There is a
substantial drop structure at Campbell Ave. that salmonids can only jump at high
flows. There is an impassable 20 foot-high dam at Camden Ave/San Tomas
Expressway, which blocks fish passage and navigation. Should be listed as Quasi
Natural, Straightened, Widened, Incised. The riverine corridor has very steep banks
along most of its length. Segment E always has water in it but there is little to no
riparian area. The channel and corridor are straight and there are a series of
impassable dams in this section. The 20-foot high Camden Ave./San Tomas
Expressway dam blocks fish migration and navigation at the lower end of this
segment. Should be listed as Modified, Straightened, Widened. The riverine corridor
has very steep banks and a series of dams used for water percolation and diversion,
which elevates water temperatures, limits downstream flows and block fish migration.
Segment F always has water in it. There is a quasi-natural channel and fair to good
riparian area. Should be listed as Quasi Natural. The river channel is fairly natural
and has attempted to restore itself after the construction of the Vasona Dam at the
upstream end of this segment (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

RARE: The RARE use is potentially supported in three reaches of Los Gatos Creek,
though uncertainty is high for Yellow warbler support in GR/LG-2 due to limited data.
Support is based on the potential presence of Yellow warbler, western pond turtle, red
legged frog, double crested cormorant, and salmonids.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding RARE use
support in Los Gatos Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

GR/LG-1: Reach should be split into six segments - (A) Guadalupe River to
Auzerais; (B) Auzerais to Lincoln; (C) Lincoln to Leigh; (D) Leigh to Camden; (E)
Camden to Lark; and (F) Lark to Vasona Dam. Segment A should be Limited
Support. No rare species animal or bird species are known in this area. Channel
morphology, flow rates, water temperatures, and lack of a wide riparian zone and
steep eroding banks are limiting factors for this use. Segment B should be Limited
Support. Chinook salmon and steelhead are known to migrate through and probably
spawn in this segment. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperatures, and
lack of a wide riparian zone and steep eroding banks are limiting factors for this use.
Segment C should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon and steelhead are known to
migrate through and spawn in this segment. Channel morphology, flow rates, water
temperatures, and steep eroding banks are limiting factors for this use. Segment D
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should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon and steelhead are known to migrate
through and spawn in this segment. Channel morphology, flow rates, water
temperatures, and lack of a mature riparian zone and steep eroding banks are limiting
factors for this use. Segment E should be Non-Support. There is no riparian habitat
in the area and no rare species are known to exist in or frequent the area. Segment F
should be Potential Support. This segment has good riparian habitat in the area and
could easily support rare species. Channel morphology, flow rates, water
temperatures, and dams are limiting factors for this use (Johmann, pers. comm.,
2002).

GR/LG-2: Support status should be Limited Support. If there was a special status
species observed using the area there must be limited support. Channel morphology,
flow rates, water temperatures, good riparian areas and dams are limiting factors for
this use (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

GR/LG-3: Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperatures, good riparian areas
and dams are limiting factors for this use (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

REC-1: The REC-1 use is non-supported in Los Gatos Creek below Vasona Dam but is
fully supported in the reach above Vasona Reservoir. The reach below Lexington
Reservoir (GR/LG-3) exhibits partial support based on against primary indicators
(pathogens) and partial support based on tertiary indicators (aesthetics and recreational
access). However, uncertainty is moderately high to very high with respect to all of these
conclusions due to spotty data.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding REC-1 use
support in Los Gatos Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

GR/LG-1: Reach should be split into six segments - (A) Guadalupe River to
Auzerais; (B) Auzerais to Lincoln; (C) Lincoln to Leigh; (D) Leigh to Camden; (E)
Camden to Lark; and (F) Lark to Vasona Dam. Segments A and B should be Limited
Support. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access,
pollution, debris, waterborne pathogens and vagrant encampments. Segments C and
D should be Limited Support. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow
levels, access, pollution, debris, and waterborne pathogens. Segment E should be
Potential Limited Support. This area could provide limited support for fishing. It is
possible for warm water fish, such as carp, to live in this area if they are washed over
the dams or through the diversion gates. Segment F should be Limited Support. The
primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, and waterborne
pathogens (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

GR/LG-2 and GR/LG-3: Support status should be Limited Support. The primary
limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, and waterborne pathogens
(Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).
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4.3.2.2 Trout Creek (GR/LG-6)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Trout Creek:

e COLD: Support status should be limited support. Limiting factors should be channel
flow rates, morphology, water temperature, downstream dams, shade/hide cover, and
pollution. Trout Creek is reported to support good populations of rainbow trout
(Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e RARE: Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperatures, good riparian areas and
downstream dams are limiting factors for this use (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e REC-1: Support Status should be limited support. The primary limiting factors for
this use are water flow levels, access, and waterborne pathogens (Johmann, pers.
comm., 2002).

4.3.2.3 Lyndon Canyon Creek (GR/LG-7)
Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.4 Daves Creek (GR/LG-8)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the PFF interest, which is fully supported in
this reach.

4.3.2.5 Black Creek (GR/LG-9)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.6 Dyer Creek (GR/LG-10)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.7 Briggs Creek (GR/LG-11)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

4.3.2.8 Aldercroft Creek (GR/LG-12)
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Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.9 Moody Gulch (GR/LG-13)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the COLD use, which is partially supported
in this reach. No indicator macroinvertebrate data were available to allow a finding of
full support. No limiting factors were identified.

4.3.2.10 Limekiln Creek (GR/LG-14)
Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.11 Soda Springs Canyon Creek (GR/LG-15)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Soda Springs Canyon Creek:

e COLD: Limiting factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water
temperature, downstream dams, shade/hide cover, and pollution (Johmann, pers.
comm., 2002).

e RARE: Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, good riparian areas and
downstream dams are limiting factors for this use (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e REC-1: Support Status should be Supported. The primary limiting factors for this use
are water flow levels, access, and waterborne pathogens (Johmann, pers. comm.,
2002).

4.3.2.12 Hendrys Creek (GR/LG-16)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.13 Hooker Gulch (GR/LG-17)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.14 Austrian Gulch (GR/LG-18)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
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4.3.2.15 Almendra Creek (GR/LG-19)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the PFF interest, which is fully supported in
this reach.

4.3.2.16 Dry Creek (GR/LG-20)
Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.17 Vasona Reservoir (GR/LG/VR)

Vasona Reservoir appears to be in non support of MUN (fecal coliform and turbidity
exceed drinking water criteria), full support of PFF, and potential support of RARE based
on very limited western pond turtle data. Uncertainty is high for all of these conclusions,
however, due to limited data.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Vasona Reservoir (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e COLD: Support status should be Limited Support. The primary limiting factors for
this use are waterborne pathogens (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.2.18 Lexington Reservoir (GR/LG/LR)

Lexington Reservoir appears to be non-supportive of the MUN use based on fecal
coliform and turbidity exceedences. The PFF interest appears to be fully supported as
does the REC-1 use, though data on tertiary (aesthetics and recreational access) indicators
was not available. Uncertainty for each of these conclusions is moderately high to very
high due to limited data.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Lexington Reservoir (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e COLD: Should be Supported. There are many reports that the reservoir supports
rainbow trout. Limiting Factors should be water temperature, dams and pollution.
The dam itself, however, in conjunction with 13 San Jose Water Company diversions
upstream of the reservoir, eliminates salmonid access to the tributary headwaters of
Los Gatos Creek which feature some of the best habitat in the watershed (Johmann,
pers. comm., 2002 and Akin, pers. comm., 2002).

4-38



Chapter 4 — Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed

e RARE: Should be Limited Support. It is almost certain that Lexington Reservoir
supports trout. Water temperature, well-vegetated perimeter areas, access and dams
are limiting factors for this use watershed (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e REC-1: This area supports fishing, wading and boating. The primary limiting factors
for this use are water levels, access, pollution and waterborne pathogens watershed
(Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.2.19 Lake Elsman (GR/LG/LE)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.20 Williams Reservoir (GR/LG/WR)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.2.21 Lake Ranch Reservoir (GR/LG/LA)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.3 Canoas Creek

Canoas Creek was found to be non-supportive of the COLD use due to elevated
temperatures and the lack of documented fish presence. Uncertainty is very high,
however, due to limited data. The PFF interest is also not supported in Canoas Creek due
to an undersized channel throughout most of the stream reach. Land uses in these area
are urban commercial and residential where the potential for property damage during the
100-year flood event is very high. The RARE use is potentially supported in Canoas
Creek due to sightings of burrowing owl, western pond turtle, and Chinook salmon,
though habitat for the latter appears to be very poor.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Canoas Creek:

e COLD: Limiting factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water
temperature, concrete culvert drop structure, no riparian area, lack of spawning gravel
shade/hide cover, and pollution (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e RARE: Support level should be Non Support. Salmonids normally wouldn’t have
access to this area, except at very high flows, due to the concrete culvert drop
structure, which may be as high as 4 feet, depending on the water levels at the
confluence with the Guadalupe River. There is little, if any habitat for salmonids
once they gain access to the channel. Channel morphology, flow rates, water
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temperature, no riparian area, drop structure, lack of natural channel, lack of
spawning gravel and pollution are limiting factors for this use (Johmann, pers.
comm., 2002).

4.3.4 Ross Creek Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the Ross Creek subwatershed are discussed by
individual waterbody in this section.

4.3.4.1 Ross Creek

Ross Creek was found to be non-supportive of the COLD use due to the presence of poor
habitat, stream cover, and riparian vegetation and the lack of documented fish presence.
Uncertainty is moderately high, however, due to limited data. The PFF interest is also
not supported in Ross Creek due to an undersized channel throughout most of the stream
reach. Land uses in these area are urban commercial and residential where the potential
for property damage during the 100-year flood event is very high. The RARE use is
potentially supported in Ross Creek due to sightings of Cooper’s hawk and potential
rainbow trout observations. Uncertainty is moderately high, however.

4.3.4.2 Lone Hill Creek

Sufficient data were available to assess only the PFF interest, which is fully supported in
this reach.

4.3.4.3 Short Creek

Sufficient data were available to assess only the PFF interest, which is fully supported in
this reach.

4.3.5 Guadalupe Creek Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the Guadalupe Creek subwatershed are discussed
by individual waterbody in this section.

4.3.5.1 Guadalupe Creek (GR/GC-1, GR/GC-2, and GR/GC-5)

COLD: The entire main stem was designated as either partial or full support for COLD
with high certainty. In general, the support level for COLD improved with distance up
Guadalupe Creek. Releases from Guadalupe Reservoir and the Trans-Valley Pipeline for
percolation support summer streamflow in GR/GC-1, but flow declines and temperatures
increase within the lower reach. The amount and quality of fast-water feeding habitat
therefore declines with the reach, and conditions change with year to year variation in the
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amount of releases. The upper half of the lower reach below Camden Avenue, with
higher flows and lower temperatures, is likely to be suitable, but the lower half of the
reach may usually be too warm and slow. High storm flows resulting from urban runoff
may degrade habitat.

The FAHCE data that became available subsequent to completion of the assessment notes
that the riparian zone in GR/GC-1 is very sparse, the channel incised, and the substrate
compacted, resulting in a fair to poor rating for salmonid habitat. However, above this
reach in GR/GC-2, a moderate to well-developed riparian zone exists with a suitable
combination of pools, riffles and runs with good quality habitat and relatively good
complex shelter for salmonids. Small localized deposits of suitable spawning substrate
are found through this reach (FAHCE, 1999).

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding COLD use
support in Guadalupe Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e GR/GC-1: Below Masson Dam, status should be currently not supported but high
potential support for steelhead. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates,
morphology, water temperature, marginal shade/hide cover, and dam. Above Masson
Dam, support status should be supported. Limiting Factors should be flow levels
(Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

o GR/LG-2: Support status should be supported. Rainbow trout are known to inhabit
this stream segment and since the Masson Dam has been laddered there is potential
for steelhead and perhaps even coho to return (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

MUN: The MUN use is not supported in the portions of Guadalupe Creek where
sufficient data were available (below Guadalupe Reservoir), though uncertainty over
these conclusions is high due to significant data gaps. Fecal coliform, turbidity, DDT,
and total dissolved solids exceeded the applicable drinking water criteria.

PEFE: The PFF interest is fully supported in all reaches of Guadalupe Creek.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding PFF interest
support in Guadalupe Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e GR/GC-1: Reach should be split into two parts - above and below Masson Dam.
Below Masson Dam, the channel is relatively wide and shallow due to a series of
instream dirt spreader dams that were constructed every year up until 1995. There is
little mature riparian habitat or shade cover as the dams would drown upstream
vegetation and deprive down stream vegetation of any water. Water temperatures in
this area are extremely elevated due to the lack of shade cover and the wide shallow
channels. The channel should be listed as Quasi-Natural, Modified. A restoration
project has just been completed in this segment which should reduce channel width
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and provide shade cover for the stream which should improve flows, increase habitat
and decrease temperatures. Above Masson Dam, the channel is a typical meandering
C-type channel. There is a good riparian area on both sides of the channel and there
is a broad flood plain on the south side (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

o GR/GC-2: The creek channel in this segment is a typical B-type channel. There is a
good riparian area on both sides of the channel with a narrow flood plain (Johmann,
pers. comm., 2002).

RARE: The RARE use is potentially supported in Guadalupe Creek below Guadalupe
Reservoir, based on Yellow warbler, red legged frog, double crested cormorant, yellow
leged frog, western pond turtle, steelhead, and Chinook salmon. Uncertainty, however, is
very low in GR/GC-2 due to limited data. Below Camden Avenue, red-legged frog is not
thought to be present due to lack of suitable habitat and the presence of aquatic predators.
Habitat is also marginal in this reach for salmonids as flow declines and temperatures
increase within the reach. The amount and quality of fast-water feeding habitat therefore
declines with the reach, and conditions change with year to year variation in the amount
of releases. The upper half of GR/GC-1, with higher flows and lower temperatures is
likely to be suitable, but the lower half may usually be too warm and slow. Above the
reservoir, the RARE use is fully supported based on the presence of native rainbow trout.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding RARE use
support in Guadalupe Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e GR/GC-1: Below Masson Dam, support status should be Non Support but High
Potential. No rare species are known in this area. Channel morphology, flow rates,
water temperatures, and lack of mature riparian vegetation are limiting factors for this
use. Above Masson Dam, support status should be Full Support. The limiting factors
should be flow levels and the dam. The Water District has conducted a specific
survey in this reach for red legged frogs and found none (Johmann, pers. comm.,
2002).

o GR/GC-2: Support status should be Full Support (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

REC-1: The REC-1 use is non-supported in Guadalupe Creek below Guadalupe
Reservoir due to exceedences of primary (pathogen) and secondary (other water quality)
indicator criteria as well as poor aesthetics. However, uncertainty is moderately high to
very high with respect to these conclusions due to spotty data.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding REC-1 use
support in Guadalupe Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e GR/GC-1: Below Masson Dam, support status should be Limited Support. The
primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, and the dam.
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Above Masson Dam, support status should be Limited Support. The primary limiting
factors for this use are water flow levels, access, debris and the dam (Johmann, pers.
comm., 2002).

o GR/GC-2: Support status should be Limited Support. The primary limiting factors
for this use are water flow levels, debris and access (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.5.2 Pheasant Creek (GR/GC-3)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the COLD use (partial support) and PFF
interest (full support). No indicator macroinvertebrate data was available to allow for a
finding of full support for COLD and uncertainty is moderately high due to very limited
data.

The FAHCE data made available after completion of the pilot assessment indicates that
Pheasant Creek sustains baseflows throughout the early summer, with depth of flow
identified as the constraint limiting the quality of salmonid habitat. Several streamside
wells probably deplete baseflow in the creek (FAHCE, 1999).

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Pheasant Creek:

e COLD and RARE: Pipe culvert, waterfall and stream down cutting block anadromous
fish migration and are limiting factors affecting these uses (Johmann, pers. comm.,
2002).

e PFF: The channel enters Guadalupe Creek via an inadequate elevated pipe culvert
under Hicks Road. This culvert is causing erosion both up and downstream of the
pipe and due to the large amount of scour below the pipe, a waterfall has developed
which blocks fish up-migration opportunities (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.5.3 Shannon Creek (GR/GC-4)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the PFF interest, which is fully supported in
this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Shannon Creek:

e COLD and RARE: Pipe culvert, waterfall and stream down cutting block anadromous
fish migration and are limiting factors affecting these uses (Johmann, pers. comm.,
2002).
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e PFF: The channel enters Guadalupe Creek via an elevated culvert under Hicks Road
and the creek has been buried by the property owner on the west side of the road.
This culvert is causing erosion downstream of the pipe and due to the large amount of
scour below the pipe, a waterfall has developed which blocks fish up-migration
opportunities (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.5.4 Rincon Creek (GR/GC-6)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Rincon Creek:

e COLD: Field observations show Rincon Creek to be larger and have higher flow rates
than Guadalupe Creek in late summer and the water temperature has always been
measured as being below 60 degrees, even in late summer. Fish have been observed
in the creek and there have been many reports it supports rainbow trout (Johmann,
pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.5.5 Los Capitancillos Creek (GR/GC-7)
Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.5.6 Reynolds Creek (GR/GC-8)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

The FAHCE data made available after completion of the pilot assessment indicates that
Reynolds Creek sustains baseflows throughout the early summer, with depth of flow
identified as the constraint limiting the quality of salmonid habitat. Several streamside
wells probably deplete baseflow in the creek (FAHCE, 1999).

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Reynolds Creek:

e COLD: Reach is reported to have populations of rainbow trout; mainstem feeds into
Guadalupe Creek in a natural manner as the creek passes under an adequate bridge, so
fish have easy access to the creek (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.5.7 Hicks Creek (GR/GC-9)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
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Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Hicks Creek:

e COLD: Reach is reported to have populations of rainbow trout; mainstem feeds into
Guadalupe Creek in a natural manner as the creek passes under an adequate bridge, so
fish have easy access to the creek (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.5.8 Guadalupe Reservoir (GR/GC/GR)

Guadalupe Reservoir was found to partially support the MUN use as several turbidity
criteria exceedences were noted, generally during the winter and spring months. The PFF
interest is fully supported, though uncertainty is very high. The REC-1 use is fully
supported but uncertainty is moderately high due to limited data. Alternate conclusions
on use support are also shown in Appendix 4-A.

4.3.6 Alamitos Creek Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the Alamitos Creek subwatershed are discussed by
individual waterbody in this section.

4.3.6.1 Alamitos Creek (GR/AL-1 and GR/AL-2)

COLD: The entire creek was designated as partial support for COLD with high certainty.
Releases from Almaden and Calero Reservoirs for percolation provide summer
streamflow to GR/AL-1 but flows decline and temperatures increase within the reach.
Fast-water feeding habitat declines downstream within the reach. The channel is less
shaded downstream within the reach increasing temperature effects. High storm flows
resulting from urban runoff may degrade habitat here. Above the Arroyo Calero
confluence, releases from Almaden Reservoir for percolation in downstream reaches
maintain relatively high and cool streamflows for most of summer in most years. Outlet
structures at Almaden Dam require periodic maintenance and reservoir draining, which
may impact the availability of streamflow and could affect indicator macroinvertebrate
presence.

The FAHCE data that became available subsequent to completion of the assessment notes
that Alamitos Creek contains a suitable combination of pools, riffles, and runs with good
quality habitat and relatively good complex shelter for salmonids (FAHCE, 1999).

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding COLD use
support in Alamitos Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e GRJ/AL-1: Below Greystone Creek, should probably be either Not Supported or Very
Limited Support. Water temperatures in this segment are high due to wide channel
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width and lack of riparian area and shade cover. Limiting Factors should be channel
flow rates, morphology, water temperature, drop structures, downstream, the lake and
dam, poor riparian area, shade/hide cover, and pollution. Above Greystone Creek,
should be Limited Support. Rainbow trout have been reported in this segment of
creek.  Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water
temperature, drop structures, downstream lake and dam, poor riparian area,
shade/hide cover, and pollution (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

GR/AL-2: Limiting factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water
temperature, drop structures, downstream lake and dam, poor riparian area,
shade/hide cover, and pollution (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

MUN: The MUN use is not supported in GR/AL-1 due to documented exceedences of
the total dissolved solids criterion and is partially supported in GR/AL-2 due to total
dissolved solids exceedences during wet weather. However, as data is very limited,
uncertainty is high.

PEE: The PFF interest is fully supported in all reaches of Alamitos Creek.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding PFF interest
support in Alamitos Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e GR/AL-1: The creek is affected by the flood control project where it was over-
widened from Lake Almaden upstream. This reach should be split into two segments
- above and below Greystone Creek. Below Greystone Creek, it should be listed as a
Modified Straightened channel. Just upstream of Golf Creek there is a drop structure
and an overflow channel and a very wide corridor. There is another drop structure
where the creek empties into Lake Almaden. These drop structures inhibit fish
migration except at high flows. Above Greystone Creek, it should be listed as a
Quasi Natural, Modified channel. There is more riparian habitat and shade cover and
the creek channel starts to meander and is far less incised (Neudorf, pers. comm.,
2002 and Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

e GR/AL-2: The creek is affected by the flood control project where it was over-
widened from the confluence with Arroyo Calero upstream to McKean; above
McKean it appears much more natural; the creek re-routed itself near New Almaden
per some storm flow action, resulting in some stream meander (Neudorf, pers.
comm., 2002).

RARE: The RARE use is fully supported in Alamitos Creek based on native rainbow
trout observations. Potential support exists for western pond turtle and red legged frog
above Arroyo Calero. Habitat appears marginal to poor for salmonids below Arroyo
Calero but marginal to good above it, with conditions improving with distance upstream
toward Almaden Dam.
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Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding RARE use
support in Alamitos Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

GR/AL-1: Below Greystone Creek, should be limited support. Riparian and channel
habitat is poor in this area, water temperatures are warm and drop structures impede
movement. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, poor riparian area
drop structures and downstream lake and dam are limiting factors for this use. Above
Greystone Creek, channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, poor riparian
area drop structures and downstream lake and dam are limiting factors for this use
(Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

GR/AL-2: Support level should be limited support. Salmonids normally wouldn’t
have access to this area except at very high flows due to downstream drop structures.
Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, poor riparian area drop
structures and downstream lake and dam are limiting factors for this use (Johmann,
pers. comm., 2002).

REC-1: The REC-1 use is partially supported based on access and aesthetics below
Arroyo Calero but is not supported above it. Water quality data indicates full support of
REC-1 based on the secondary criteria above Arroyo Calero. However, uncertainty is
moderately high with respect to these conclusions due to spotty data.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding REC-1 use
support in Alamitos Creek (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

GR/AL-1 and GR/AL-2: Status should be limited support. This area supports fishing
and wading and small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this use
are water flow levels, access, and waterborne pathogens (Johmann, pers. comm.,
2002).

4.3.6.2 Jacques Gulch (GR/AL-3)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

4.3.6.3 Herbert Creek (GR/AL-4)

Herbert Creek was found to partially support the COLD use, though dissolved oxygen
criteria were not met based on limited data and little fish presence data was available.
Uncertainty, therefore, is moderately high. The PFF interest is fully supported in Herbert
Creek.
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4.3.6.4 Barrett Canyon Creek (GR/AL-5)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the PFF interest, which is fully supported in
this reach.

4.3.6.5 Larabee Gulch (GR/AL-6)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.6.6 Chilanian Gulch (GR/AL-7)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.6.7 Deep Gulch (GR/AL-8)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.6.8 Greystone Creek (GR/AL-9)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the PFF interest, which is fully supported in
this reach.

4.3.6.9 Golf Creek (GR/AL-10)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the PFF interest, which is fully supported in
this reach.

4.3.6.10 Randol Creek (GR/AL-11)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the PFF interest, which is not supported in
this reach. Two sections of Randol Creek do not have adequate capacity to convey 100-
year flows. Land uses in these areas consist of urban residential development where
flooding is likely to cause property damage.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Randol Creek:

e The West Branch of Randol Creek has a very good riparian area and natural channel
(Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.6.11 McAbee Creek (GR/AL-12)
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Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.6.12 Lake Almaden (GR/AL/LA)

Lake Almaden was found to partially support the COLD use, with high turbidity and high
temperature at the surface being limiting factors. Data were limited, however, leading to
a moderately high level of uncertainty regarding this conclusion. The REC-1 use appears
to be fully supported based on the primary pathogen indicator but data was limited and no
data on other REC-1 indicators was available, so uncertainty is moderately high.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Lake Almaden (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e This lake most likely would not support cold water species. Water temperature is far
too warm. Data loggers on lower parts of Guadalupe and Alamitos Creeks and one
just downstream of the Alamitos Drop Structure all indicate high summer and winter
temperatures not favored by salmonids. This lake supports swimming, wading,
fishing and boating (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.3.6.13 Almaden Reservoir (GR/AL/AR)

Almaden Reservoir was found to potentially support the COLD use, but there is very
high uncertainty about this due to the lack of recent data. Temperatures exceeded habitat
suitability criteria. The MUN use was not supported due to elevated fecal coliform,
MTBE, and turbidity in excess of drinking water criteria. Uncertainty is moderately high,
however, due to recent data indicating improvements in water quality. If current trends
continue, the MUN use may become fully supported. The PFF interest is fully supported
based on very limited data with high uncertainty. Potential support for the RARE use
was noted based on western pond turtle observations, but the uncertainty is high. The
REC-1 use is not supported due to mercury exceedences in reservoir sediment but data is
limited and uncertainty moderately high. Alternate conclusions on use support are also
shown in Appendix 4-A.

4.3.7 Arroyo Calero Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the Arroyo Calero subwatershed are discussed by
individual waterbody in this section.

4.3.7.1 Arroyo Calero (GR/AC-1)

COLD: Arroyo Calero was designated as partial supporting the COLD use with high
certainty. The stream substrate is dominated by fine sediment and summer streamflows
are relatively turbid, which may affect insect abundance and presence of intolerant
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species.  Summer streamflows depend upon releases from Calero Reservoir for
groundwater percolation, primarily downstream of the reach. Releases vary seasonally
and among years due to reservoir storage. Summer temperatures are relatively cool, but
increase downstream within the reach. High storm flows resulting from urban runoff
may degrade habitat.

The FAHCE data that became available subsequent to completion of the assessment notes
that this reach contains a suitable combination of pools, riffles, and runs with good
quality habitat and relatively good complex shelter for salmonids (FAHCE, 1999).

MUN: The MUN use is fully supported in Arroyo Calero, though data is relatively
limited and therefore uncertainty moderately high.

PEE: The PFF interest is fully supported in Arroyo Calero.

RARE: The RARE use is potentially supported in Arroyo Calero based on California
tiger salamander and red legged frog. The saltmarsh common yellowthroat is also
assumed to be common because of the location and habitat. Potential support exists for
burrowing owl, golden eagle, tricolored blackbird, Opler’s longhorn moth, unsilvered
frittilary, Horn’s microblind harvestman, peregrine falcon, western pond turtle, and bay
checkered butterfly.

Alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in Appendix 4-A.

REC-1: The REC-1 use is fully supported based on secondary water quality indicators
though very limited data is available, resulting in a very high uncertainty level.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding REC-1 use
support in Arroyo Calero (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e Wading and fishing may be supported but there are access problems (Johmann, pers.
comm., 2002).

4.3.7.2 Santa Teresa Creek (GR/AC-4)

Santa Teresa Creek fully supports the PFF interest but does not support the RARE use
(very high uncertainty) based on the lack of presence of red legged frogs. Data for other
uses were insufficient.

4.3.7.3 Cherry Canyon Creek (GR/AC-2)

Cherry Canyon Creek potentially supports the RARE use based on red legged frog
observations. Limited data does not reveal whether the population is reoccurring,
however. Uncertainty is moderately high. Data for other uses were insufficient.
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4.3.7.4 Pine Tree Canyon Creek (GR/AC-3)
Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
4.3.7.5 Calero Reservoir (GR/AC/CR)

Calero Reservoir does not appear to support the MUN use due to elevated fecal coliform,
MTBE, and turbidity in excess of drinking water criteria. The MTBE is almost certainly
due to use of personal watercraft on the reservoir. It should be noted that MTBE has not
exceeded the criterion since the Water District developed an MTBE management strategy
with the County Parks Department (Brewster, pers. comm., 2002). The PFF interest is
fully supported based on very limited data with high uncertainty. Full support for the
RARE use was noted based on golden eagles and tiger salamanders. The REC-1 use is
not supported due to mercury exceedences in reservoir sediment but data is limited and
uncertainty moderately high.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Calero Reservoir (alternate conclusions on use support are also shown in
Appendix 4-A):

e COLD: Most of the reservoir is quite warm; there is no opportunity for trout to move
away from the heat during summer months; the deeper hole in front of the dam where
the water may be cooler is often low in oxygen (Neudorf, pers. comm., 2002).

e REC-1: Support status should be Full Support. This reservoir supports fishing,
wading and boating (Johmann, pers. comm., 2002).

4.4 Recommendations on Further Data Collection and Analysis

Future data collection in the Guadalupe River watershed will depend upon priorities
established by the WMI. Some uses/interests may be prioritized over others, and this will
identify the most important types of data for early collection. Additional detail regarding
data gaps is provided in Appendix C. Also see Chapter 2 for a more comprehensive
discussion of future data collection.

For the five uses/interests studied in the pilot assessment, the following represent the
most significant data gaps:

COLD:

e Accurate data on stream temperature and channel morphology in the main stem of
Guadalupe River is needed to evaluate the availability of appropriate habitat
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e Fish assemblage and indicator macroinvertebrate presence data for Los Gatos Creek
(excluding GR/LG-1) including all five reservoirs in the subwatershed, and for the
Arroyo Calero main stem reaches (excluding GR/AC-1) including Calero Reservoir;
and macroinvertebrate data for Lake Almaden and Almaden Reservoir in the
Alamitos Creek subwatershed

MUN:

e Wet and dry weather data on a majority of parameters (of a total of 16 designated
parameters) in all reaches of Guadalupe River (excluding GR-1), Guadalupe Creek,
Los Gatos Creek, Alamitos Creek, and Arroyo Calero; especially the reservoirs
within these subwatersheds used for drinking water supply

PFF:

Data was adequate in the main stem reaches of the subwatersheds

RARE:

e Data on special status species presence and/or habitat in most reaches of Los Gatos
Creek (above GR/LG-1), Guadalupe Creek (not including GR/GC-1), and the stream
reaches in Alamitos Creek not including GR/AL-1 and GR/AL-2

REC-1:

e Water quality data on pathogens (fecal coliform, e.coli) could be collected in the main
stem of Guadalupe River, Guadalupe Creek, and the most frequently used reservoirs
for water contact recreation including Guadalupe Reservoir, Vasona Reservoir,
Lexington Reservoir, Almaden Reservoir, Lake Almaden, and Calero Reservoir to
allow for complete support statements with high certainty. Data collection should be
focused on the reaches where water contact recreation (swimming, wading, sport
fishing) is known to occur.
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Appendix 4-A
Pilot Assessment Result Charts

Appendix 4-A contains a series of six tables displaying bar charts which illustrate the
conclusions of the pilot assessment for the Guadalupe River watershed. Table 1
summarizes the support status for each of the five beneficial uses/stakeholder interests
within each of the 63 stream reaches in the watershed. Tables 2 through 6 display the
same information, along with the associated uncertainty rating, for each individual
use/interest. In instances where no bar is present above a stream reach identification
code, sufficient data were not available to assess any of the uses/interests for that reach.
A list of stream reaches, waterbodies, and identification codes is located in Appendix 4-
B.

The tables in Appendix 4-A are organized as follows:

Table 1: Overall Support Status by Reach (all uses)

Table 2: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for COLD
Table 3: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for MUN
Table 4: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for PFF
Table 5: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for RARE
Table 6: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for REC-1

Notes have been placed on each of the tables in Appendix 4-A (excepting Table 3) to
indicate where certain stakeholders are in disagreement with the findings of the pilot
assessment. This disagreement is based on other data or information that was not
provided to the assessment team.
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Appendix 4-A
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Guadalupe Watershed
Support and Uncertainty Ratings for RARE
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Appendix 4-A
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Guadalupe Watershed
Support and Uncertainty Ratings for RARE
Sheet 2 of 3

Full

NOTES
1 Certain stakeholders believe use is partially/not supported in different sections of segment

Partial

Support Rating

Potentia

Unable to
Determine’|

Non

T ¥ 9 % ¥y 4y g o e v S 2 @ 9 o 8 9 ¥ 8 g 5 g 3 g
S 5 9 9 % 9 % 2 2 89 2 % 2 8 ¢ 6 &6 & 6 & 6 & 6 & 0O
T < @ & £ @ 2 9 @z &z ¥ £ T T 3 3 3 3 T ST 3 3 3 3 3
© 5 © ©° §F © 5 ] © o 0o F © 0 5 § & & & 6 & 6 & o6 &
Reach
O Support Rating B Uncertainty = A B Uncertainty = B EUncertainty = C O Uncertainty = D

Where no bar is present above areach, sufficient data were not available to assess the use.

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B Appendix 4-A, Table 5



Appendix 4-A
Table 5
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Appendix 4-A
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Guadalupe Watershed
Support and Uncertainty Ratings for REC-1
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Chapter 4 — Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed

Appendix 4-B

Reach Summary Tables

Appendix 4-B contains a series of tables summarizing the pilot assessment results for all
of the reaches in the Guadalupe River watershed where sufficient data existed for at least
one of the five uses/interests. Reaches with insufficient data for all uses/interests do not
have individual tables but are instead compiled and listed on the last page of this
appendix. A listing of all reaches in the watershed and the page number in this appendix
where each reach can be found is provided below.

Reach Waterbody Reach Limits (downstream to upstream) Page |
IGR-1 |Guadalupe River |Gaging Station at Alviso to Montague Expressway 1
IGR-2 |Guadalupe River [Montague Expressway to Interstate 880 6
IGR-3 |Guadalupe River Interstate 880 to Coleman Avenue 11
|GR-4 |Guadalupe River |Coleman Ave. to Interstate 280 16
‘|GR-5 ‘Guadalupe River Interstate 280 to Guadalupe and Alamitos Creek 21

confluence

IGR/GC-1 ||Guadalupe Creek |Guadalupe River to Camden Avenue 27
IGR/GC-2 ||Guadalupe Creek [cCamden Avenue to Guadalupe Reservoir 31
IGR/GC-3 |Pheasant Creek |Entire Creek 35
IGR/GC-4 ||Shannon Creek |Entire Creek 38
‘|GR/GC/G |Guadalupe Reservoir  |[Entire Reservoir 40
R

|GR/GC-5 ||Guadalupe Creek |Entire Creek above Guadalupe Reservoir 43
|GR/GC-6 ||Rincon Creek |Entire Creek 124
IGR/GC-7 ||Los Capitancillos Creek||[Entire Creek 124
IGR/GC-8 |Reynolds Creek |Entire Creek 124
|GR/GC-9 |Hicks Creek |Entire Creek 124
|GR/LG-1 ||Los Gatos Creek Guadalupe River confluence to Vasona Reservoir || 46
‘|GR/LG/V Vasona Reservoir [Entire Reservoir 52
R

|GR/LG-2 ||Los Gatos Creek Vasona Reservoir to County Park boundary 55
IGR/LG-3 ||Los Gatos Creek |County Park boundary to Lexington Reservoir 58
IGR/LGI/LR||Lexington Reservoir  |[Entire Reservoir i 61
||GR/LG-4 Los Gatos Creek Lexington Reservoir to Lake Elsman 64
|GR/LGILE |Lake Elsman |Entire-Reservoir 124
‘|GR/LG/W Williams Reservoir  |[Entire Reservoir 124
R

IGR/LG-5 ||Los Gatos Creek |Entire Creek above Williams Reservoir 67
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Chapter 4 — Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed

|GR/LG-6 |[Trout Creek |Entire Creek 124
IGR/LG-7 |Lyndon Canyon Creek ||Entire Creek 124
‘|GR/LG/L Lake Ranch Reservoir |[Entire Reservoir 124
A

IGR/LG-8 ||Daves Creek |Entire Creek 70
IGR/LG-9 |Black Creek |Entire Creek 124
|GR/LG-10 |Dyer Creek |Entire Creek 124
IGR/ILG-11 ||Briggs Creek |Entire Creek 124
|GRILG-12 |Aldercroft Creek |Entire Creek 124
IGR/LG-13 |[Moody Gulch |Entire Creek 72
IGR/LG-14 |Limekiln Creek |Entire Creek 124
‘|GR/LG-15 Soda Springs Canyon ||[Entire Creek 124

Creek

|GR/LG-16 |Hendrys Creek |Entire Creek 124
IGR/LG-17 |Hooker Gulch |Entire Creek 124
IGR/LG-18 ||Austrian Gulch |Entire Creek 124
|GR/LG-19 ||Almendra Creek |Entire Creek 74
IGR/LG-20 |Dry Creek |Entire Creek 124
‘|GR/AL/L |Lake Almaden Entire Reservoir 76
A

IGR/AL-1 |Alamitos Creek [Lake Almaden to Arroyo Calero confluence 78
|GR/AL-2 ||Alamitos Creek Arroyo Calero confluence to Almaden Reservoir 82
‘|GR/AL/A Almaden Reservoir |Entire Reservoir 86
R

IGR/AL-3 |[Jacques Gulch |Entire Creek 124
IGR/AL-4 |Herbert Creek |Entire Creek 89
IGR/AL-5 |Barrett Canyon Creek ||Entire Creek 92
IGR/AL-6 ||Larabee Gulch |Entire Creek 124
|GR/AL-7 [Chilanian Gulch |Entire Creek 124
|GR/AL-8 |[Deep Gulch |Entire Creek 124
IGR/AL-9 ||Greystone Creek |Entire Creek 95
IGR/AL-10 ||Golf Creek |Entire Creek 97
IGR/AL-11 |Randol Creek |Entire Creek 99
IGR/AL-12 [McAbee Creek |Entire Creek 124
IGR/AC-1 ||Arroyo Calero Alamitos Creek confluence to Calero Reservoir 102
‘|GR/AC/C |Caler0 Reservoir |Entire Reservoir 106
R

IGR/AC-2 |[Cherry Canyon Creek |[Entire Creek 109
‘|GR/AC-3 Pine Tree Canyon Entire Creek 124

Creek

IGR/AC-4 |Santa Teresa Creek  ||Entire Creek 111
|GR/CC-1 |Canoas Creek |Entire Creek 114

4B-2
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IGR/RC-1 |[Ross Creek |Guadalupe River confluence to Blossom Hill Road | 117
IGR/RC-2 ||Lone Hill Creek |Entire Creek 120
|GR/RC-3 |Short Creek |Entire Creek 122

4B-3




Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody:  Guadalupe River Reach: GR-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.22
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Gaging Station at Alviso to Montague Expressway Flow Regime:  Tidal
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COoLD Sufficient on Fair Stream shading, fish D0102 Potential/Seasonal Support B This reach is an important migratory corridor for salmon
primary indicators, assemblage, temperature, and steelhead; Chinook salmon spawn at upper end of
additional data on DDT, PCBs, chlordane, reach; the reach does not meet cold insect criteria
secondary habitat mercury, selenium, riparian based on data from a wet summer (1998) or even in
indicators available vegetation, barriers, stream May 1997 at upstream end of reach

type, streambank erosion
potential, flow,
macroinvertebrates

DO0135
D0214
D0237
D0311
D0312
D0315

. DOS6L
D0603
D0625
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody:  Guadalupe River Reach: GR-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.22
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Gaging Station at Alviso to Montague Expressway Flow Regime:  Tidal
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

L ocal Knowledge Comments Chinook salmon have never been documented as spawning at the upper end of this reach and would not be expected to do so. Chinook do not spawn in tide water.

Limiting Factor (9):
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) -

This area would also not be expected to meet the cold water indicator insect criteria because it is a tidewater area. This reach is also a critically important area where
outgoing fish mature and grow and where both incoming and outgoing fish hold to adapt to changes in water salinity. GCRCD temperature data loggers at Tasman
Ave. and Montague Expressway show that average hourly temperatures in this reach range from 54 degrees F in the winter to 70 degrees F in the mid summer. From
November to April average temperatures were almost always below 60 degrees F. Published temperature information we have seen indicate these temperatures fall
within the acceptable range for salmonids. Salmonids are currently supported in this reach and can be expected in this reach pretty much on a continuous basis.
Adult Chinook have been documented in upstream areas as early as June and their runs often last into January. Juvenile fish have been documented out-migrating
from February to May. Steelhead normally migrate up the river in the December to April time frame and the juveniles out migrate in the April to June time frame after
spending at least a year in the river. Lamprey eels normally migrate up the river in the December to April time frame. Out-migrating Chinook juveniles reportedly use
estuary areas for maturing and adapting to salt water but it is unknown how long they must remain in the estuary environment. Most likely it would be from several
weeks to several months, which would put them in this reach from February to at least July. So salmonids could be expected in this segment year around. This reach
should be evaluated for brackish and saltwater biota, which mature or maturing fish will feed on. There is absolutely no canopy cover for the river downstream of the
500 meter point below Montague Expressway, the only shade is provided by the Tasman, SR 237 and Gold Street bridges. Up to about 500 meters below Montegue
Expressway there are only about a half dozen to a dozen trees and some of them are not in close proximity to the active channel so the river does not have a 94%
cover in this area. Channel morphology, river flow rates, debris, trash and pollution should be listed as limiting factors. The support statement for GR-1 should either
be Supported, Partially Supported or Not Applicable. This segment definitely supports the in and out migration of cold water species, the maturing of juvenile Chinook
salmon and the adaptation of salmonids to fresh/or salt water, depending on if they are in or out migrating. However, it is unclear if tidewater fits the Basin Plan's
definition for Cold.

Exceeds Chinook and steelhead temperature criteria; macroinvertebrate criteria are not met based on limited sampling

Relatively high, but variable, water temperatures in winter, spring and summer; exceeds temperature criteria, but may support Chinook rearing in some years. Spring and

summer streamflows dependent upon regulated releases from upstream reservoirs for groundwater percolation, and presently required release to the reach is only 1 cfs (reach is
downstream of percolation recharge zone). Channel is largely lightly shaded, resulting in water warming during sunny periods. No winter or spring sampling data to indicate
whether successful Chinook spawning and rearing occur in reach. However, Chinook smolts have been produced in some years from somewhere in the Guadalupe River or in
Los Gatos Creek, despite failure to meet temperature criteria in the Guadalupe River.

No Data:

Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, channel substrate, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, special status species, instream
spawning habitat, instream rearing habitat, water depth, physical barriers to migration, copper, chlorpyrifos, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators =stream shading, streambank erosion potential, altered channel materials, riparian vegetation, chlordane, DDT, PCB, selenium, mercury.

Use/Interest
MUN

Data Quantity

Sufficient

Uncertainty
Data Quality Criteria Used DataSets Used ~ Support Status Level Assessment Comments
Good Selenium, mercury, copper, D0237 |Non Support B Data on 12 of the 16 parameters; no data on turbidity or

nickel, chlordane, diazinon, TDS; unable to distinguish between wet and dry
dieldrin, chlorpyrifos, nitrate, weather samples
nitrite, PCBs, DDT

D0607

D0608
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody:  Guadalupe River Reach: GR-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.22
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Gaging Station at Alviso to Montague Expressway Flow Regime:  Tidal
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

L ocal Knowledge Comments

Limiting Factor(s): DDT exceeds criteria

Suspected Cause(s): Uncertain

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, dioxin, MTBE, TDS

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/l nter est Data Quantity Data Quahty Criteria Used Data Sets Used SUppOI't Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 |Non Support A Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the direct

indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood flows); data
set D0639 and stakeholder input suggest that this
reach is not able to convey 100 -year flood flows.

D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326

- D0380
D0559
DO0561
D0564
DO0609
D0621
D0639
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody:  Guadalupe River Reach: GR-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.22
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Gaging Station at Alviso to Montague Expressway Flow Regime:  Tidal
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

Local Knowledge Comments  This reach is really a modified, straightened earth channel - when first excavated, it was far wider and probably deeper than at present but the stream is attempting to
regain its natural form; the active river channel is not confined by levees, though the corridor is; channel is not rock or concrete lined except in very limited segments
around bridges or outfall pipes

Limiting Factor(s):  Channel is unable to convey the 100- year flood

Suspected Cause(s): Creek does not have sufficient flow capacity in the main channel to convey major flood flows; probable cause is disconnection of main channel from natural floodplain (levees,
urban development, etc.).

Data Gap(s) - No Data: ~ Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0020 Full Support A Full support based on salmonids; additional potential
observations, Habitat support for CA Clapper Rail, Western Snowy Plover,

and Alameda song sparrow; Full support for reaches 1-
4 based on the assumption that if salmon are running
up the river then all reaches below Los Gatos Creek
are essential to migration

D0084
D0087
D0111
D0112
D0135
D0136
D0561
D0580
~ D0609
Local Knowledge Comments The clapper rail and salt marsh harvest mouse have been documented in this reach. The channel is filling with sediment and is being choked off by reeds due to

inadequate flows. Although rare species such as the clapper rail, harvest mouse, and steelhead are supported they certainly are not fully supported. They are
supported on a very limited level. In the case of fish, channel morphology and water flow rates and temperature are certainly limiting factors for this use.

Limiting Factor(s): ~ None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody:  Guadalupe River Reach: GR-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.22
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Gaging Station at Alviso to Montague Expressway Flow Regime:  Tidal
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on primary Good Flow (depth), access, copper, D0102 Non Support based on B No data sets are available on primary indicators;
indicator; limited nickel, mercury, PCBs, secondary indicators; Partial D0561, D0607, and DO608 have data exceeding
data on secondary dieldrin, DDT, chlordane Support based on tertiary criteria for metals and toxic organics in both the water
indicator (6 of 9 indicators; no support statement and sediment; access is limited in lower end of reach
parameters); data is able to be made for primary but good otherwise, limited data on water depth is
on tertiary indicators available; trash problems have been noted
indicators present
D0382
D0561
D0607
D0608

L ocal Knowledge Comments  Status should be limited support. This entire reach supports fishing and small watercraft boating, the lower reaches even support power boating. The limiting factors
for water contract recreation are access, flow levels, channel morphology, waterborne pathogens, and trash/debris.

Limiting Factor(s):  Copper, nickel, PCBs, DDT, mercury, chlordane, dieldrin all exceed criteria either in water, sediment, or both; access is poor in lower part of reach and some trash problems
have been noted

Suspected Cause(s): Historic mining waste in stream contributes to mercury; copper, nickel, and PCB exceedances possibly linked to historic urban stormwater discharges and/or illicit direct
discharge to stream; chlordane and dieldrin are components of commonly used pesticides/herbicides and is present in urban stormwater; uncertain regarding DDT; trash is
common in urban stream corridors; uncertain regarding access.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B Page 5



Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody:  Guadalupe River Reach: GR-2 Reach Length (miles): 3.59
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Montague Expressway to Interstate 880 Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s):  Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Fair Fish assemblage, instream D0135 |Potential/Seasonal Support B |Adult spawning Chinook are present in this reach;
primary indicators, spawning habitat, temperature, reach does not meet cold insect criteria based upon
additional data on dissolved oxygen, sampling in May 1997 and September 1998.
secondary habitat macroinvertebrates, riparian
indicators available vegetation, barriers, instream

rearing habitat quality,
streambank erosion potential,
altered channel materials and
dimensions, flow

D0162
D0163
D0174
D0201

. D0214
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0426
D0438
DO0561
D0562
D0569

~ D0603

- D0625
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody:  Guadalupe River Reach: GR-2 Reach Length (miles): 3.59
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Montague Expressway to Interstate 880 Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s):  Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Local Knowledge Comments Below Trimble Ave., support status should be Limited Support. Chinook and chum salmon, steelhead trout and lamprey eel migrate through the area. Chinook salmon
have also been photo documented as holding and spawning in this segment for over the last 10 years. GCRCD data loggers at Trimble Ave and upstream indicate
hourly temperatures during the dry season, April to September average from 67 to 69 degrees F. Fall/winter temperatures average from 52 to 68 degrees F.
Published temperature information we have seen indicates that these temperatures fall within the acceptable summer range for salmonids. The primary limiting factors
of channel morphology, flow rates, and pollution are not identified. Above Trimble Ave., support status should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon have been photo
documented as migrating through, holding in and spawning in this segment from July through January for over 10 years. A mature chum salmon and numerous
steelhead have been documented in this segment and juvenile Chinook have been captured out-migrating. Average hourly water temperatures vary from about 68
degrees F in the dry months to 52 degrees F in the fall/winter. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, temperature, lack of shade or hide cover,
lack of good riparian zone and pollution. (GCRCD)

Limiting Factor (s):  Indicator macroinvertebrate criteria are not met; no records of summer steelhead rearing during 1985-94 sampling; exceeds summer temperature criteria at 3 of 4 sites in reach

Suspected Cause(s): Relatively high, but variable, water temperatures in winter, spring and summer; exceeds temperature criteria, but may support Chinook rearing in some years. Spring and
summer streamflows dependent upon regulated releases from upstream reservoirs for groundwater percolation, and presently required release to the reach is only 1 cfs (reach is
downstream of percolation recharge zone). Channel is largely lightly shaded, resulting in water warming during sunny periods. No winter or spring sampling data to indicate
whether successful Chinook spawning and rearing occur in reach. However, Chinook smolts have been produced in some years from somewhere in the Guadalupe River or in
Los Gatos Creek, despite failure to meet temperature criteria in the Guadalupe River. Conditions may also be suitable for Chinook spawning in the reach in some years. During
wet periods (1995-1999) cool groundwater inflows may be present. High storm flows resulting from urban runoff may degrade habitat. FAHCE information notes that habitat in
the mainstem Guadalupe River is typified by long, deep, slackwater pools separated by an occasional short run or riffle. Baseflow velocities are very low and water quality poor.
Lack of food production areas and no food transport are probably major factors limiting production.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, special status species, stream type, channel substrate, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, shaded riverine
aquatic habitat, water depth, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/Interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments

Limiting Factor(s): ~ None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 |Non Support A Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the direct

indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood flows); data
set D0639 and stakeholder input suggest that this
reach is not able to convey 100 -year flood flows.
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody:  Guadalupe River Reach: GR-2 Reach Length (miles): 3.59
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Montague Expressway to Interstate 880 Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 |Non Support A Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the direct

indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood flows); data
set D0639 and stakeholder input suggest that this
reach is not able to convey 100 -year flood flows.

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326

 D0380
D0559
D0561
DO0564
DO0609
D0621
D0639

Local Knowledge Comments Reach should be split into two parts - above and below Trimble Avenue. The lower part of the reach contains a river channel that for the most part is above tidewater.
A steep berm has been constructed on the east side of the river but both sides of the channel are well vegetated. Except for a short stretch just below Trimble Ave.
there is good riparian habitat and Shaded Riverine Aquatic (SRA) cover. An overflow channel has also been constructed down the right side of the river and the area
between the river and overflow channel was planted as a mitigation site for the 1983 Lower Guadalupe Flood Control Project. This site failed as the river has broken
through the berm in a number of areas and washed out the mitigation plantings. It has also deposited tons of sediment in the overflow area as it attempts to regain its
natural form and build a flood plain. There is no overflow channel, right side channel berm, or dense riparian area downstream of this segment or in the segment
immediately upstream. This should be listed as a Quasi-Natural Modified (East Side Berm with a overflow passage) channel. The upper part of the reach should be
designated a Modified, Straightened channel. The entire river channel has been moved to the east in the area of San Jose Airport. The channel used to flow through
the airport area but it has been substantially straightened and the riverine corridor has been confined by levees on both sides. For the most part, there is little to no
shade cover in this segment. There are a few established trees in the riparian areas bordering the river but only a few are close enough to provide shade cover and
these are in a few small patches downstream of Airport Blvd. and US 101.

Limiting Factor(s):  Channel is unable to convey the 100- year flood

Suspected Cause(s): Creek does not have sufficient flow capacity in the main channel to convey major flood flows; probable cause is disconnection of main channel from natural floodplain (levees,
urban development, etc.).

Data Gap(s) - No Data: ~ Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/Interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody:  Guadalupe River Reach: GR-2 Reach Length (miles): 3.59
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Montague Expressway to Interstate 880 Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s):  Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
RARE Sufficient Fair Special status species D0020 Full Support C Full support for Chinook, potential support for Alameda
observations, Habitat song sparrow based on historic data; full support for

reaches 1-4 based on the assumption that if salmon
are running up the river then all reaches below Los
Gatos Creek are essential to migration; limited data on
species presence and habitat for this reach

D0084
D0087
DO0112
DO0135
D0136
D0174
DO0561
D0569

~ DO0609

Local Knowledge Comments Below Trimble Ave., support status should be Limited Support. Although Chinook and steelhead are known to use this area, aquatic habitat and temperatures are
marginal. The good riparian habitat has high potential for special status bird species. We have seen reports that indicate several special status bird species have
been identified in this area in the past few years. Itis recommended that the Audubon Society be contacted for this information. Channel morphology, flow rates, and
water temperatures are limiting factors for this use. Above Trimble Ave., support status should be Limited Support. Although Chinook and steelhead are known to use
this area, aquatic habitat and temperatures are marginal. Riparian mitigation has been recently planted along channel banks in sections of this segment but it will take
years to mature and provide meaningful benefit. A southwestern pond turtle was observed in this segment around 1995. Channel morphology, flow rates, water
temperature, lack of a mature riparian zone and SRA cover are limiting factors for this use.

Limiting Factor(s):  None identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirments.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data available |Fair Flow (depth), mercury, access, = D0102 |Non Support based on B No data sets are available on primary indicators; D0557
on primary copper, nickel, aesthetics secondary indicators; Partial and D0561 have data exceeding criteria for metals and
indicators; limited Support based on tertiary toxic organics in both the water and sediment; access
data on secondary indicators; no support statement is generally good, limited data on water depth is
indicators (3 of 9 is able to be made based on available, trash problems have been noted

parameters); primary indicators
limited data on
tertiary indicators

D0147
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-2 Reach Length (miles): 3.59
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Montague Expressway to Interstate 880 Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s):  Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
REC-1 No data available |Fair Flow (depth), mercury, access, = D0163 |Non Support based on B No data sets are available on primary indicators; D0557

on primary copper, nickel, aesthetics secondary indicators; Partial and D0561 have data exceeding criteria for metals and
indicators; limited Support based on tertiary toxic organics in both the water and sediment; access
data on secondary indicators; no support statement is generally good, limited data on water depth is
indicators (3 of 9 is able to be made based on available, trash problems have been noted
parameters); primary indicators

limited data on
tertiary indicators

D0382
D0561
L ocal Knowledge Comments Below Trimble Ave., support status should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading and small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this

use are water flow levels, access, pollution, waterborne pathogens and debris. Above Trimble Ave., support status should be Limited Support. The reach supports
fishing, wading and small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, pollution, waterborne pathogens and debris.

Limiting Factor(s):  Copper, nickel, mercury exceed criteria for water and sediment based on limited data; aesthetics may be a problem

Suspected Cause(s): Historic mining waste in stream contributes to mercury; copper, nickel exceedances possibly linked to historic urban stormwater discharges and/or illicit direct discharge to
stream; trash is common in urban stream corridors; algae is product of excessive nutrient inputs, possibly yard or landscaping waste from upstream or detergents and human or
animal waste.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.05
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 880 to Coleman Avenue Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Fair Fish assemblage, instream D0135 Potential/Seasonal Support B  Pools present in reach during most summers as
primary indicators, spawning habitat, streamflow is low and variable; Chinook salmon
additional data on temperature, dissolved spawn in reach; reach does not meet insect criteria
secondary habitat oxygen, macroinvertebrates, during late summer based on 1998 sampling;
indicators riparian vegetation, barriers, temperature data indicates that criteria are exceeded
instream rearing habitat even in wet years (1998, 1999)
D0163
D0201
D0214
D0224
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0426
D0438
D0568
D0569
D0576
D0603
D0625
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.05
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 880 to Coleman Avenue Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support status should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon have been photo documented as migrating through, holding in and spawning in this segment.
Average hourly temperatures in this segment in dry months vary from 64 to 70 degrees F and in fall/winter months from 52 to 64 degrees F. Limiting Factors
should be channel flow rates, morphology, temperature, lack of shade or hide cover, marginal riparian zone, pollution and poaching. SCVWD gauges show a
lack of streamflow during summer. (GCRCD) The SCVWD would prefer to manage the mainstem reaches of the Guadalupe River as a passage corridor.
There will always be stray fish that don't stay where they should but observing a fish in a stream reach doesn't provide the basis for a management plan.

Limiting Factor(s): Indicator macroinvertebrate criteria are not met in late summer; no records of summer steelhead rearing during 1985-94 sampling

Suspected Cause(s): Relatively high, but variable, water temperatures in winter, spring and summer; exceeds temperature criteria, but may support Chinook rearing in some years. Spring
and summer streamflows dependent upon regulated releases from upstream reservoirs for groundwater percolation, and presently required release to the reach is only 1
cfs (reach is downstream of percolation recharge zone). Channel is largely lightly shaded, resulting in water warming during sunny periods. No winter or spring sampling
data to indicate whether successful Chinook spawning and rearing occur in reach. However, Chinook smolts have been produced in some years from somewhere in the
Guadalupe River or in Los Gatos Creek, despite failure to meet temperature criteria in the Guadalupe River. Conditions may also be suitable for Chinook spawning in
the reach in some years. During wet periods (1995-1999) cool groundwater inflows may be present. High storm flows resulting from urban runoff may degrade habitat.
FAHCE information notes that this reach serves primarily as a migration corridor for steelhead and has poor to no rearing habitat.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, streambank erosion potential, channel substrate, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width,
shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depth, special status species, altered channel materials and dimensions, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon,
dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair Turbidity, nitrate, nitrite, D0206 Non Support B  Data on 9 of 16 parameters; uncertainty based on

copper, nickel, fecal coliform, age of some of the data and lack of data on certain
mercury, diazinon, DDT, parameters; unable to distinguish dry and wet
selenium weather sampling for one data set

D0219

D0597

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform exceeds criteria; some DDT, turbidity, mercury, and nickel samples also exceed criteria

Suspected Cause(s): Natural sources and urban runoff may contribute to nickel. Historic mining waste in stream contributes to elevated concentrations of mercury in water samples.
Uncertain regarding fecal coliform and turbidity.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Chlordane, chlorpyrifos, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, PCB, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Fecal coliform, turbidity, copper, DDT, diazinon, nitrate, nitrite, selenium, mercury, nickel

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.05
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 880 to Coleman Avenue Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Non Support A (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); because of this, it was not necessary to
review other data sets on secondary indicators; (2)
this reach supports PFF except for two critical urban
reaches which are not large enough to convey the
1% flood: Hedding to Taylor (SCVWD stationing
#59450 to 61450) and Hobson to Coleman (62200 to
63600) (3) Only Contract 1 of the Flood Control
Project is completed to date (as per personal
communication with Randy Talley of SCVWD on
March 13, 2002), therefore, this reach of the river
cannot be considered "protected" from large flood
events such as the 100-year flood, until all portions
of the project are completed -- once all the portions
are completed the suport status of this reach can be
changed from "Non-Support" to "Full Support"

D0311

D0321

D0322

D0323

D0324

D0325

D0326

D0380

D0559

D0564

D0565

D0577

D0609

D0621
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.05
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 880 to Coleman Avenue Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Local Knowledge Comments: Support status should be full support after completion of the Downtown Flood Control Project (Contract 2); Channel type should be Quasi-Natural Straightened,
Incised (berms on both sides of main channel). The main channel is down cutting (about a foot per year since 1996) as a direct result of the recently
constructed flood control project. Areas of the bypass channel are eroding and in other areas there is severe deposition. The berm on the west side of the
channel was breached a number of times soon after project construction and has since been armored with rocks and log crib walls in areas which are now being
undercut. The low flow channel weirs just downstream of Coleman Ave. that were installed to guarantee fish passage have for the most part been buried by

Limiting Factor(s): Channel is unable to convey the 100-year flow in two segments; land uses adjacent to the stream in these segments consist of urban commercial

Suspected Cause(s): (a) Creek may not have sufficient channel capacity to convey flood flows and/or (b) Encroachment of urban commercial development into the natural channel
floodplain. Problem segments are: Hedding to Taylor (SCVWD stationing #59450 to 61450) and Hobson to Coleman (62200 to 63600). Only Contract 1 of the Flood
Control Project is completed to date. Therefore, this reach of the river cannot be considered "protected” from large flood events such as the 100-year flood until all
portions of the project are completed. Once all the portions are completed the support status of this reach can be changed from "Non-Support" to "Full Support”.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0020 Full Support A Full support based on Chinook; full support for
observations, Habitat reaches 1-4 based on the assumption that if salmon

are running up the river then all reaches below Los
Gatos Creek are essential to migration

D0084
D0087
D0135
D0136
D0568
D0569
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. Although Chinook and steelhead are known to use this area, aquatic habitat and temperatures are marginal.
Vegetation has been planted in the area between the channel and bypass channel and advertised as riparian mitigation but it is out of the riparian zone and does
not provide shade cover for the river. Much of the once dense riparian zone has been lost due to bank erosion caused by river confinement, denying the river
access to a floodplain. This area has potential habitat for the southwestern pond turtle based on a 1995 survey by a pond turtle expert hired by the GCRCD.
Channel morphology, flow rates, and water temperatures are limiting factors for this use.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.05

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 880 to Coleman Avenue Flow Regime: Perennial

Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 Sufficient on Fair Aesthetics, flow (depth), fecal D0147 Non Support based on primary C  DO0206 and D0597 have data on fecal coliform, but

primary indicator; coliform, copper, mercury, indicator; Non Support based the former is 20 years old and the latter is only for
sufficient on nickel, chlordane, DDT, dieldrin on secondary indicators; winter (non-recreation season) -- most data exceed
secondary insufficient data on tertiary criteria; limited data is available on several
indicator; limited secondary indicators -- these indicate that toxic
on tertiary indicator organics exceed criteria in reach, as do some of the

mercury water samples and all mercury sediment
samples; very limited aesthetics data indicates some
problems but data is insufficient to base a support

D0163
D0206
D0383
D0561
D0570
D0597

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading and small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this use are water
flow levels, access, pollution, debris, waterborne pathogens and vagrant encampments and human waste.

Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform exceeds criteria, including during one recreation season (summer); mercury, chlordane, DDT, and dieldrin exceed criteria based on limited sampling
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-4 Reach Length (miles): 1.44
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Coleman Ave. to Interstate 280 Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Fair Fish assemblage, instream D0135 Potential/Seasonal Support B  Pools present in reach during most summers as
primary indicators, spawning habitat, streamflow is variable; adult Chinook present in
additional data on temperature, dissolved reach and spawning sites have been observed; reach
secondary habitat oxygen, macroinvertebrates, does not meet insect criteria in late summer;
indicators mercury, nickel, copper, TSS, temperature data indicates that the criteria are
riparian vegetation, barriers, exceeded even in wet years (1998, 1999) at 2
turbidity, instream rearing
D0163
D0201
D0207
D0214
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0426
D0438
D0568
D0569
D0576
D0603
D0625
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-4 Reach Length (miles): 1.44
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Coleman Ave. to Interstate 280 Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon have been photo documented as migrating through, holding in and spawning in this segment,
lamprey eel also migrate and spawn in this area. Average hourly temperatures in this segment in dry months vary from 64 to 70 degrees F and in fall/winter
months from 52 to 64 degrees F. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, marginal shade/hide cover, pollution,
poaching, barriers. SCVWD stream gauges show a lack of streamflow during summer. (GCRCD) The SCVWD would prefer to manage the mainstem reaches
of the Guadalupe River as a passage corridor. There will always be stray fish that don't stay where they should but observing a fish in a stream reach doesn't
provide the basis for a management plan. (SCVWD)

Limiting Factor(s): Indicator macroinvertebrate criteria are not met in late summer; no records of summer steelhead rearing during 1985-94 sampling (see comment under D0163 below)

Suspected Cause(s): Relatively high, but variable, water temperatures in winter, spring and summer; exceeds temperature criteria, but may support Chinook rearing in some years. Spring
and summer streamflows dependent upon regulated releases from upstream reservoirs for groundwater percolation, and presently required release to the reach is only 1
cfs (reach is downstream of percolation recharge zone). Channel is largely lightly shaded, resulting in water warming during sunny periods. No winter or spring sampling
data to indicate whether successful Chinook spawning and rearing occur in reach. However, Chinook smolts have been produced in some years from somewhere in the
Guadalupe River or in Los Gatos Creek, despite failure to meet temperature criteria in the Guadalupe River. Conditions may also be suitable for Chinook spawning in
the reach in some years. During wet periods (1995-1999) cool groundwater inflows may be present. High storm flows resulting from urban runoff may degrade habitat.
FAHCE information notes that this reach serves primarily as a migration corridor for steelhead and has poor to no rearing habitat.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, streambank erosion potential, channel substrate, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width,
shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depth, special status species, altered channel materials and dimensions, chlordane, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin,
dioxin, PCB, selenium.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair Mercury, nickel, copper, D0207 Non Support C  Data available on 6 of 16 parameters; uncertainty
selenium, turbidity, nitrite over USGS data reporting -- some data is highly

irregular and questionable; lack of other constituents;
unable to distinguish dry from wet weather samples
D0426

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  Turbidity, nickel, mercury, selenium, copper all exceed criteria

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, chlordane, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Turbidity, copper, selenium, mercury, nickel

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-4 Reach Length (miles): 1.44
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Coleman Ave. to Interstate 280 Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Non Support A (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); because of this, it was not necessary to
review other data sets on secondary indicators; (2)
this reach supports PFF except for one critical urban
reach which is not large enough to convey the 1%
flood: upstream of Auzerais Street (70000 to 71500)

D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0559
D0564
D0565
D0577
D0609
D0621

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Channel type should be Quasi-Natural Widened, Straightened and Incised. The upper part of this segment has a concrete bypass channel, which is not
operational as yet. At least two more bypass channels are slated for construction down stream. Much of the channel has been lined with rock gabions and is

Limiting Factor(s): Channel is unable to convey the 100-year flow in one segment; land uses adjacent to the stream in this segment consist of urban commercial and residential

Suspected Cause(s): (a) Creek does not have sufficient channel capacity to convey flood flows and/or (b) encroachment of urban commercial and residential development into the natural
channel floodplain. Problem segment is upstream of Auzerais Street (70000 to 71500).

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0020 Full Support A Full support based on Chinook; full support for
observations, Habitat reaches 1-4 based on the assumption that if salmon

are running up the river then all reaches below Los
Gatos Creek are essential to migration

D0084
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Waterbody: Guadalupe River

Watershed: Guadalupe
Reach: GR-4

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Coleman Ave. to Interstate 280

Channel Type(s): Natural Modified

RARE Sufficient Good

Special status species
observations, Habitat

D0087

D0135
D0136
D0568
D0569
D0609

Reach Length (miles): 1.44

Flow Regime: Perennial

Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Full Support

A

Full support based on Chinook; full support for
reaches 1-4 based on the assumption that if salmon
are running up the river then all reaches below Los
Gatos Creek are essential to migration

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. Although Chinook and steelhead are known to use this area, aquatic habitat and temperatures are marginal. The
riparian area is narrow and has been degraded by the rock gabions. Much of the mitigation vegetation planted in the gabions has been washed away. Channel

morphology, flow rates, water temperature, and instream barriers are limiting factors for this use.

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality

REC-1 No data available Good
on primary
indicators; limited
data on secondary
indicators (3 of 9
parameters);
limited data on
tertiary indicators

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B

Criteria Used

Aesthetics, mercury, nickel,
copper, flow (depth)

Data Sets Used Support Status

D0147

D0163
D0207
D0383
D0561
D0570

Non Support on secondary
indicator; Non Support on
tertiary indicator; no support
statement is able to be made
on primary indicators

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
C DO0281, D0561, and D0570 have data on mercury in

water (some samples exceed criteria) and sediment
(all samples exceed criteria), other constituents meet
criteria, though data is limited; limited aesthetics
information indicates problems but data is quite old;
no pathogen data is available
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-4 Reach Length (miles): 1.44
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Coleman Ave. to Interstate 280 Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading and small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this use are water
flow levels, access, pollution, debris, waterborne pathogens and vagrant encampments and human waste.

Limiting Factor(s): Mercury in both water and sediment exceeds criteria; aesthetics are poor based on limited data
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe
Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-5 Reach Length (miles): 6.12
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 280 to Guadalupe and Alamitos Creek confluence Flow Regime: Perennial

Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments

COLD Sufficient on Fair Barriers, riparian vegetation, D0001 Partial Support and B  Well documented use of this reach by spawning
primary indicators, fish assemblage, Potential/Seasonal Support Chinook and steelhead; occasionally used by
additional data on temperature, dissolved juvenile steelhead; reach does not meet insect
secondary habitat oxygen, instream spawning criteria during late summer; high summer stream
indicators habitat, flow, channel temperatures exist within this reach; exceeds

alterations, instream rearing steelhead and Chinook temperature criteria
habitat, macroinvertebrates

D0087
D0135
D0159
D0161
D0163
D0164
D0165
D0172
D0173
D0174
D0201
D0214
D0224
D0227
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0412
D0416
D0418
D0419
D0422
D0423
D0426
D0438
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-5 Reach Length (miles): 6.12
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 280 to Guadalupe and Alamitos Creek confluence Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
COLD Sufficient on Fair Barriers, riparian vegetation, D0569 Partial Support and B  Well documented use of this reach by spawning
primary indicators, fish assemblage, Potential/Seasonal Support Chinook and steelhead; occasionally used by
additional data on temperature, dissolved juvenile steelhead; reach does not meet insect
secondary habitat oxygen, instream spawning criteria during late summer; high summer stream
indicators habitat, flow, channel temperatures exist within this reach; exceeds
alterations, instream rearing steelhead and Chinook temperature criteria
habitat, macroinvertebrates
D0603
D0625

Local Knowledge Comments: In Segment A, Support Status should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon are known to migrate through, hold and spawn in this segment. Lamprey eel also
migrate and spawn in this area. Average hourly temperatures in this segment in dry months vary from 64 to 70 degrees F and in fall/winter months from 52 to
64 degrees F. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, pollution, debris and rubble. In Segment B, Support Status
should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon have been photo documented as migrating through, holding in and spawning in this segment over the past 10
years. Lamprey eels also migrate and spawn in this area. Rock gabions are detrimental to salmonid spawning as the fish often try to dig the rock out of the
wire baskets and rip themselves apart on the wire or they will sometimes deposit their eggs in the baskets and then can not cover them. Average hourly
temperatures in this segment in dry months vary from 66 to 72 degrees F and in fall/winter months from 52 to 66 degrees F. Limiting Factors should be
channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, marginal shade/hide cover, gabions, pollution and poaching. In Segment C, Support Status should be
Limited Support. Chinook salmon have been photo documented as migrating through, holding in and spawning in this segment over the past 10 years.
Lamprey eel are also known to migrate and spawn in the lower parts of this segment. Average hourly temperatures in this segment in dry months vary from
65 to 72 degrees F and in fall/winter months from 55 to 65 degrees F and are elevated from downstream temperatures because of the lack of shade cover
upstream. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, marginal shade/hide cover, pollution and poaching. In Segment D,
Support Status should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon have been photo documented as migrating through, holding in and spawning in this segment over
the past few years. Average hourly temperatures in this segment in dry months vary from 65 to 72 degrees F and in fall/winter months from 55 to 65 degrees
F and are elevated from downstream temperatures because of the lack of shade cover in this segment and upstream areas. Unfortunately the fish ladder
installed on the dam only leads the fish to an inhospitable environment at this time (Lake Almaden and shallow hot creeks). The dam has backed up sediment,
which is causing problems both up and down stream and needs to be removed. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature,
marginal shade/hide cover, pollution, 15 foot high dam and poaching. (GCRCD) The SCVWD would prefer to manage the mainstem reaches of the Guadalupe
River as a passage corridor. There will always be stray fish that don't stay where they should but observing a fish in a stream reach doesn't provide the basis

for a management plan. (SCVWD)

Limiting Factor(s): Indicator macroinvertebrate criteria are not met in late summer

Suspected Cause(s): Similar to reaches GR-1-4, in that summer streamflows depend upon releases from upstream reservoirs for groundwater percolation. However, the reach is within the
recharge zone and streamflows are higher within this reach, but flows rapidly decline and temperatures increase downstream within this reach; suitable fast-water feeding
habitat is scarce within the reach, so summer steelhead rearing is usually limited, but variable among years. The reach is lightly shaded and the channel is generally
wide. Winter water temperatures exceed Chinook spawning and rearing criteria, but successful spawning and rearing may occur in some years. High storm flows
resulting from urban runoff may degrade habitat. FAHCE information notes that this reach serves primarily as a migration corridor for steelhead and has poor to no

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, streambank erosion potential, channel substrate, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width,

shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depth, special status species, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-5 Reach Length (miles): 6.12
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 280 to Guadalupe and Alamitos Creek confluence Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
MUN Sufficient Fair Turbidity, nitrate, nitrite, D0073 Non Support C  Data on 8 of 16 parameters; much of the data is
copper, nickel, fecal coliform, very old; cannot distinguish dry/wet weather samples
mercury, diazinon, chlordane for most of data
D0206

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform, with some nickel samples exceeding criteria

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Chlorpyrifos, DDT, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, PCB, selenium, TDS

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, diazinon, nitrate, nitrite, mercury, nickel

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Non Support A (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); because of this, it was not necessary to

review other data sets on secondary indicators; (2)
this reach supports PFF except for three specific
critical urban locations: 78000 (at WPRR), 82700
(Malone), 90800 (Capital Expwy) where channel is too

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0559
D0562
D0564
D0609
D0621
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-5 Reach Length (miles): 6.12
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 280 to Guadalupe and Alamitos Creek confluence Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Reach should be split into four parts - (A) from lower end to Curtner Ave; (B) Curtner to Gage Station 23B; (C) Gage Station 23B to Branham Lane; and (D)
Branham to Lake Almaden. Segment A is a Quasi-Natural, Incised channel with a decent riparian zone but the channel is deeply incised. It contains a lot of
construction rubble that is sliding off the banks where it has been dumped in the past. The channel has very limited access. Water temperatures start to cool
down in this area as a result of the shade cover. Segment B should be listed as Widened, Straightened and Gabion Contained. The river channel was
relocated in this segment when Almaden Expressway was constructed. This segment of channel has little, if any, SRA cover and the riparian vegetation is
poor. The designed channel was overly wide and gabion lined on both sides but the stream has since constructed a narrower channel. Segment C should be
listed as Quasi-Natural Straightened, Incised. The channel is overly wide in areas but has natural but steep banks in most areas. This segment also has two
areas where drop structures have been removed and replaced with a series of rock weirs. While the weirs have improved conditions greatly they were not
properly designed which is causing some erosion problems in both areas. This area has a fair but narrow riparian area and provides fair SRA cover. Segment
D should be listed as Modified Straightened. However, a new Quasi-Natural Meandering channel is starting to develop in this segment. The channel's
width/depth ratio is substantially decreasing and it is starting to meander within the corridor levees. Riparian vegetation is taking hold, riffles and pools are
developing in the new channel and spawning gravel is being recruited. Towards the top of this segment there is a 15 foot high dam that blocked fish migration
up until several years ago when a fish ladder was installed. In the recent past, the channel in this area was wide and shallow due to a series of instream dirt
spreader dams that were constructed every year and gabions line a good portion of the channel. There was virtually no riparian habitat or shade cover as the
dams would drown upstream vegetation and deprive downstream vegetation of any water. Water temperatures in this area were elevated due to the lack of
shade cover, the wide shallow channels, and water coming from Lake Almaden and the creeks upstream.

Limiting Factor(s): Channel is unable to convey the 100-year flow in three segments; land uses adjacent to the stream in these segments consist of urban commercial and residential

Suspected Cause(s): (a) Creek may not have sufficient channel capacity to convey flood flows and/or (b) encroachment of urban commercial and residential development into the natural
channel floodplain. Problem segments are: 78000 (at WPRR), 82700 (Malone), 90800 (Capital Expwy).

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0020 Full Support B Full support based on Chinook and steelhead
observations, Habitat presence; potential support for sharp shinned hawk,

Cooper's hawk, yellow warbler, merlin, loggerhead
shrike, burrowing owl (it is believed that double
crested cormorant is present and should be on the
list and burrowing owl is present and on the list
however, owl is dependent on the levees and not on

D0084
D0087
D0135
D0136
D0137
D0159
D0164
D0165
D0174
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-5 Reach Length (miles): 6.12
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 280 to Guadalupe and Alamitos Creek confluence Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0412 Full Support B Full support based on Chinook and steelhead
observations, Habitat presence; potential support for sharp shinned hawk,

Cooper's hawk, yellow warbler, merlin, loggerhead
shrike, burrowing owl (it is believed that double
crested cormorant is present and should be on the
list and burrowing owl is present and on the list
however, owl is dependent on the levees and not on

D0416

D0418

D0419

D0425

D0561

D0566

D0569

D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments: In Segment A, Support Status should be Limited Support. Although Chinook and steelhead are known to use this area, aquatic habitat and temperatures are
marginal. The riparian area is narrow and has been degraded by concrete rubble dumped over the banks in the past. A southwestern pond turtle was observed
and photographed in the upper end of this segment in 1994. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, and instream barriers are limiting factors for
this use. Because of this segment’s isolation there is good potential habitat for rare song bird species. In Segment B, Support Status should be Limited
Support. Although Chinook and steelhead are known to use this area, shade and hide cover and temperatures are marginal. The riparian area is poor and there
is little, if any SRA cover. An April 2001 survey of this segment revealed evidence that young trees that were trying to establish themselves had recently
been sprayed with herbicide. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, and the gabion confined channel are limiting factors for this use. In
Segment C, Support Status should be Limited Support. Although Chinook and steelhead are known to use this area, water temperatures are marginal. Channel
morphology, flow rates, and water temperature, are limiting factors for this use. In Segment D, Support Status should be Limited Support. Although Chinook
and steelhead are known to use this area, water temperatures are marginal. Channel morphology, flow rates, and water temperature, are limiting factors for

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 Sufficient on Fair Aesthetics, flow (depth), fecal D0147 Non Support (primary indicator B  DO0206 has data on fecal coliform, but is 20 years old
primary indicator; coliform, copper, mercury, meets criteria during recreation -- most data meets criteria for REC; limited data is
limited but nickel, chlordane season, some secondary available on several secondary indicators -- these
sufficient on indicators exceed relevant indicate that chlordane and mercury exceed criteria in
secondary criteria, tertiary indicators do reach, as do some mercury sediment samples;
indicator; limited not appear to meet criteria) aesthetics data indicates some problems, particularly
on tertiary indicator with water clarity
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe River Reach: GR-5
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Interstate 280 to Guadalupe and Alamitos Creek confluence

Reach Length (miles): 6.12
Flow Regime: Perennial

Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
REC-1 Sufficient on Fair Aesthetics, flow (depth), fecal D0163 Non Support (primary indicator B  DO0206 has data on fecal coliform, but is 20 years old

primary indicator; coliform, copper, mercury, meets criteria during recreation -- most data meets criteria for REC; limited data is
limited but nickel, chlordane season, some secondary available on several secondary indicators -- these
sufficient on indicators exceed relevant indicate that chlordane and mercury exceed criteria in
secondary criteria, tertiary indicators do reach, as do some mercury sediment samples;
indicator; limited not appear to meet criteria) aesthetics data indicates some problems, particularly
on tertiary indicator with water clarity

D0206

D0383

D0557

D0561

D0603

D0613

L ocal Knowledge Comments: In Segment A, Support Status should be Limited Support. The reach supports small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow
levels, access, pollution, debris, waterborne pathogens and rubble. In Segment B, Support Status should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing,
wading small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, pollution, debris, waterborne pathogens and vagrant
encampments. In Segment C, Support Status should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading small watercraft boating. The primary limiting
factors for this use are water flow levels, access, pollution, debris, waterborne pathogens and vagrant encampments. In Segment D, Support Status should be

Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading, small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access,

Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform exceeds criteria during winter; mercury, chlordane exceed criteria based on limited sampling; aesthetics appear to be poor throughout reach (water clarity,

trash do not meet criteria)

Suspected Cause(s): Historic mining waste in stream contributes to mercury; uncertain regarding fecal coliform; chlordane is a component of commonly used pesticides/herbicides and is
present in urban stormwater; trash is common in urban stream corridors; uncertain regarding water clarity (possible illicit discharges/spills).

Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-1 Reach Length (miles): 241
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River to Camden Avenue Flow Regime:  Perennial (Intermittent in recent
past)
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
CoLD Sufficient on Fair Riparian vegetation, fish D0001 Partial Support A Adult and juvenile rainbow trout observed in upstream
primary indicators, assemblage, temperature, portion of reach; no records for trout in lower half of
additional data on barriers, instream rearing reach; reach met insect criterion at midreach site
secondary habitat habitat, macroinvertebrates, during a very wet year (1998); suitable habitat
indicators instream spawning habitat declines with distance downstream in this reach
D0087
D0102
D0135
D0157
D0160
D0201
D0227
D0312
D0315
D0422
D0438
D0569
D0624
D0625
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-1 Reach Length (miles): 241
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River to Camden Avenue Flow Regime:  Perennial (Intermittent in recent
past)
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Below Masson Dam, should be currently Not Supported but High Potential Support for Steelhead. There have been no salmonids observed living in this
segment although rainbow trout are known to inhabit upstream segments and could now frequent this area on occasion. This segment of the creek is too
shallow and hot to support salmonids, especially large Chinook, which are mainstem spawners. Average hourly water temperatures in this segment in dry
months vary from 65 to 88 degrees F and in fall/winter months from 54 to 70 degrees F. They are greatly elevated from upstream temperatures because of
the lack of shade cover, wide shallow channels and very low flow rates. At the upstream edge of this segment the Masson Dam provided a fish passage
barrier until it was removed and replaced with a dam containing a fish ladder. Unfortunately the flashboard dam and fish ladder require constant maintenance
and will have severe impacts on sediment transport and water temperature. Thousands of trees and bushes have been planted which should improve shade
cover when they mature. If the new vegetation can protect the channel banks it may become more narrow and increase its depth as it tries to restore its
natural form. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, marginal shade/hide cover, and dam. Above Masson Dam,
Support Status should be Supported. Rainbow trout are known to inhabit this stream segment and since the Masson Dam has been laddered there is potential
for steelhead and perhaps even coho to return. Water temperatures in this area rarely get above 60 degrees F, even in the hot summer and early fall months.

Limiting Factors should be flow levels.
Limiting Factor(s): Temperature and streamflow conditions decline downstream within reach; upper portion of reach meets criteria in wet years; limited temperature data exceeds criteria

Suspected Cause(s): Releases from Guadalupe Reservoir and Trans-Valley Pipeline for percolation support summer streamflow, but flow declines and temperatures increase within the reach.
Amount and quality of fast-water feeding habitat therefore declines with the reach, and conditions change with year to year variation in the amount of releases. Upper
half of the reach, with higher flows and lower temperatures is likely to be suitable, but lower half of reach may usually be too warm and slow. High storm flows resulting
from urban runoff may degrade habitat. FAHCE information notes that the riparian zone in this reach is very sparse, the channel incised, and the substrate compacted
leading to a fair to poor rating for salmonid habitat.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, bankfull, stage, disharge and width, altered channel materials and dimensions, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, turbidity, water depth,
dissolved oxygen, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, special status species, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT,
diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity D0102 Non Support D  Uncertainty due to data gaps; only 2 of 16

parameters available

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): TDS

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Fecal coliform, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB , selenium, mercury, nickel
Fair/Poor Quality Data: TDS, turbidity

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-1 Reach Length (miles): 241
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River to Camden Avenue Flow Regime:  Perennial (Intermittent in recent
past)
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Full Support A  Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609
D0621

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Reach should be split into two parts - above and below Masson Dam. Below Masson Dam, the channel is relatively wide and shallow due to a series of
instream dirt spreader dams that were constructed every year up until 1995. There is little mature riparian habitat or shade cover as the dams would drown
upstream vegetation and deprive down stream vegetation of any water. Water temperatures in this area are extremely elevated due to the lack of shade
cover and the wide shallow channels. The channel should be listed as Quasi-Natural, Modified. A restoration project has just been completed in this segment
which should reduce channel width and provide shade cover for the stream which should improve flows, increase habitat and decrease temperatures. Above
Masson Dam, the channel is a typical meandering C-type channel. There is a good riparian area on both sides of the channel and there is a broad flood plain

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient; Limited Fair Special status species D0020 Potential Support B  Potential support based on habitat conditions for

observation data observations, Habitat yellow warbler, red legged frog (and double crested
but habitat data cormorant if included); data contains sightings of
allows for potential several special status species but few repeat
support finding

D0084

D0087

D0112

D0113

D0135
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-1 Reach Length (miles): 241
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River to Camden Avenue Flow Regime:  Perennial (Intermittent in recent
past)
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
RARE Sufficient; Limited Fair Special status species D0416 Potential Support B  Potential support based on habitat conditions for
observation data observations, Habitat yellow warbler, red legged frog (and double crested
but habitat data cormorant if included); data contains sightings of
allows for potential several special status species but few repeat
support finding
D0569
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Below Masson Dam, Support Status should be Non Support but High Potential. No rare species are known in this area. Channel morphology, flow rates, water
temperatures, and lack of mature riparian vegetation are limiting factors for this use. Above Masson Dam, Support Status should be Full Support. The
Limiting Factors should be flow levels and the dam. The SCVWD has conducted a specific survey in this reach for red legged frogs and found none.

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s): Potential support based on habitat conditions for yellow warbler, red legged frog (and double crested cormorant if included); data contains sightings of several special
status species but few repeat occurrences. Red-legged frog not thought to be present due to lack of suitable habitat and presence of aquatic predators. Habitat is
marginal for salmonids as flow declines and temperatures increase within the reach. The amount and quality of fast-water feeding habitat therefore declines with the
reach, and conditions change with year to year variation in the amount of releases. Upper half of the reach, with higher flows and lower temperatures is likely to be
suitable, but lower half of reach may usually be too warm and slow. Data did not allow limiting factors specific to this reach affecting other special status species to be

Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data available Fair Flow, aesthetics D0102 Non Support based on tertiary C  Datais very limited for this reach; aesthetics data

on primary or indicator; no support statement does not include any information concerning stream
secondary is able to be made based on access; no data available on primary or secondary
indicators; limited primary or secondary indicators
data on tertiary
indicators

D0148

D0383

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Below Masson Dam, Support Status should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading and small watercraft boating at high flows. The primary
limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, and the dam. Above Masson Dam, Support Status should be Limited Support. The reach supports
fishing, wading small watercraft boating at high flows. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, debris and the dam.

Limiting Factor(s):  Generally poor aesthetics and flow, including significant trash and debris
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-2 Reach Length (miles): 3.42
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Camden Avenue to Guadalupe Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Good Fish assemblage, instream D0020 Full Support A Rainbow trout are common in this reach; indicator
primary indicators, rearing habitat, macroinvertebrates were found at multiple sites in
additional data on macroinvertebrates, barriers, 1997 and 1998
secondary habitat dissolved oxygen,
indicators temperature, flow
D0102
D0135
D0201
D0312
D0315
D0438
D0558
D0569
D0598
D0603
D0624
D0625

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Supported. Rainbow trout are known to inhabit this stream segment and since the Masson Dam has been laddered there is potential
for steelhead and perhaps even coho to return. Water temperatures in this area rarely get above 60 degrees F, even in the hot summer and early fall months.

Limiting Factor(s): None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = turbidity, special status species, stream type, water depth , TSS, Width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, disharge and width, shaded riverine

aquatic habitat, channel substrate, dissolved oxygen, streambank erosion potential, altered channel materials and dimensions, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT,
diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity, nitrite, copper, D0102 Non Support C  Dataon 10 of 16 parameters; uncertainty due to lack
fecal coliform, DDT, of data on some parameters and age of data;
mercury, chlordane, diazinon, generally unable to distinguish dry and wet weather
D0206
D0558
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-2 Reach Length (miles): 3.42
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Camden Avenue to Guadalupe Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity, nitrite, copper, D0597 Non Support C  Data on 10 of 16 parameters; uncertainty due to lack
fecal coliform, DDT, of data on some parameters and age of data;
mercury, chlordane, diazinon, generally unable to distinguish dry and wet weather

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform and turbidity, with some exceedances for DDT and TDS

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Chlorpyrifos, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium,

Fair/Poor Quality Data: TDS, turbidity, copper , fecal coliform, DDT , mercury, chlordane, diazinon, nickel

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609
D0621

L ocal Knowledge Comments: The creek channel in this segment is a typical B type channel. There is a good riparian area on both sides of the channel with a narrow flood plain.
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-2 Reach Length (miles): 3.42
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Camden Avenue to Guadalupe Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
RARE Sulfficient for Fair Special status species D0020 Potential Support D  Potential support is based on limited red-legged frog
habitat; Limited for observations, Habitat observations within the reach as well as limited
species habitat data for red legged frog, yellow legged frog,
observations western pond turtle, steelhead, and Chinook
D0084
D0087
DO0111
D0135
D0569
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Full Support.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 Sufficient on Good Flow (depth), aesthetics, D0102 Non Support (one sample C  DO0206 has data on fecal coliform, but is 20 years
primary indicator; fecal coliform, copper, nickel, exceeds primary indicator old; D0558 has more recent data which meets criteria
limited but mercury, DDT, e.coli, criteria during recreation -- most data meets criteria for REC; limited data is
sufficient on chlordane, dieldrin season, some secondary available on several secondary indicators -- these
secondary and indicators exceed relevant indicate that DDT and mercury exceed criteria in
tertiary indicators criteria, tertiary indicators do reach, as do mercury sediment samples; aesthetics
not meet criteria) data indicates some problems

D0148

D0206

D0383

D0557

D0558

D0597

D0603
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-2 Reach Length (miles): 3.42
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Camden Avenue to Guadalupe Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading small watercraft boating at high flows. The primary limiting factors for this use
are water flow levels, debris and access.
Limiting Factor(s): One fecal coliform sample exceeds criterion during summer (recreation season) though more recent fecal coliform and e.coli data indicates support; mercury in water
and sediment and DDT exceed criteria based on limited sampling; aesthetics appear to be poor throughout reach with excessive trash and debris noted in stream channel
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Pheasant Creek Reach: GR/GC-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.65
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Limited but Poor Fish assemblage, instream D0158 Partial Support C  Trout and other fish were present in a one time
sufficient data on rearing habitat, instream survey, but data is very limited and no
some primary spawning habitat, macroinvertebrate data is available for this reach;
indicators; temperature, barriers

secondary habitat
indicator data
available

D0160
D0312
D0315

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Pipe culvert, waterfall and stream down cutting block anadromous fish migration and are limiting factors affecting these uses.

Limiting Factor(s): Instream spawning habitat does not meet particle size criteria

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential,

width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, riparian
vegetation, water depths and velocities, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = fish assemblage, Secondary Indicators = instream rearing habitat, temperature, physical barriers to migration

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Pheasant Creek Reach: GR/GC-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.65
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments: The channel enters Guadalupe Creek via an inadequate elevated pipe culvert under Hicks Road. This culvert is causing erosion both up and downstream of
the pipe and due to the large amount of scour below the pipe, a waterfall has developed which blocks fish up-migration opportunities.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Pipe culvert, waterfall and stream down cutting block anadromous fish migration and are limiting factors affecting these uses.
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available
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Waterbody: Pheasant Creek
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B

Watershed: Guadalupe

Reach:

GR/GC-3

Reach Length (miles): 1.65

Flow Regime:
Generalized Land Usein Area: Rural

Perennial to Intermittent
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Shannon Creek Reach: GR/GC-4 Reach Length (miles): 2.24
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Pipe culvert, waterfall and stream down cutting block anadromous fish migration and are limiting factors affecting these uses.

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, physical barriers to migration, chlordane,
copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0380 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Shannon Creek Reach: GR/GC-4 Reach Length (miles): 2.24
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

L ocal Knowledge Comments: The channel enters Guadalupe Creek via an elevated culvert under Hicks Road and the creek has been buried by the property owner on the west side of the
road. This culvert is causing erosion downstream of the pipe and due to the large amount of scour below the pipe, a waterfall has developed which blocks fish
up-migration opportunities.

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Pipe culvert, waterfall and stream down cutting block anadromous fish migration and are limiting factors affecting these uses.
Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Reservoir Reach: GR/GC/GR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Insufficient data Good Barriers, dissolved oxygen, D0312 Unable to Determine N/A  Insufficient data available on primary and secondary
on primary temperature indicators

indicators; very
limited data on
secondary habitat
D0315

D0558

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential,

width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, riparian
vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB,

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Good Mercury, copper, fecal D0558 Partial Support B  Data on 7 of 16 parameters; uncertainty is due to
coliform, nitrite, turbidity, lack of wet/dry weather correlation data and lack of
chlordane, diazinon, nitrate data on several parameters
D0584
D0642
L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s):  Several turbidity samples exceed criteria during winter/spring months
Suspected Cause(s): Uncertain
Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Chlorpyrifos, DDT , dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, PCB, selenium, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe
Waterbody: Guadalupe Reservoir Reach: GR/GC/GR
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir

Reach Length (miles):
Flow Regime: Reservoir

Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF None on primary  Fair Historic flooding; 100-year D0321  Full Support D (1) No data available on primary indicators; (2)
indicators; data on flood zones SCVWD GIS files show no historic flooding around
secondary the reservoir; no areas within FEMA flood zones are

indicators consist
of GIS shapefiles
without hard
supporting data
available for

D0322
D0323
D0324
D0326

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated estimated 100-yr flood flow, design channel capacity.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status
RARE Very limited data ~ Poor Special status species D0020 Unable to Determine
on historic species observations, Habitat

observations and
general habitat

(not reach

specific)
D0084
D0087
D0135

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
N/A  Limited data on historic rainbow trout sightings; data
is not of recent vintage; insufficient data to make a
support statement

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Reservoir Reach: GR/GC/GR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 Sufficient on Good Mercury, copper, e.coli, fecal D0557  Full Support based on primary C  Fecal coliform and e.coli data are below criteria (1973

primary indicator; coliform, chlordane, dieldrin and limited secondary indicator data appears to be total coliform and not of any
limited but data; no support statements use); limited water quality and sediment sampling
sufficient on are able to be made based on meets relevant criteria or detection limit is above
secondary tertiary indicator criteria; no data on aesthetics

indicator; no data
on tertiary indicator
D0558

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-5 Reach Length (miles): 2.75
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek above Guadalupe Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Good Fish assemblage, barriers, D0020 Full Support A Rainbow trout regularly present within reach; indicator
primary indicators, macroinvertebrates macroinvertebrates found at one site in 1997 and
additional data on 1998 in late summer
secondary habitat
indicators
D0201
D0312
D0315
D0438
D0624
D0625

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = temperature, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge,

width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream
rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, dissolved oxygen, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-5 Reach Length (miles): 2.75
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek above Guadalupe Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0087  Full Support B  Full support based on native rainbow trout
observations
L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Guadalupe Creek Reach: GR/GC-5 Reach Length (miles): 2.75
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek above Guadalupe Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
REC-1 No data on Poor Flow (depth) D0383 Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary or secondary indicators is

available; limited general data on water depth

primary or
secondary indicates that reach carries water in the summer --
indicators; cannot base support statement on this

insufficient data

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-1 Reach Length (miles): 7.88
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River confluence to Vasona Reservoir Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Fair Riparian vegetation, fish D0001 Partial Support and Potential B  Chinook spawning noted within reach; some juvenile
primary indicators, assemblage, temperature, Seasonal Support steelhead records; indicator macroinvertebrates were
additional data on altered channel dimensions, not found in late summer in 1998
secondary habitat flow, instream rearing habitat,
indicators nickel, copper, TSS, barriers,

dissolved oxygen, instream
spawning habitat,
macroinvertebrates

D0044
D0046
D0048
D0049
D0102
D0135
D0207
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0328
D0412
D0418
D0419
D0422
D0423
D0438
D0569
D0603
D0625
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-1 Reach Length (miles): 7.88
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River confluence to Vasona Reservoir Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Local Knowledge Comments: Segment A should be Limited Support. A steelhead/rainbow trout was observed and video documented living in the area of Santa Clara Street most of the
summer several years ago. Average hourly water temperatures range from about 51 to 60 degrees F in the fall/winter months to 55 to 67 in the dry months.
Chinook salmon and lamprey eel migrate through and probably spawn in this reach. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water
temperature, shade/hide cover, pollution and poaching. Segment B should be Limited Support. Steelhead trout, Chinook salmon and lamprey eel are known to
migrate though and spawn in this segment. The riparian area and shade cover along this segment is poor due to heavy water diversions. Limiting Factors
should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, shade/hide cover, pollution and poaching. Segment C should be Limited Support. Steelhead
trout, Chinook salmon and lamprey eel are known to migrate though and spawn in this segment. The riparian area and shade cover along this segment is fairly
good. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, shade/hide cover, pollution and poaching. Segment D should be Limited
Support. Steelhead trout, Chinook salmon and lamprey eel are known to migrate though and spawn in this segment. The riparian area and shade cover along
this segment are poor due to past instream seasonal dirt spreader dam construction but is now improving. Trees are being naturally recruited, the stream’s
width/depth ratio is decreasing and a meander pattern is emerging. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, shade/hide
cover, pollution and poaching. Segment E should be Not Supported. Temperatures are high in this segment as the water backs up behind the dams and bakes
in the sun, as there is no shade cover. Segment F should be Limited Support. Temperatures are fairly high in this segment as the water flowing in to the area
comes from Vasona Reservoir, which is a fairly small facility. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, dams
shade/hide cover, and pollution.

Limiting Factor(s): Low streamflows and high temperatures; indicator macroinvertebrates not present in late summer (1998)

Suspected Cause(s): Spring and summer streamflows dependent upon releases from Lexington and Vasona reservoirs, with substantial water heating through the percolation zones upstream
of Meridian Avenue. Some augmentation from groundwater in wet periods (1995-1999). Low streamflows and high water temperatures restrict summer steelhead rearing
to scarce fast-water habitats. Winter and spring water temperatures are likely to exceed Chinook spawning and rearing criteria, due to limited shading in portions of
reach; however, temperature data and winter/spring fish sampling data are absent. High storm flows resulting from urban runoff may degrade habitat.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, special status
species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depth, chlordane, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dioxin, dieldrin, PCB, selenium, mercury.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = fish assemblage, macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = riparian vegetation, temperature, altered channel materials and dimensions, flow,
instream rearing habitat, nickel, copper, TSS, dissolved oxygen, physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity D0102 Non Support C  Data available on 2 of 16 parameters; high

uncertainty due to lack of data on most parameters

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): TDS exceeds in both wet and dry seasons

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel
Fair/Poor Quality Data: TDS, turbidity

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-1 Reach Length (miles): 7.88
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River confluence to Vasona Reservoir Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Non Support A (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); because of this, it was not necessary to
review other data sets on secondary indicators; (2)
this reach supports PFF except for two critical urban
sections: 0 to 1800 (lower part of reach) and 37000 to
39650 where channel is too small

D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609
D0621
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-1 Reach Length (miles): 7.88
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River confluence to Vasona Reservoir Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Reach should be split into six segments - (A) Guadalupe River to Auzerais; (B) Auzerais to Lincoln; (C) Lincoln to Leigh; (D) Leigh to Camden; (E) Camden to

Limiting Factor (9):

Suspected Cause(s):

Lark; and (F) Lark to Vasona Dam. Segment A always has a flow of water from groundwater pump discharges and upwelling and has a good but narrow riparian
habitat. Should be listed as Quasi Natural, Straightened, Incised. Channel has very steep banks along most of its length and very limited access. Segment

B usually dries out in the summer and has a narrow marginal riparian area with little SRA cover. Should be listed as Quasi Natural, Straightened, Widened,
Incised. The riverine corridor has very steep banks along most of its length. Segment C usually has water in it unless the water is shut off by the SCVWD.

The segment has a fairly good riparian area with good SRA cover. It also has some very deep pools, which are good holding areas for salmonids. Should be
Quasi Natural, Incised. The riverine corridor has very steep banks along most of its length. Segment D always has water in it but the riparian area is marginal
because much of this segment had dirt instream spreader dams installed yearly until 1995 when the permits for such dams were not renewed. For the first few
years after construction of the spread dams was prohibited, the channel was devoid of vegetation and was overly wide and shallow. In the past few years the
channel has narrowed, started to meander and vegetation has established itself in the newly forming flood plain. There is a substantial drop structure at
Campbell Ave. that salmonids can only jump at high flows. There is an impassable 20 foot high dam at Camden Ave/San Tomas Expressway, which blocks
fish passage and navigation. Should be listed as Quasi Natural, Straightened, Widened, Incised. The riverine corridor has very steep banks along most of its
length. Segment E always has water in it but there is little to no riparian area. The channel and corridor are straight and there are a series of impassable dams
in this section. The 20-foot high Camden Ave./San Tomas Expressway dam blocks fish migration and navigation at the lower end of this segment. Should be
listed as Modified, Straightened, Widened. The riverine corridor has very steep banks and a series of dams used for water percolation and diversion, which
elevates water temperatures, limits downstream flows and block fish migration. Segment F always has water in it. There is a quasi-natural channel and fair to
good riparian area. Should be listed as Quasi Natural. The river channel is fairly natural and has attempted to restore itself after the construction of the
Vasona dam at the upstream end of this segment.

Channel cannot convey the expected 100-year flow in two specific segments of this reach; land uses adjacent to the channel in these segments consist of urban
residential and/or commercial uses

(a) Creek may not have sufficient channel capacity to convey flood flows and/or (b) encroachment of urban and industrial developments into the natural channel
floodplain. Problem segments are: 0 to 1800 (lower part of reach) and 37000 to 39650.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Use/interest  Data Quantity
RARE Sufficient

Uncertainty
Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments

Good Special status species D0020 Potential Support B  Potential support based on yellow warbler, western
observations, Habitat pond turtle, and red-legged frog, a salmonid redd

(nest), and double crested cormorant observations

D0084

D0102

D0135

D0412

D0416

D0418

D0419

D0609
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-1 Reach Length (miles): 7.88
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River confluence to Vasona Reservoir Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Local Knowledge Comments: Segment A should be Limited Support. No rare species animal or bird species are known in this area. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperatures,
and lack of a wide riparian zone and steep eroding banks are limiting factors for this use. Segment B should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon and
steelhead are known to migrate through and probably spawn in this segment. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperatures, and lack of a wide riparian
zone and steep eroding banks are limiting factors for this use. Segment C should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon and steelhead are known to migrate
through and spawn in this segment. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperatures, and steep eroding banks are limiting factors for this use. Segment
D should be Limited Support. Chinook salmon and steelhead are known to migrate through and spawn in this segment. Channel morphology, flow rates, water
temperatures, and lack of a mature riparian zone and steep eroding banks are limiting factors for this use. Segment E should be Not Supported. There is no
riparian habitat in the area and no rare species are known to exist in or frequent the area. Segment F should be Potential Support. This segment has good
riparian habitat in the area and could easily support rare species. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperatures, and dams are limiting factors for this

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s): Potential support based on yellow warbler, western pond turtle, and red-legged frog, a salmonid redd (nest), and double crested cormorant observations. Low streamflows

and high water temperatures restrict summer steelhead rearing to scarce fast-water habitats. Winter and spring water temperatures are likely to exceed Chinook
spawning and rearing criteria, due to limited shading in portions of reach. Data did not allow limiting factors specific to this reach affecting other special status species

Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 Sufficient data on  Good Flow (depth), mercury, fecal D0102 Non Support based on primary C  Fecal coliform data exceeds criteria during winter

primary indicators; coliform, copper, nickel, DDT, indicator data (secondary sampling but data is 20 years old; Mercury in
sufficient but aesthetics indicator data also signals Non sediment meets criteria but DDT in water exceeds -
limited data on Support, tertiary indicator data no other data on primary or secondary indicators is
secondary also signals Non Support) available; water depth appears marginal for REC-1
indicators; limited but data is limited; garbage, oil, and other refuse
but sufficient data appears throughout reach based on 1995 data
on tertiary
indicators

D0206

D0557

D0603
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-1 Reach Length (miles): 7.88
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River confluence to Vasona Reservoir Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Local Knowledge Comments: Segment A should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading and small watercraft boating at moderate flows. The primary limiting factors for this
use are water flow levels, access, pollution, debris, waterborne pathogens and vagrant encampments. Segment B should be Limited Support. The reach
supports fishing, wading and small watercraft boating at moderate flows. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, pollution,
debris, waterborne pathogens and vagrant encampments. Segment C should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading and small watercraft
boating at moderate flows. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, pollution, debris, and waterborne pathogens. Segment D
should be Limited Support. The reach supports fishing, wading and small watercraft boating at moderate flows. The primary limiting factors for this use are
water flow levels, access, pollution, debris, and waterborne pathogens. Segment E should be Potential Limited Support. This area could provided limited
support for fishing. It is possible for warm water fish, such as carp, to live in this area if they are washed over the dams or through the diversion gates.
Segment F should be Limited Support. This area provides limited support for fishing, wading and small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this

Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform data exceeds criterion during winter; DDT; trash and oil problems
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Vasona Reservoir Reach: GR/LG/VR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Insufficient data Fair Barriers D0312 Unable to Determine N/A  Insufficient data available on primary and secondary
on primary indicators

indicators; very
limited data on
secondary habitat
D0315

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT,
diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair Nitrate, fecal coliform, turbidity D0584 Non Support C Nitrate data is too old to be of use, support

statement based on fecal coliform and turbidity; as
no exceedances have been noted between 1998 and
2001, water quality in this reservoir may be

D0642

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform, turbidity

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Nitrate, fecal coliform, turbidity

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Vasona Reservoir
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir

Channel Type(s): N/A

PFF None on primary  Fair Historic flooding; 100-year
indicators; data on flood zones
secondary
indicators is in the
form of GIS

shapefiles with no
hard data available
for review

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Reach: GR/LG/VR

Reach Length (miles):
Flow Regime: Reservoir

Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

D0311 Full Support

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0326

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100-yr flood flow, design channel capacity.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used
RARE Sufficient but Fair Special status species
Limited observations

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used
WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B

Data Sets Used Support Status
D0020 Potential Support

D0111
D0609

Data Sets Used Support Status

C (1) No data available on primary indicators; (2)
secondary indicator data consists of SCVWD GIS
files which display FEMA flood zones and historic
flooding; FEMA flood zone extends beyond reservoir
perimeter at upstream end; no hard data available to
review; land uses in the area that would be inundated
consist of parks and recreation; therefore, reach
would still support PFF as no critical urban land uses
would be affected

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments

D  Potential support based on western pond turtle
observation; little data available however

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Vasona Reservoir Reach: GR/LG/VR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A 1973 coliform data was not used as it appears to be
Sets total coliform, not fecal; no other data on primary,

secondary, tertiary indicators are available

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. This area provides limited support for fishing, wading and small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for
this use are waterborne pathogens.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-2 Reach Length (miles): 2.07
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Vasona Reservoir to County Park boundary Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Insufficient on Poor Riparian vegetation, barriers, D0311 Potential Support C No fish data for reach; indicator macroinvertebrates
primary indicators, temperature, were found in late summer in 1998
additional data on macroinvertebrates
secondary habitat
indicators
D0312
D0315
D0603
D0625

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, dams shade/hide cover, and pollution.

Limiting Factor(s): None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential,

width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depths
and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = riparian vegetation, temperature, physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity D0102 Non Support D Data on 2 of 16 parameters; some question

concerning data quality; high uncertainty due to data

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): TDS exceeds criteria during wet season

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Fecal coliform, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel
Fair/Poor Quality Data: TDS, turbidity

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-2 Reach Length (miles): 2.07
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Vasona Reservoir to County Park boundary Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Full Support A (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); because of this, it was not necessary to
review other data sets on secondary indicators; (2)
this reach supports PFF except for one section:
46000 to 47550 where channel is too small; however,
land uses are park/recreation open space so segment

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609
D0621

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient but Fair Special status species D0020 Potential Support D  Potential support based on Yellow warbler
Limited observations observation; little data available however
D0084
D0112
D0609
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-2 Reach Length (miles): 2.07
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Vasona Reservoir to County Park boundary Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. If there was a special status species observed using the area there must be limited support. Channel morphology,
flow rates, water temperatures, good riparian areas and dams are limiting factors for this use.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 Limited but Fair Flow (depth), fecal coliform, D0102 Full Support based on primary C  Data on fecal coliform meets criteria but data is 20
sufficient data copper, nickel, mercury and secondary indicator data; years old, leading to higher uncertainty; water and
available on insufficient data on tertiary sediment quality data meets relevant criteria but data
primary and indicators available is old; limited water depth data indicates flows that

are too minimal to support recreational use but data
is very limited and insufficient to base support
statement on; no other data available on indicators

secondary
indicators; limited
and insufficient
data available on
tertiary indicator
D0206

D0383

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. This area most likely supports fishing and wading. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels,
access, and waterborne pathogens.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.01
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): County Park boundary to Lexington Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Insufficient on Poor Riparian vegetation, barriers, D0311 Potential Support C No fish data for reach; indicator macroinvertebrates
primary indicators, temperature, were found in late summer in 1998
additional data on macroinvertebrates
secondary habitat
indicators
D0312
D0315
D0625

Local Knowledge Comments: Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, dams shade/hide cover, and pollution.

Limiting Factor(s):  None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential,

width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depths
and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = riparian vegetation, temperature, physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS, turbidity
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Full Support A  Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B Page 58



Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.01
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): County Park boundary to Lexington Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0321 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609
D0621

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Insufficient for Poor Special status species D0020 Unable to Determine N/A  No recent, reach-specific species or habitat data is
support statement observations available
D0084
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperatures, good riparian areas and dams are limiting factors for this use.
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GRI/LG-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.01
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): County Park boundary to Lexington Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
REC-1 No data on Good Flow (depth), mercury, D0383  Full Support based on C Limited water quality data indicates support based on
primary indicators; copper, nickel secondary indicators; partial 3 secondary indicators; water depth appears to be
sufficient but support based on tertiary marginal during dry seasons; no other data available
very limited data indicators; no support on primary indicators
on secondary statement able to be made for
indicators; primary indicators
insufficient,

limited data on
tertiary indicators

D0597
D0603

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. This area most likely supports fishing and wading. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels,
access, and waterborne pathogens.

Limiting Factor(s): Water depth is marginal for supporting recreation during dry season
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Lexington Reservoir Reach: GR/LG/LR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Insufficient data Good Temperature, dissolved D0246 Unable to Determine N/A  Insufficient data available on primary and secondary
on primary oxygen, barriers indicators

indicators; very
limited data on
secondary habitat
D0312

D0315

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Should be Supported. There are many reports that the reservoir supports rainbow trout. Limiting Factors should be water temperature, dams and pollution. The
dam itself, however, in conjunction with 13 other diversions upstream of the reservoir (SJWC) eliminates salmonid access to the tributary headwaters which
feature some of the best habitat in the watershed.

Limiting Factor(s): None identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = fish assemblage, macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential,

width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depths
and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, temperature, physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Limited but Good Mercury, nitrite, fecal D0246 Non Support D  Data on 6 of 16 parameters; high uncertainty due to
sufficient coliform, nickel, nitrate data gaps and age of data; unable to distinguish

between wet and dry weather samples; Most samples
from recent years are below criteria suggesting that
water quality may be improving in this reservoir

D0584
D0642

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform and turbidity

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, PCB, selenium, TDS, turbidity
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Lexington Reservoir Reach: GR/LG/LR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF None on primary  Fair Historic flooding; 100-year D0311 Full Support C (1) No data available on primary indicators; (2)
indicators; data on flood zones secondary indicator data consists of SCVWD GIS
secondary files which display FEMA flood zones and historic
indicators is in the flooding; FEMA flood zone extends beyond reservoir
form of GIS perimeter in a few places; no hard data available to
shapefiles with no review; land uses in the area that would be inundated
hard data available consist of parks and recreation; therefore, reach
for review would still support PFF as no critical urban land uses
would be affected
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0326

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100-yr flood flow, design channel capacity.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Insufficient for Poor Special status species D0020 Unable to Determine N/A  No recent, reach-specific species or habitat data is
support statement observations available

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Should be Limited Support. It is almost certain that Lexington supports trout. Water temperature, well-vegetated perimeter areas, access and dams are limiting
factors for this use.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Lexington Reservoir Reach: GR/LG/LR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 Sufficient on Fair Fecal coliform, mercury, D0246 Full Support (based on primary D  No data is available on tertiary aesthetics indicators
primary indicator; nickel and secondary indicators; no in order to make a confident support statement; 1973
limited but data on tertiary indicators) coliform data not used as it appears to be for total,
sufficient on not fecal coliform
secondary
indicators; no data
on tertiary
D0557

Local Knowledge Comments: This area supports fishing, wading and boating. The primary limiting factors for this use are water levels, access, pollution and waterborne pathogens.
Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-4 Reach Length (miles): 4.15
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Lexington Reservoir to Lake Elsman Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Good Fish assemblage, barriers, D0020 Full Support A Trout regularly present in reach; indicator
primary indicators, macroinvertebrates macroinvertebrates were found in late summer in
additional data on 1998 at two sites
secondary habitat
indicators
D0312
D0315
D0438
D0625

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered

channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning
habitat, dissolved oxygen, temperature, riparian vegetation, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Limited but Poor Mercury, nitrite, fecal D0246 Non Support D  Data on 4 of 16 parameters; high uncertainty due to
sufficient coliform, nickel data gaps and age of data; unable to distinguish

between wet and dry weather samples

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, PCB, selenium, TDS, turbidity, nitrate
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Mercury, fecal coliform, nickel

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-4 Reach Length (miles): 4.15
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Lexington Reservoir to Lake Elsman Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0020 Potential Support B  Potential support based on CA red-legged frog and
observations western pond turtle observations

DoO111

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s): Potential support based on CA red-legged frog and western pond turtle observations. Data did not allow limiting factors specific to this reach affecting other special
status species to be identified.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-4 Reach Length (miles): 4.15

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Lexington Reservoir to Lake Elsman Flow Regime: Perennial

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

REC-1 Limited but Poor Fecal coliform, mercury, D0246 Full Support based on primary D  Fecal coliform data is limited; no other useful data is

sufficient on nickel indicator data; insufficient data available
primary indicator; on secondary and tertiary
insufficient on indicators available
secondary

indicator; no data
on tertiary indicator

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-5 Reach Length (miles): 4.13
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek above Williams Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient but Poor Instream spawning habitat, D0043 Partial Support C Rainbow trout observed on one occasion but data is
limited on primary fish assemblage, instream very old; recent macroinvertebrate data did not find
indicators, rearing habitat, indicator insects in late summer; high uncertainty
additional data on macroinvertebrates, barriers
secondary habitat
indicators
D0312
D0315
D0625

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Indicator macroinvertebrates not present in late summer

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage,

discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aguatic habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities,
temperature, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = fish assemblage, macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = stream rearing habitat, physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators
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Watershed: Guadalupe
Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-5
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek above Williams Reservoir

Reach Length (miles): 4.13
Flow Regime: Perennial

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0321 Full Support

D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status
RARE Insufficient for Poor Special status species D0020 Unable to Determine
support statement observations
D0043

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine
Sets

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B

A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator
(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments

N/A  No recent, well-documented, reach-specific species
or habitat data is available

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
available
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Watershed: Guadalupe
Waterbody: Los Gatos Creek Reach: GR/LG-5 Reach Length (miles): 4.13
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek above Williams Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Daves Creek Reach: GR/LG-8 Reach Length (miles): 2.04
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Ephemeral
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, physical barriers to migration, chlordane,
copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0380 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Daves Creek Reach: GR/LG-8 Reach Length (miles): 2.04
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Ephemeral
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Moody Gulch Reach: GR/LG-13 Reach Length (miles): 1.26
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient but Good Fish assemblage, barriers D0312 Partial Support B  Rainbow trout observed in 2001 by USFWS; no

limited on one indicator macroinvertebrate data is available; no
primary indicator, other habitat data is available

very limited data
on secondary
habitat indicator
available

D0315
D0598

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None identified
Suspected Cause(s): Probably fully supported, at least during wet years, but insect data are absent.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential,
width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, riparian
vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin,
dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on primary or secondary indicators

sets
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Moody Gulch Reach: GR/LG-13 Reach Length (miles): 1.26
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100-yr flood flow, design channel capacity. Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Almendra Creek Reach: GR/LG-19 Reach Length (miles): 2.21
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Ephemeral
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined, rock-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, physical barriers to migration, chlordane,
copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0380 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Almendra Creek Reach: GR/LG-19 Reach Length (miles): 2.21
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Ephemeral
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined, rock-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Lake Almaden Reach: GRJ/AL/LA Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COoLD Limited but Poor Fish assemblage, turbidity, D0073 Potential/Seasonal Support C  Rainbow trout observed in spring 1996 but no
sufficient data on temperature, dissolved oxygen summer fish data is available; no indicator
primary indicators, macroinvertebrate data is available; other habitat
other data is data indicates that temperature and turbidity exceed
available on criteria in places but data is temporally limited
secondary habitat
indicators
D0074
D0075
D0076
D0077
D0078

L ocal Knowledge Comments: This lake most likely would not support cold water species. Water temperature is far too warm. Data loggers on lower parts of Guadalupe and Alamitos Creeks
and one just downstream of the Alamitos Drop Structure all indicate high summer and winter temperatures not favored by salmonids.

Limiting Factor(s):  Turbidity is high, temperature at surface is high

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio,

bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths
and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Lake Almaden Reach: GR/AL/LA Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on primary or secondary indicators
sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100-yr flood flow, design channel capacity. Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 Data on one Fair Fecal coliform D0641 Full Support for primary C  Limited data on primary; No data on secondary,
primary indicator indicator based on limited data; tertiary indicators available

No data on secondary or
tertiary indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments: This lake supports swimming, wading, fishing and boating.
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Alamitos Creek Reach: GRJ/AL-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.08
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Lake Almaden to Arroyo Calero confluence Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Fair Flow, fish assemblage, D0024 Partial Support A Rainbow trout present within reach; reach does not
primary indicators; riparian vegetation, meet insect criteria at 2 out of 3 sites during key late
additional data macroinvertebrates, instream summer period
available on spawning habitat,
secondary habitat temperature, barriers,
indicators instream rearing habitat,
D0028
D0029
DO0030
D0087
D0102
D0163
D0201
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0328
D0438
D0569
D0603
D0613
D0625
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Alamitos Creek Reach: GRJ/AL-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.08
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Lake Almaden to Arroyo Calero confluence Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Below Greystone Creek, should probably be either Not Supported or Very Limited Support. Water temperatures in this segment are high due to wide channel
width and lack of riparian area and shade cover. Winter temperatures normally range from 55 to 60 degrees F and spring, summer and fall temperatures range
from the mid 60’s to low 70’s. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, drop structures, downstream, the lake and dam,
poor riparian area, shade/hide cover, and pollution. Above Greystone Creek, should be Limited Support. Rainbow Trout have been reported in this segment of
creek. Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, drop structures, downstream lake and dam, poor riparian area,

Limiting Factor(s): Indicator macroinvertebrates not present at 2 of 3 locations in late summer

Suspected Cause(s): Releases from Almaden and Calero Reservoirs for percolation provide summer streamflow, but flows decline and temperatures increase within the reach. Fast-water
feeding habitat declines downstream within the reach. Channel is less shaded downstream within the reach increasing temperature effects. High storm flows resulting
from urban runoff may degrade habitat. FAHCE information notes that this reach contains a suitable combination of pools, riffles, and runs with good quality habitat
and relatively good complex shelter for salmonids.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered
channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, dissolved oxygen, water depth, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT,
diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity D0102 Non Support C  Dataon 2 of 16 parameters; some question

concerning data quality; high uncertainty due to data
gaps; unable to distinguish between dry and wet

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): TDS

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Fecal coliform, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel
Fair/Poor Quality Data: TDS, turbidity

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Full Support A  Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Alamitos Creek Reach: GRJ/AL-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.08
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Lake Almaden to Arroyo Calero confluence Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0324  Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0325
D0326
D0380
D0593
D0609
D0621

Local Knowledge Comments: The creek is affected by the flood control project where it was over-widened from Lake Almaden upstream. This reach should be split into two segments -
above and below Greystone Creek. Below Greystone Creek, it should be listed as a Modified Straightened channel. Just upstream of Golf Creek there is a
drop structure and an overflow channel and a very wide corridor. There is another drop structure where the creek empties into Lake Almaden. These drop
structures inhibit fish migration except at high flows. Above Greystone Creek, it should be listed as a Quasi Natural, Modified channel. There is more riparian
habitat and shade cover and the creek channel starts to meander and is far less incised.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments

RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0020 Full Support B  Full support based on native rainbow trout
observations, Habitat observations; habitat is marginal to poor for salmonids
D0084
DO0087
D0102
D0569
D0609
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Alamitos Creek Reach: GRJ/AL-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.08
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Lake Almaden to Arroyo Calero confluence Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Local Knowledge Comments: Below Greystone Creek, should be Limited support. Riparian and channel habitat is poor in this area, water temperatures are warm and drop structures impede
movement. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, poor riparian area drop structures and downstream lake and dam are limiting factors for this
use. Above Greystone Creek, channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, poor riparian area drop structures and downstream lake and dam are limiting
factors for this use.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Good Aesthetics, flow (depth) D0102 Partial Support based on C  Aesthetics data indicates some algae and

primary or tertiary indicators; no support debris/garbage problems and flow appears to be
secondary statement able to be developed marginal for supporting summer recreation
indicators; limited on primary and secondary
data on tertiary

D0199

D0383

D0603

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Below Greystone Creek, should be Limited Support. This area supports fishing and wading and small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this
use are water flow levels, access, and waterborne pathogens. Above Greystone Creek, should be Limited Support. This area supports fishing and wading and
small watercraft boating. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels, access, and waterborne pathogens.

Limiting Factor(s): Some concern over aesthetics and marginal flow for summer recreation

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Alamitos Creek Reach: GR/AL-2 Reach Length (miles): 4.30
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Arroyo Calero confluence to Almaden Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Fair Temperature, flow, turbidity, D0023 Partial Support A Rainbow trout regularly present; steelhead observed
primary indicators; dissolved oxygen, fish occationally; indicator macroinvertebrates present
additional data assemblage, riparian but not in late summer during most recent sampling
available on vegetation, (DO625) possibly due to 97/98 reservoir
secondary habitat macroinvertebrates, instream construction; mercury exceeds criteria
indicators rearing habitat, barriers,
instream spawning habitat
D0025
D0026
D0031
D0102
D0163
D0201
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0438
D0569
D0598
D0603
D0613
D0625
L ocal Knowledge Comments: Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, drop structures, downstream lake and dam, poor riparian area, shade/hide cover,
and pollution.
Limiting Factor(s): Indicator macroinvertebrates not present in late summer 1998; older data indicates they are present; mercury exceeds criteria; turbidity exceeds criteria in limited

sampling

Suspected Cause(s): Releases from Almaden Reservoir for percolation in downstream reaches maintain relatively high and cool streamflows for most of summer in most years. Outlet
structures require periodic maintenance and reservoir draining, which may impact availability of streamflow and could affect indicator macroinvertebrate presence.
FAHCE information notes that this reach contains a suitable combination of pools, riffles, and runs with good quality habitat and relatively good complex shelter for

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered
channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, dissolved oxygen, water depth, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT,
diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Alamitos Creek Reach: GR/AL-2 Reach Length (miles): 4.30
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Arroyo Calero confluence to Almaden Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity D0023 Partial Support D Data on 2 of 16 parameters; some question

concerning data quality; high uncertainty due to data
D0102

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  TDS during wet season

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Fecal coliform, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel
Fair/Poor Quality Data: TDS, turbidity

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Full Support A (1) Data set D0380 provides data on the direct

indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood flows);
because of this, it was not necessary to review other
data sets on secondary indicators; (2) this reach
supports PFF except for one section: 23000 to 33100
where channel is too small; however, land uses are
undeveloped and open space so segment is not

D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0593
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Alamitos Creek Reach: GR/AL-2 Reach Length (miles): 4.30
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Arroyo Calero confluence to Almaden Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

Local Knowledge Comments: The creek is affected by the flood control project where it was over-widened from the confluence with Arroyo Calero upstream to McKean; above McKean it
appears much more natural; the creek re-routed itself near New Almaden per some storm flow action, resulting in some stream meander

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0020 Full Support B  Full support based on native rainbow trout
observations, Habitat observations, potential support for western pond

turtle and red legged frog; habitat conditions appear
marginal for salmonids at lower end of reach but
good at upper end

D0027
D0084
D0087
D0102
D0569
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support level should be Limited Support. Salmonids normally wouldn’t have access to this area except at very high flows due to downstream drop structures.
Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, poor riparian area drop structures and downstream lake and dam are limiting factors for this use.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Alamitos Creek Reach: GR/AL-2 Reach Length (miles): 4.30
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Arroyo Calero confluence to Almaden Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
REC-1 No data available Fair Flow (depth), aesthetics, D0102 Full Support based on C  This reach appears from the data to have problems
on primary mercury, copper, nickel secondary indicators; Non with vegetative overgrowth blocking access to the
indicators, limited Support based on tertiary stream and negatively impacting aesthetics - trash is
data on secondary indicators; no support status also a problem; flow in the lower end of the reach
indicators; limited able to be determined based on also appears marginal during the late summer
data on tertiary primary indicators
indicators
D0199
D0597
D0603

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Limited Support. This area probably supports wading and fishing. The primary limiting factors for this use are water flow levels,
access, and waterborne pathogens.

Limiting Factor(s): Poor aesthetic environment noted in data; marginal flow in lower portion of reach for recreation
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Almaden Reservoir Reach: GR/AL/AR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COoLD Very limited on Fair Temperature, dissolved D0025 Potential Support D  Rainbow trout observed in 1956 CDFG study; no
primary indicator; oxygen, instream spawning recent fish assemblage data and no
additional habitat, fish assemblage, macroinvertebrate data is available; high uncertainty.
secondary habitat barriers
indicator data
available
D0026
DO0071
D0072
D0312
D0315

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Temperature, barriers

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio,

bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, dissolved oxygen, water depth
and velocity, instream rearing habitat, riparian vegetation, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = temperature, dissolved oxygen, physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair Fecal coliform, turbidity, D0584 Non Support C Nitrate data is too old to be of use, support
MTBE, nitrate statement based on fecal coliform, turbidity and MTBE

D0642

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  fecal coliform, MTBE, turbidity

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel
Fair/Poor Quality Data: TDS, fecal coliform, MTBE, nitrate
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Watershed: Guadalupe
Waterbody: Almaden Reservoir Reach: GR/AL/AR

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status
PFF None on primary  Fair Historic flooding; 100-year D0321 Full Support
indicators; data on flood zones
secondary

indicators consist
of GIS shapefiles
without hard
supporting data
available for

D0322
D0323
D0324
D0326

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100-yr flood flow, design channel capacity.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status
RARE Sufficient but Poor Special status species D0020 Potential Support
Limited observations
D0609
L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblage of special status species.
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B

Reach Length (miles):

Flow Regime: Reservoir

Generalized Land Usein Area: Rural

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
D (1) No data available on primary indicators; (2)
SCVWD GIS files show no historic flooding around
the reservoir; no areas within FEMA flood zones are

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments

D  Potential support based on western pond turtle
observation; no details are available on this sighting
so uncertainty level is high

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Almaden Reservoir Reach: GR/AL/AR Reach Length (miles):

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir

Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

REC-1 No data available Fair Access, mercury D0071 Non Support based on C  Limited access data is over 40 years old; 1973
on primary secondary indicator; no coliform data is probably total, not fecal
indicator; limited determination is able to be
data on secondary made on primary and tertiary
indicator;

insufficient data
on tertiary indicator

D0557

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Mercury in sediment
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Herbert Creek Reach: GR/AL-4 Reach Length (miles): 3.12
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Fair Riparian vegetation, D0025 Partial Support C Indicator macroinvertebrates common in reach; only
primary indicators; temperature, dissolved one obeservation of rainbow trout in 1997; no other
additional data oxygen, fish assemblage, fish data available
available on barriers, macroinvertebrates
secondary habitat
indicators
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0613
D0625

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Dissolved oxygen (limited data)

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered

channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning
habitat, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS, turbidity
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B Page 89



Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Herbert Creek Reach: GR/AL-4 Reach Length (miles): 3.12
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Limited and cannot Poor Special status species D0609 Unable to Determine N/A  Data cannot be interpreted
be interpreted observations
L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available
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Waterbody: Herbert Creek
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B

Watershed: Guadalupe

Reach:

GR/AL-4

Reach Length (miles):

Flow Regime:
Generalized Land Usein Area: Rural

Perennial

3.12

Page 91



Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Barrett Canyon Creek Reach: GR/AL-5 Reach Length (miles): 3.50
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Insufficient data Poor Macroinvertebrates, riparian D0201 Unable to Determine N/A  No fish assemblage data is available;
on one primary vegetation, barriers macroinvertebrates are present in May 1997, but no
indicator; late summer data is available

insufficient data
on secondary
habitat indicators

D0311
D0312
D0315

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential,

width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, temperature,
water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium,

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = physical barriers to migration, riparian vegetation.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B Page 92



Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Barrett Canyon Creek Reach: GR/AL-5 Reach Length (miles): 3.50
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0321 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Limited and cannot Poor Special status species D0609 Unable to Determine N/A  Data cannot be interpreted
be interpreted observations
L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available
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Waterbody: Barrett Canyon Creek
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Reach:

GR/AL-5

Reach Length (miles):

Flow Regime:
Generalized Land Usein Area: Rural

Perennial

3.50
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Greystone Creek Reach: GR/AL-9 Reach Length (miles): 1.99
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined, rock-lined, earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, physical barriers to migration, chlordane,
copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0380 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Greystone Creek Reach: GR/AL-9 Reach Length (miles): 1.99
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined, rock-lined, earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Data is not Poor Habitat D0609 Unable to Determine N/A  Data is too general to be used for support statement
species specific
L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Golf Creek Reach: GR/AL-10 Reach Length (miles): 3.28
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined, rock-lined, earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT,
diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0380 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Golf Creek Reach: GR/AL-10 Reach Length (miles): 3.28
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined, rock-lined, earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments

REC-1 No data available Good Flow (depth) D0603 Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary indicators available;

on primary, limited flow data indicates non support
secondary

indicators;

insufficient data

on tertiary

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Randol Creek Reach: GR/AL-11 Reach Length (miles): 2.93
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined, rock-lined, earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, physical barriers to migration, chlordane,
copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Non Support A (1) Data set D0380 provides data on the direct

indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood flows);
because of this, it was not necessary to review other
data sets on secondary indicators; (2) this reach
does not supports PFF along most of its length: from
79 to 2150 and from 2651 to 2875; land uses along
these segments are critical urban uses

D0321
D0322
D0323
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Watershed: Guadalupe
Waterbody: Randol Creek Reach: GR/AL-11
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek

Reach Length (miles): 2.93
Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent

Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined, rock-lined, earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban

PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0324 Non Support

D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609
D0621

L ocal Knowledge Comments: The West Branch of Randol Creek has a very good riparian area and natural channel.

A (1) Data set D0380 provides data on the direct
indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood flows);
because of this, it was not necessary to review other
data sets on secondary indicators; (2) this reach
does not supports PFF along most of its length: from
79 to 2150 and from 2651 to 2875; land uses along
these segments are critical urban uses

Limiting Factor(s): Channel does not have adequate capacity to convey expected 100-year flows along most of this reach; land uses adjacent to the channel within the flood zone in this

reach consist of urban residential (most of this reach is culverted)

Suspected Cause(s): (a) Creek may not have sufficient channel capacity to convey flood flows and/or (b) encroachment of urban residential developments into the natural channel

floodplain. Problem segments are: from 79 to 2150 and from 2651 to 2875.
Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status
RARE Data is not Poor Habitat D0609 Unable to Determine

species specific

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine
Sets

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments

N/A  Data is too general to be used for support statement

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
available
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Waterbody: Randol Creek
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek

Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined, rock-lined, earthen levee

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Reach:

GR/AL-11

Reach Length (miles): 2.93

Flow Regime:
Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Perennial to Intermittent
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Arroyo Calero Reach: GR/AC-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.97
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Alamitos Creek confluence to Calero Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Sufficient on Good Temperature, dissolved D0025 Partial Support A Rainbow trout are regularly present in this reach;
primary indicators; oxygen, instream rearing indicator macroinvertebrates were reported as
additional data habitat, fish assemblage, common but in one recent study (DO625) did not
available on macroinvertebrates, riparian meet macroinvertebrate criteria at 3 of 4 sites
secondary habitat vegetation, barriers, instream
indicators spawning habitat, flow
D0102
D0163
D0201
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0438
D0569
D0598
D0603
D0613
D0625

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): Indicator macroinvertebrates not present at 3 of 4 sites in reach in 1998

Suspected Cause(s): Stream substrate is dominated by fine sediment and summer streamflows are relatively turbid, which may affect insect abundance and presence of intolerant species.
Summer streamflows depend upon releases from Calero Reservoir for groundwater percolation, primarily downstream of the reach. Releases vary seasonally and
among years due to reservoir storage. Summer temperatures are relatively cool, but increase downstream within the reach. High storm flows resulting from urban runoff
may degrade habitat. FAHCE information notes that this reach contains a suitable combination of pools, riffles, and runs with good quality habitat and relatively good

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered
channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, water
depths , chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Arroyo Calero Reach: GR/AC-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.97
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Alamitos Creek confluence to Calero Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity, selenium, D0102 Full Support C  Data on 6 of 16 parameters available; turbidity
mercury, copper, nickel exceeds on rare occasions but nearly always is

below the criteria; uncertainty due to data gaps and
inability to distinguish dry and wet weather samples
D0597

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Fecal coliform, chlordane, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB
Fair/Poor Quality Data: TDS, turbidity, selenium, mercury, nickel, copper

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Full Support A (1) Data set D0380 provides data on the direct

indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood flows);
because of this, it was not necessary to review other
data sets on secondary indicators; (2) this reach
supports PFF except for two sections: 2000 to 3000
and 8250 to 21000 where channel is too small;
however, land uses are undeveloped and park
land/open space so segment is not critical

D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609
D0621
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Arroyo Calero

Reach:

GR/AC-1

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Alamitos Creek confluence to Calero Reservoir

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Reach Length (miles): 3.97
Flow Regime: Perennial

Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Criteria Used

Special status species
observations, Habitat

Use/interest  Data Quantity
RARE Sufficient Fair

Data Quality

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s):  None identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Data Sets Used Support Status
D0020 Potential Support

DoO111
D0125
D0569
D0609

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments

C  Potential support based on California tiger
salamander and red legged frog; saltmarsh common
yellowthroat assumed to be common because of the
location and habitat; potential support due to
presence of habitat suitable for burrowing owl, golden
eagle, tricolored blackbird, red-legged frog, Opler's
longhorn moth, unsilvered frittilary, Hom's microblind

harvestman, peregrine falcon, California tiger
salamander, western pond turtle and bay checkered

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality
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Data Sets Used

Support Status

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Arroyo Calero Reach: GR/AC-1 Reach Length (miles): 3.97
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Alamitos Creek confluence to Calero Reservoir Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
REC-1 No data on Good Flow (depth), mercury, D0102 Full Support based on D  Very limited data is available for this reach; support
primary indicators; copper, nickel, aesthetics secondary indicators; no statement made based on very limited sampling at
sufficient but support statement is able to be upper end of reach (1988) so uncertainty is high; flow
very limited data made based on primary, depth appears marginal for supporting recreation but
on secondary tertiary indicators not enough information is available
indicators;
insufficient,

limited data on
tertiary indicators

D0383
D0597
D0603

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Wading and fishing may be supported but there are access problems.
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Calero Reservoir Reach: GR/AC/CR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Insufficient on Poor Fish assemblage, streambank D0070 Unable to Determine N/A  Limited fish data from 1977 does not indicate
primary indicators; erosion potential, barriers, presence of cold freshwater species; secondary
insufficient on instream spawning habitat habitat data is too general to use as basis for support
secondary habitat
indicators
D0121
D0312
D0315
D0569

Local Knowledge Comments: Most of the reservoir is quite warm; there is no opportunity for trout to move away from the heat during summer months; the deeper hole in front of the dam
where the water may be cooler is often low in oxygen

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, width to depth ratio, bankfull,

stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and
velocities, instream rearing habitat, temperature, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators, streambank erosion potential, physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Good Fecal coliform, turbidity, D0584 Non Support B  Nitrate data is too old to be of use, support
MTBE, nitrate statement based on fecal coliform, turbidity and MTBE

D0642

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform, MTBE, turbidity

Suspected Cause(s): MTBE due to use of personal watercraft on reservoir; uncertain regarding fecal coliform and turbidity. It should be noted that MTBE has not exceeded the criterion since
the SCVWD developed an MTBE management strategy with the County Parks Dept.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Calero Reservoir Reach: GR/AC/CR Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF None on primary  Fair Historic flooding; 100-year D0321  Full Support D (1) No data available on primary indicators; (2)
indicators; data on flood zones SCVWD GIS files show no historic flooding around
secondary the reservoir; no areas within FEMA flood zones are

indicators consist
of GIS shapefiles
without hard
supporting data
available for

D0322
D0323
D0324
D0326

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100-yr flood flow, design channel capacity.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information, 100-yr flood zones.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments

RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0020 Full Support B  Full support based on golden eagles, tiger
observations; Habitat salamanders and abundance of several other special

D0111
D0113
D0122
D0569
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s):  None identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Waterbody: Calero Reservoir

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream):

Channel Type(s): N/A

Entire Reservoir

Watershed: Guadalupe
Reach: GR/AC/CR Reach Length (miles):

Flow Regime: Reservoir

Generalized Land Usein Area: Rural

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Fair Access, mercury D0121 Non Support based on C  Access is good but no other aesthetics data is
primary indicators; secondary indicator; no support available; 1973 coliform data was not used as it
sufficient but statements are able to be appears to be total, not fecal coliform
very limited data made based on primary or
on secondary
indicators;
insufficient,
limited data on
tertiary indicators
D0557

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Support Status should be Full Support. This reservoir supports fishing, wading and boating.

Limiting Factor(s): Mercury in sediment
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Cherry Canyon Creek Reach: GR/AC-2 Reach Length (miles): 1.96
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Insufficient data Fair Barriers, macroinvertebrates D0312 Unable to Determine N/A  Macroinvertebrates common in early summer; no
on primary data is available on fish assemblages or late summer
indicators; very macroinvertebrates

limited data on
secondary habitat
D0315

D0613

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential,
width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, riparian
vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin,
dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/Interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on primary or secondary indicators

sets
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Watershed: Guadalupe
Waterbody: Cherry Canyon Creek Reach: GR/AC-2
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek

Reach Length (miles): 1.96
Flow Regime: Intermittent

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100-yr flood flow, design channel capacity. Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status
RARE Limited but Fair Special status species D0111 Potential Support
sufficient observations
D0609

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine
Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
C  Potential support based on red legged frog
observations; little data is available to assess
whether population is reoccurring, thus potential

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
available
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Santa Teresa Creek Reach: GR/AC-4 Reach Length (miles): 2.86
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Insufficient data Fair Barriers D0312 Unable to Determine N/A  Insufficient data available on primary and secondary
on primary indicators

indicators; very
limited data on
secondary habitat
D0315

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT,
diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = physical barriers to migration.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Santa Teresa Creek Reach: GR/AC-4 Reach Length (miles): 2.86
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Full Support A (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); because of this, it was not necessary to
review other data sets on secondary indicators; (2)
this reach supports PFF except for one section:
SCVWD stationing #4800 to 10007, where capacity is
slightly under the 100-year flow; however, land uses
in this area are non-critical (open space, parkland)

D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0609
D0621

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100-yr flood flow, design channel capacity. Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Fair Special status species D0102 Non Support D  Would expect to find herps (red legged frogs), but
observations; Habitat the data indicates that none were found within this

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
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Watershed: Guadalupe
Waterbody: Santa Teresa Creek Reach: GR/AC-4 Reach Length (miles): 2.86

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Fair Aesthetics D0102 Unable to Determine N/A  Some aesthetics concerns based on limited field
primary or assessment; no other data on primary, secondary,
secondary tertiary indicators available
indicators;

insufficient data

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Canoas Creek Reach: GR/CC-1 Reach Length (miles): 7.37

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial

Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Limited data on Fair Temperature, fish D0163 Non Support D  Based on limited data, this reach does not meet

one primary assemblage, riparian temperature criteria nor were cold freshwater fish
indicator; limited vegetation, barriers species observed in limited sampling; high

secondary habitat
indicator data

D0311
D0312
D0315

Local Knowledge Comments: Limiting Factors should be channel flow rates, morphology, water temperature, concrete culvert drop structure, no riparian area, lack of spawning gravel
shade/hide cover, and pollution.

Limiting Factor(s): No cold freshwater species present in limited sampling; temperature
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather
sets
L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Canoas Creek Reach: GR/CC-1 Reach Length (miles): 7.37
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0311 Non-Support A (1) Data set D0380 provides data on the direct

indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood flows);
because of this, it was not necessary to review other
data sets on secondary indicators; (2) this reach
does not support PFF for most of its length: from
1650 to 29555 and from 29615 to 39000 where
channel is too small; all of this is critical urban area;
however, reach is only slightly undersized

D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0562
D0609
D0621

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Channel does not have adequate capacity to convey expected 100-year flows; land uses adjacent to the channel in these areas consist of urban residential and
commercial

Suspected Cause(s): (a) Creek may not have sufficient channel capacity to convey flood flows and/or (b) encroachment of urban residential and commercial developments into the natural
channel floodplain. Problem segments are from 1650 to 29555 and from 29615 to 39000; however, reach is only slightly undersized.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Fair Special status species D0084 Potential Support D  Potential support based on burrowing owl and western
observations; Habitat pond turtle sightings; also on Chinook sighting
though habitat for Chinook appears to be very poor
D0087
D0569
D0609
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Canoas Creek Reach: GR/CC-1 Reach Length (miles): 7.37
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Perennial
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban

Local Knowledge Comments: Support level should be Non Support. Salmonids normally wouldn’t have access to this area, except at very high flows, due to the concrete culvert drop
structure, which may be as high as 4 feet, depending on the water levels at the confluence with the Guadalupe River. There is little, if any habitat for
salmonids once they gain access to the channel. Channel morphology, flow rates, water temperature, no riparian area, drop structure, lack of natural channel,
lack of spawning gravel and pollution are limiting factors for this use.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Poor Flow (depth) D0163 Unable to Determine N/A  Water clarity does not meet criteria based on limited
primary or data (one-time sampling); no other data on primary,
secondary secondary, tertiary indicators are available

indicators;
insufficient data

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Ross Creek Reach: GR/RC-1 Reach Length (miles): 4,53
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River confluence to Blossom Hill Road Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD Limited data on Fair Flow, barriers, instream D0083 Non Support C Based on limited data, this reach does not meet
one primary rearing habitat, stream cover, several of the secondary habitat indicator criteria nor
indicator; instream spawning habitat, were cold freshwater fish species observed in
secondary habitat turbidity, riparian vegetation, limited sampling; high uncertainty
indicator data is fish assemblage
available
D0084
D0102
D0311
D0312
D0315

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): No cold freshwater fish found during limited sampling; low streamflows, pool depth, stream cover, instream rearing and spawning habitat do not meet criteria
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to

depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, water depths,
temperature, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = physical barriers to migration, flow, instream rearing habitat, stream cover, turbidity, riparian

vegetation.
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Ross Creek Reach: GR/RC-1 Reach Length (miles): 4,53
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River confluence to Blossom Hill Road Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Non-Support A (1) Data set D0380 provides data on the direct

indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood flows);
because of this, it was not necessary to review other
data sets on secondary indicators; (2) this reach
does not support PFF in three separate sections:
from 4411 to 5580, from 8564 to 9503, and from
12710 to 15549 where channel is too small; all of this

D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0562
D0609
D0621

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Channel does not have adequate capacity to convey expected 100-year flows in three specific segments of this reach; land uses adjacent to the channel in these areas
consist of urban residential and commercial

Suspected Cause(s): (a) Creek may not have sufficient channel capacity to convey flood flows and/or (b) encroachment of urban residential and commercial developments into the natural
channel floodplain. Problem segments are from 4411 to 5580, from 8564 to 9503, and from 12710 to 15549.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Limited but Fair Special status species D0084 Potential Support C  Potential support based on cooper's hawk
sufficient observations; Habitat observations and potential rainbow trout observations
D0087
D0112
D0609
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Ross Creek Reach: GR/RC-1 Reach Length (miles): 4,53
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Guadalupe River confluence to Blossom Hill Road Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee, rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area: Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Good Flow (depth), aesthetics D0084 Unable to Determine N/A  Water depth appears marginal for recreational use

and one observation of yard waste in the stream was

primary or
secondary found but no other aesthetic data is available; no
indicators; other data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
insufficient data

D0102

D0383

D0603

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Lone Hill Creek Reach: GR/RC-2 Reach Length (miles): 1.68
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, physical barriers to migration, chlordane,
copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0380 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B Page 120



Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Lone Hill Creek Reach: GR/RC-2 Reach Length (miles): 1.68
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Short Creek Reach: GR/RC-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.87
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macroinvertebrates, fish assemblage. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge, width, altered channel materials and dimensions, special status species, shaded riverine aquatic
habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, instream rearing habitat, instream spawning habitat, temperature, physical barriers to migration, chlordane,
copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT , diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0380 Full Support A Data set D0380 provides data on the direct indicator

(ability to convey 100-year flood flows); because of
this, it was not necessary to review other data sets
on secondary indicators

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-B Page 122



Watershed: Guadalupe

Waterbody: Short Creek Reach: GR/RC-3 Reach Length (miles): 1.87
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = historic flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirements.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data on primary, secondary, tertiary indicators
Sets available

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Appendix 4-B

Reaches with I nsufficient Data for All Uses

Guadalupe Water shed
Reach Water body Reach Limits (downstream to upstream)
GR/GC-6 Rincon Creek Entire Creek
GR/GC-7 Los Capitancillos Creek Entire Creek
GR/GC-8 Reynolds Creek Entire Creek
GR/GC-9 Hicks Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG/LE Lake Elsman Entire Reservoir
GR/LG/WR Williams Reservoir Entire Reservoir
GR/LG-6 Trout Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG-7 Lyndon Canyon Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG/LA Lake Ranch Reservoir Entire Reservoir
GR/LG-9 Black Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG-10 Dyer Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG-11 Briggs Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG-12 Aldercroft Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG-14 Limekiln Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG-15 Soda Springs Canyon Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG-16 Hendrys Creek Entire Creek
GR/LG-17 Hooker Gulch Entire Creek
GR/LG-18 Austrian Gulch Entire Creek
GR/LG-20 Dry Creek Entire Creek
GR/AL-3 Jacques Gulch Entire Creek
GR/AL-6 Larabee Gulch Entire Creek
GR/AL-7 Chilanian Gulch Entire Creek
GR/AL-8 Deep Gulch Entire Creek
GR/AL-12 McAbee Creek Entire Creek
GR/AC-3 Pine Tree Canyon Creek Entire Creek
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Chapter 4 — Assessment of Guadalupe Watershed

Appendix 4-C
Data Sets Used 1n Assessment

Appendix 4-C contains a list of every data set that was ultimately used in developing the
assessment conclusions in Appendix 4-B. Readers interested in knowing what data sets
were used for a specific reach/use evaluation should first locate the reach and use of
interest in the reach summary tables in Appendix 4-B. The data set identification
numbers listed in those tables can be cross-referenced to the data set identification
numbers in this appendix. Information about each data set (title, source, date) is
presented in this appendix. This information is extracted from the metadata data base
developed to support the WMI assessments.
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Appendix 4-C

Data Sour ces used in Assessment

Guadalupe Water shed
DatalD Title Originator Purpose Publication DateRange of Dates
D0001 Instream Recharge Program (Draft EIR) Vol. 1 Santa Clara Valley Water District EIR 19950301 1989-1995
D0020 Distribution and Ecology of Stream Fishesin the San Francisco Bay  California Department of Fish and Game Determined the distribution and 19841000 19810511 to
Drainage ecology of fishesin 457 sampling sites 19811010
on 175 streams of the San Francisco
Bay drainage
D0023 Alamitos Creek Turbidity Monitoring California Department of Fish and Game Monitor Turbidity in Alamitos Creek ~ N/A 19971023
D0024 Alamitos Creek Flows - Telephone Conversation Record California Department of Fish and Game record of flowsin Alamitos Creek 19971008 to
19971013
D0025 Alamitos Creek Dry Back Reconnaissance California Department of Fish and Game Reconnaissance investigation of N/A 19970727 to
species occurrence in preparation for a 19970815
fishery relocation effort
D0026 Letter to Margaret Roper California Department of Fish and Game Soliciting approval for selection of 19970812 19970807
dternative for release of water stored
in Almaden Reservoir to Almaden
Creek
D0027 Western Pond Turtle Population California Department of Fish and Game Observe Western Pond Turtle 19950627 19940417 to
Populationsin Alamitos Creek 19941111
D0028 Alamitos Creek Fish Kill California Department of Fish and Game Describe conditions at Alamitos N/A 19870820
Creek after fish kill
D0029 Alamitos Creek Fish Kill California Department of Fish and Game Alamitos Creek Fish Kill Report N/A 19870814
D0030 Alamitos Creek - ViaValiente California Department of Fish and Game Habitat Typing Alamitos Creek 19861217
D0031 Alamitos Creek - Downstream of 2nd Bridge, Below Dam California Department of Fish and Game Habitat Typing Alamitos Creek N/A 19871217
D0043 Los Gatos Creek - Trout Population California Department of Fish and Game Assess effects of fire on trout N/A 19620524
populationsin Los Gatos Creek
D0044 Fish losses associated with the dewatering of a section of Los Gatos ~ California Department of Fish and Game Note losses of fish dueto dewatering  N/A 19880405

Creek
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Guadalupe Water shed

DatalD Title Originator Purpose Publication DateRange of Dates
D0046 Incident Report of Dryback of Los Gatos Creek California Department of Fish and Game Report effects of Los Gatos Creek N/A 19961218
Dryback
D0048 Los Gatos Creek - Chinook Salmon (TCR) California Department of Fish and Game Telephone Conversation Record N/A 19960108
D0049 Los Gatos Creek - Steelhead Sightings (TCR) California Department of Fish and Game Document Steelhead sightingsinLos ~ N/A 19950204
Gatos Creek
D0070 memorandum on mercury content in fish at Calero Reservoir California Department of Fish and Game memo on human health N/A 197710-19771216
D0071 Lake survey, Almaden Reservoir California Department of Fish and Game estimate of fisheriesvalue and wildlife N/A 19560824
habitat
D0072 Temperature and oxygen survey at Almaden Lake California Department of Fish and Game physical characteristic surveys N/A 19560824
D0073 Almaden Lake water chemistry California Department of Fish and Game chemistry data N/A 19960405
D0074 Fish sampling at Almaden Lake California Department of Fish and Game fish population surveys N/A 19960419
D0075 Almaden Lake water chemistry California Department of Fish and Game water chemistry N/A 19950510
D0076 Almaden Lake water chemistry California Department of Fish and Game water chemistry N/A 19950609
D0077 Almaden Lake water chemistry California Department of Fish and Game water chemistry N/A 19960701
D0078 Almaden Lake water chemistry California Department of Fish and Game water chemistry N/A 19960901
D0083 Second annual compliance monitoring report for Ross Creek bypass ~ Caltrans fish surveys for compliance monitoring 19930915 199212-199308
D0084 Compliance monitoring program report #1 for the Ross Creek CaTrans fish surveys for compliance monitoring 19921020 19911226-19920819
Fishery on Route 85 in Santa Clara County
D0087 Santa Clara Valley Water District Upper Guadal upe River Flood Santa ClaraValley Water District Agency handout on project impacts 19941204 not given
Control Project, biotic resources: vegetation, wildlife, and fisheries and mitigation measures
D0102 Coyote Creek Riparian Station Stream Inventory Data, 1993- Coyote Creek Riparian Station/Theresa Rigney Stream inventory data, 1993- 1999/19931201 1993-1998/10/92-
1998/Citizen's Water Quality Monitoring of Urban Creeks 1998/Master's Thesis 10/93
D0111 California Natural Diversity Data Base California Department of Fish and Game provide current information on 19981003 ?-19981003

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-C
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Guadalupe Water shed

DatalD Title Originator Purpose Publication DateRange of Dates
D0112 UC Berkeley Museum of Vertebrate Zoology bird collections from University of Californiaat Berkeley Museum  list of bird collections at the MVZ 19990203 18630315-19790121
Santa Clara County of Vertebrate Zoology from Santa Clara County
D0113 UC Berkeley Museum of Vertebrate Zoology ampibian and reptile University of Californiaat Berkeley Museum  list of amphibian and reptile 19990202 1878-19980621
collections from Santa Clara County of Vertebrate Zoology collections at the MV Z from Santa
Clara County
D0121 Calero County Park Master Plan, Final program document Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Intermediate report for developing a 19911231 not included
Department Master Plan for the park. This
document summarizes information
collected to date regarding park site
and recreation program, and isto be
used as abasis for the Master Plan for
Calero County
D0122 Calero County Park Master Plan EIR, baseline study report & Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation Present an analysis of potential 199109 & 199211 not included,
Program Draft EIR Calero County Park Draft Master Plan Department impacts associated with proposed probably 1991
implementation of Calero County Park
Draft Master Plan.
D0125 Calero County Park draft Master Plan, program draft, EIR Santa Clara County Parks and Recreation assess biological resources 199211 199104-199204
Department
D0135 Guadalupe/Coyote Resource Conservation District photos and videos Guadal upe/Coyote Resource Conservation document fish and condition N/A 1993-1994, probably
District others
D0136 Personal communication report on Guadalupe River chinook salmon  California Department of Fish and Game record of oral communications on N/A 19950322-19960930
salmon in Guadal upe River
D0137 Anadromous fish species utilization of Guadalupe River and Coyote California Department of Fish and Game assess anadromous fish utilization of 19870108 19860216-19871216
and Penitencia Creeks, Santa Clara County (1986-87) streams
D0147 Data sheets for habitat inventory of Guadalupe River study reach California Department of Fish and Game estimate of fisheriesvalue and wildlife N/A 19879716-19870811
habitat
D0148 Data sheets for habitat inventory of Guadalupe Creek study reach Cdlifornia Department of Fish and Game estimate of fisheries value and wildlife N/A 19810812
habitat
D0157 Guadalupe Creek Stream Survey Datasheet California Department of Fish and Game Assess fish populations and fish N/A 19861118
habitat characteristics of Guadalupe
Creek
D0158 Guadalupe Creek (at Pheasant Creek trib.) Stream Survey Datasheet  California Department of Fish and Game Assess fish populations and fish N/A 19861118

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-C
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Guadalupe Water shed

DatalD Title Originator Purpose Publication DateRange of Dates
D0159 Guadalupe River Steelhead Sighting California Department of Fish and Game Document Steelhead sighting in 19950717 19950221
Guadalupe River
D0160 Guadalupe Creek and River Site Visit Field Notes California Department of Fish and Game Report site visit observations N/A 19950509
D0161 Guadalupe River Salmon California Department of Fish and Game Salmon estimatesin Guadalupe River ~ N/A 19941210
D0162 Silichip Chinook Salmon Survey California Department of Fish and Game documentation of reported sighting N/A 19940831 and
and capture of salmon in Guadalupe 19940901
Creek
D0163 Guadalupe River EIR - Affected Environment Fishery Section California Department of Fish and Game EIR N/A 19860900 to
19870600
D0164 Guadalupe River Steelhead Sighting California Department of Fish and Game Report Steelhead sighting in N/A 19880329 and
Guadalupe River 19880330
D0165 Guadalupe River Steelhead Sighting Interview - Hank Nishijima California Department of Fish and Game Verify Reports of Steelhead Sightings  N/A 19870304
in Guadalupe River
D0170 Downtown Guadalupe River FCP - Alamitos Creek Water California Department of Fish and Game Response to request for additional data N/A 19950700 to
Temperature Data for Alamitos Creek 19950800, and
19960700 to
19960800
DO0172 Chinook Salmon: Guadalupe River - TCR California Department of Fish and Game Record observations of Salmonin N/A 19940600 to
Guadalupe River 19941200
D0173 Salmonids Prior to Spawning Guadalupe River - San Jose, CA California Department of Fish and Game DNA sampling of steelhead in N/A 19931020 to
Brokaw Rd. to Coleman Ave. Guadalupe River 19940508
D0174 Spreader (Summer) Dams Fisheries Study 1993 Annual Report California Department of Fish and Game Summary of Field Work November 19940400 19890000 to
1992 to October 1993 and Four-Y ear 19930000

Summary 1989-1993

D0199 Data sheets for habitat inventory of Alamitos Creek study reach California Department of Fish and Game estimate of fisheriesvalueand wildlife 19870813-19870820 19870813-19870820
habitat
D0201 The Distribution and Abundance of Lotic Macroinvertebratesduring USGS A model to predict: 1) the expected in press 199705 - 199808
Spring 1997 in Seven Streams of the Santa Clara Valley area, invertebrate community at urban
Cadlifornia stream sites; 2) determine the level of

sampling effort and taxonomic
resolution that is most cost effective to
use the model; and 3) provide useful
mactoinvertebrate data.
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Guadalupe Water shed

DatalD Title Originator Purpose Publication DateRange of Dates
D0206 Water Quality and Flow of Streamsin Santa ClaraValley (1979- USGS Describe the water quality of streams 1986 1979-1981
1981) in Santa ClaraValley and ot evaluate
the adequacy of existing water quality
sampling programs.
D0207 Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Control Program Annual Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Annual report for storm water NPDES 19910901 1990-1991
Report - Toxicity Testing Prevention Program permit
D0214 Temperature Water Quality Data from SCVWD Santa ClaraValley Water District This data summarizes hourly not published 1996, 1997, 1998.
termperature datain creeksin the Data dates vary by
Santa ClaraBasin. waterbody and
stations within the
waterbodies.
D0219 Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program Santa Clara Valley Urban Runoff Pollution Thisis the implementation report for 19960901 19951211,
Annual Report 1996 Volume Il (Annual Monitoring) Prevention Program the monitoring plan of the Santa Clara 19960116,
Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution 19960130,
Control Program for the fiscal year 19960304, 19960401
1995-96.
D0224 Upper Guadalupe River Flood Control Project Santa Clara Valley Water District To reduce economic damage and
threat to human safety caused by
flooding along the Guadalupe River
within the City of San Jose
D0227 Fisheries and Aquatic Habitat Collaborative Effort (FAHCE) Santa Clara Valley Water District To identify contribution of SCVWD
facilities and operations to existing
fishery habitat conditions; to identify
reasonable flow and non-flow
measures that will improve fish habitat
conditions
D0237 1998 RMP Estuary Interface Pilot Study, Phase |1 San Francisco Estuary Institute To evaluate 2 years of pollutant data to February 1996 -
determine regional applicability of August 1996
findings, and to identify sources of
variability that could be minimized
using basic physical watershed
characteristics.
D0246 Water Quality of the Lexington Reservoir, Santa Clara County, US Geological Survey /Water Resources Analize the data collected in 1979 and 1988 All samples

Cdlifronia
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1980 by the USGS and the SCVWD to
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19780615 and
19800924

Page 5



Guadalupe Water shed

DatalD Title Originator Purpose Publication DateRange of Dates
D0311 EIR Creek Land Use Buffer (crkslu) SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER To establish amap of land use N/A N/A
DISTRICT adjacent to the creeks within SCVWD.
For anumber of different planning
functions,including environmental
quality analysis, hazard impact work
and EIR Routine Maintenance GIS
projects.
D0312 Dams Santa Clara Valley Water District Establish a basemap of al the damsin 19960700 N/A
Santa Clara Valley Water District.
D0315 Reservoirs Santa Clara Valley Water District Establish a basemap of al reservoirsin 19960400 N/A
Santa Clara County.
D0321 FEMA Flooding Areas Santa Clara Valley Water District Floodplain management, mitigation, 19960500 N/A
and insurance activities for the
National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP).
D0322 SCVWD Flooding Area SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER To delineate the boundary of the 1% N/A N/A
DISTRICT flood zone for planning purposes.
D0323 Historical Flooding SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER Floodplain management, mitigation, 19971100 N/A
DISTRICT and insurance activities for the
National Flood Insurance Program
(NFIP).
D0324 Historical Flooding-Points SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER This shapefile shows locations of N/A N/A
DISTRICT overbank flooding from 1978-1997.
D0325 Areas Now Protected SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER This shape shows areas now protected N/A N/A
DISTRICT from a 1% flood event.
D0326 Fema Panels Santa Clara Valley Water District Thisdataisadissolve onthefemaQ3 19960500 N/A
dataon firm panel.
D0328 Percolation Ponds SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER The coverage was developed to 19960500 N/A
DISTRICT establish a basemap of percolation
ponds within the jurisdiction of the
SCVWD.
D0380 Geo-hydro (WWMM) Santa Clara Valley Water District Adapt SCVWD Waterways 1997
Management Modle datato GIS creek
system
D0383 Qutfall Locations Santa ClaraValley Water District Qutfallsinto creek system

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-C
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Guadalupe Water shed

DatalD Title Originator Purpose Publication DateRange of Dates

D0412 Summer dams fisheries study summary of field work, 1989-90 Santa Clara Valley Water District Five-year study to determine stream 19910620 198911-1990/10
use by chinook and steelhead in
streams on which SCVWD constructs
summer percolation dams

D0416 Santa Clara Valley Water District instream recharge program Santa ClaraValley Water District Mitigation and monitoirng plan in 19941115 198407-198410
mitigation and monitoring plan support of permit application for
operation of groundwater recharge
program
D0418 Summer dams fisheries study 1992 annual report Santa Clara Valley Water District Five-year study to determine stream 19930730 199111-199210

use by chinook and steelhead in
streams on which SCVWD constructs
summer percolation dams

D0419 Summer dams fisheries study summary of field work, November Santa Clara Valley Water District Five-year study to determine stream 19920407 199011-199203
1990-March 1992 use by chinook and steelhead in
streams on which SCVWD constructs
summer percolation dams

D0422 Summer dams fisheries study summary of field work, November Santa Clara Valley Water District Annual report of field work conducted 199404 198911-199310
1992-October 1993 between 11/1992 to 10/1993 and four-
year summary 1989-1993

D0423 Spreader (Summer) dams fisheries study 1994 annual report Santa Clara Valley Water District Five-year study to determine stream 199503 198911-199410
use by chinook and steelhead in
streams on which SCVWD constructs
summer percolation dams

D0425 Draft environmental impact report/environmental impact statement ~ Santa Clara Valley Water District EIR/EIS for flood control project 199701 198607-198706
for the Upper Guadalupe River Flood Control Project

D0426 Draft environmental impact report/environmental impact statement ~ Santa Clara Valley Water District EIR/EIS for flood control project 199701 198607-198706
for the Upper Guadalupe River Flood Control Project, Volume |

D0557 Final Assessment of Mercury in Water and Sediments of SantaClata Santa Clara Valley Nonpoint Source Pollution  To identify the potential sources and 19920701 1971-1991
Valley Streams and Reservoirs Control Program contribution of mercury derived from

inactive minesin the Santa Clara
Valley to beneficial uses of water
resources in lower South Bay

D0558 Water Quality Data for Guadal upe reservoir Santa Clara Valley Water District Unknown 1995-1997
D0559 Waterways Management Model Data for Three WMI Pilot Santa Clara Valley Water District Stream Data for Three watershed 2000
Watersheds
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Guadalupe Water shed

DatalD Title

Originator

Purpose

Publication DateRange of Dates

D0561 Guadalupe River Watershed Planning Study: Engineer's Report

D0562 Final EIR/EIS Upper Guadalupe River Feasibility Study

D0564 Guadalupe River and Adjacent Streams Survey Investigations: Main
Text for Stage 2 Report

D0565 Final Guadalupe River Interim Feasibility Report and EIS:
Guadalupe River and Adjacent Streams I nvestigations

D0566 Santa Clara Valley Water District: Guadalupe River Fish Ladder and
Fish Screen at the Alamitos Drop Structure: Final Initial Study and
Mitigated Negative Declaration

D0568 Guadalupe River Flood Control Project, Downtown San Jose,
California: Working Paper on Environmental Effects of Proposed
Project Modifications

D0569 Biological Data Report on Steelhead and Chinook Salmon
Guadalupe River Flood Control Project, Downtown San Jose,
Cdlifornia

D0570 Soil Characterization Report for River Channel (Area 22);
Guadalupe River Flood Control Project Construction Reach 3

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-C

Santa Clara Valley Water District

Santa Clara Valley Water District & U.S.
Army Corps of Engineers

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco
District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, San Francisco
District

Santa ClaraValley Water District

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento
District

National Marine Fisheries Service

Santa Clara Valley Water District

To provide a project aternative to
meet the goal of the District to provide
asupply of water, adequate in both
quantity and quality, needed to meet
the desired quality of lifein the
community, and to provide protection
against flooding.

Analyze the impacts associated with
proposed flood control measures for
the upper Guadalupe River in San
Jose, California

Present results of the first two stages
of planning process to determine if the
Federal Government should assist the
people of Santa ClaraValley in
solving their flood problems

To investigate public concernsin the
Guadalupe River study arearegarding
flood prevention and associated
environmental impacts, and urban
redevel opment.

To determine the feasibility of the
Guadalupe River Fish Ladder and Fish
Screen Project

Describe and evaluate the
environmental effects of the Project,
which includes construction and
operation of an underground bypass
system and the addition of anew
mitigiation areato the mitigation
program.

This BDR was prepared in support of
proposed modificationsto the
Guadalupe River Project in downtown
San Jose, Califonia

Presents methodology used to
characterize and classify the soil to be
excavated from within the river
channel in construction Reach 3 of the
project

199701

199801

198006

198507

199812

19991004

20000208

199408
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Guadalupe Water shed

DatalD Title Originator Purpose Publication DateRange of Dates
D0576 Masson Diversion Dam Fish Ladder and Fish Screen on Guadalupe  Santa Clara Valley Water District Support findingsin a Negative 199902
Creek: Final Mitigated Negative Declaration & Initial Study Declaration
D0577 Hydraulic Analyses of the Guad 106 reach Along the Guadalupe U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento This report provides hydarulic 198911
River District analyses for a segment of the study
reach
D0580 Delineation of Jurisdictional Waters and Biotic Report for San Santa Clara Valley Water District Delineates potential jurisdictional 19921223 199206-199210
Francisco Water Department, Bay Division of Pipelines No's. 3 and "Waters of the United States".
4 Crossings of the Guadalupe River Provides a description of the existing
biological conditions of the project
and assists the USACE ini determining
whether the project is consistent with
permit conditions
D0584 Environmental Setting of the Watersheds and Floodplains of the Santa ClaraValley Water District Characterize the environmental setting 197404 1955-1973
Guadalupe River, Coyote Creek and their Tributaries of the study area, and to identify
environmental concerns with
implications for the planning of the
possible future flood control
improvements
D0593 Master Plan for the Los Alamitos/Calero Creek Park Chain City of San Jose Respond to the City of San Jose's 198706
policy to develop arecrestiond trail
system utilizing creek rights-of-way
wherever available throughout the City
D0597 Stormwater Monitoring in the Bay Area Map key by Woodward-Clyde Monitoring results Unknown 198802-1988903
D0598 Electrofishing Data, Guadalupe River Watershed Sacramento Fish and Wildlife Office Results of electrofishing conducted by ~ Unpublished August-October 1998
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Servicein
selected tributaries of the Guadalupe
River, Santa Clara County, August-
October 1998.
D0603 FAHCE data Santa Clara Valley Water District FAHCE water temperature,
streamflow, and habitat mapping data
D0607 San Francisco Estuary Regiona Monitoring Program for Trace San Francisco Estuary Ingtitute To describe the concentrations of 19990601 1997

Substances, 1997 Annual Report

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-C

pollutants in water, sediment, and
tissue samples of oysters, mussels, and
clams at 15 to 24 sampling locationsin
SF Estuary for three discrete sampling
events
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Guadalupe Water shed

DatalD Title Originator Purpose Publication DateRange of Dates
D0608 San Francisco Estuary Regiona Monitoring Program for Trace San Francisco Estuary Ingtitute To describe the concentrations of 1998
Substances, 1998 Annual Report pollutants in water, sediment, and
tissue samples of oysters, mussels, and
clams at 15 to 24 sampling locationsin
SF Estuary for three discrete sampling
events
D0609 Revised SMP Appendix E, Santa Clara Valley Water District Stream SANTA CLARA VALLEY WATER Programmatic impact assessment and 20010801 1988-2001
Maintenance Program, Programmatic Impact Assessment and DISTRICT mitigation for routine bank protection
Mitigation for Routine Bank Protection Activities activities
D0613 Various USFWS Studies Jim Haas Almaden Quicksilver County Park and
surrounding area.
D0621 SCVWD Stream Maintenance Criteria and Gudelines SCVWD Developes atracking system for the
maintenance activittes of three pilot
watersheds.
D0624 Leidy Fish Data-EPA- EPA Fish population data
http://sfeidev.stgeorgeconsulting.com/about.html
D0625 USGS Spreadsheet Macroinvertebrate Data Jim Carter and Steve Fend Santa Clara Valley macroinvertebrate
data
D0639 FEMA, National Flood Insurance Program, Q3 Flood Data, Disc 1 FEMA Flood data
D0641 Almaden Lake Swim Beach Water Quality Data for Recreation Rick Pooler Recreation information for Almaden 2002
Purposes Lake Swim Area
D0642 Water Quality Datafor Almaden, Calero, Guadalupe, Vasona, and Santa ClaraValley Water Disitrict Check drinking water exceedencesfor 2002 1995-6/2001

Lexington

WAR Chapter 4 - Draft B - Appendix 4-C

several areas
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Chapter 5
Assessment of San Francisquito
Watershed

5.1 General Overview and Setting

The San Francisquito Creek watershed is located in the northwestern portion of Santa
Clara County and the southeastern portion of San Mateo County. The watershed’s
drainage basin is approximately 45 square miles. Much of the watershed lies in steep,
mountainous areas of the Santa Cruz Mountains. The highest elevation in the watershed
is approximately 2,200 feet. The watershed drains the east-facing slopes of the Santa
Cruz Mountains above the cities of Portola Valley, Woodside, Palo Alto, and Menlo
Park. The main stem of San Francisquito Creek has five major tributaries, each of which
is described in Section 5.1.1.

There are three small reservoirs in the San Francisquito Creek watershed that were built
for water conservation and storage purposes. The first is Searsville Lake on Corte
Madera Creek. The other two are Felt Lake and Lake Lagunita which are off-stream
reservoirs fed by diversions from Los Trancos Creek and San Francisquito Creek
respectively. All are on Stanford University property. Additionally, water is diverted
from Bear Gulch to an off-stream California Water Service Company reservoir located
outside the watershed in Atherton.

The upland portion of the watershed consists of low-density development and open space
while the lower portion of the watershed, which encompasses relatively flat portions of
the valley floor/Bay plain adjacent to San Francisco Bay, has been extensively developed.
The San Andreas Rift Zone crosses the mid-section of the watershed and has created a
series of long northwest-southeast trending valleys through which many of the major
tributary streams flow. Searsville Lake is located just above the transition zone from Bay
plain to mountain slopes.

511 Waterbodies in the Watershed

This section provides a general description of each of the 29 waterbodies in the San
Francisquito Creek watershed. A more extensive discussion of the natural characteristics
of the Santa Clara Basin in general is contained in Chapter 7 of the Watershed
Characteristics Report (Volume One). The descriptions in this section are, in part, based
on the information in the Watershed Characteristics Report.> These brief descriptions are

! Because the Watershed Characteristics Report (WCR) itself contains voluminous references to various sources, sections of this
chapter that contain information from the WCR are cited with the notation (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001). Readers are directed to
the references in Chapter 7: Natural Setting of the WCR to determine the original source of the information.
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included here in order to place the pilot assessment results in context and are not mean to
provide the definitive characterization of each stream or reservoir. Additional detail
concerning stream channel characteristics and riparian vegetation may be found in the
individual stream assessment result discussions in Section 5.3.

5.1.1.1 San Francisquito Creek

San Francisquito Creek is the major waterway in the watershed. It is approximately 12.5
miles long and extends from the base of Searsville Dam (on Stanford University land) to
San Francisco Bay. Tributaries in the upper watershed that feed into Searsville Lake
include Alambique Creek, Sausal Creek, and Corte Madera Creek. Tributaries that enter
San Francisquito Creek downstream of Searsville Dam include Bear Creek and Los
Trancos Creek. Downstream of the confluence with Los Trancos Creek, San
Francisquito Creek forms the boundary between San Mateo County and Santa Clara
County. Bordering the creek on the north are the cities of Menlo Park and East Palo
Alto, and on the south is the city of Palo Alto. San Francisquito Creek runs through
Stanford University lands. The towns of Woodside and Portola Valley are in the upper
portion of the watershed. Urban land uses border the lower portion of the creek, while
the upper portion above the Los Trancos Creek confluence has remained relatively
natural, though low-density urban residential development is present (although
significantly set back from the stream corridor) throughout this area.

The lower portion of San Francisquito Creek has been significantly modified, both
directly through channelization downstream of U.S. Highway 101, and indirectly through
changes in runoff and infiltration patterns caused by extensive urban development of its
floodplain. Creekside development, passage barriers, flood protection and stormdrain
projects, Searsville Dam, and other channel modifications have significantly altered
riparian and aquatic habitats along San Francisquito Creek.

Due to the watershed’s topography, flooding has long been associated with San
Francisquito Creek. Rainfall occurs mainly during the winter. Portions of the watershed
near the crest of the Santa Cruz Mountains receive 40 to 60 inches per year, while the
central Santa Clara Valley receives an average between 13 and 14 inches. The steep
slopes of the mountains swiftly convey the water in rain-swollen tributaries to the Bay
plain where the waters historically spread out across a much larger floodplain. Today,
most of this floodplain has been covered with urban and residential development and the
creek channel itself has been modified in some areas to provide flood protection.
Nonetheless, major flood incidents have occurred in the past, most recently in 1955,
1958, 1982, 1995, and 1998. In an attempt to control flooding and bank erosion in
portions of the lower channel, areas on both sides of the channel between the University
Avenue bridge and U.S. Highway 101 have been lined with sacked concrete and
protected with berms or low floodwalls. Additionally there are intermittent areas of
sacked concrete as far upstream as the Waverley Street bike bridge. The reach between
U.S. Highway 101 and the Bay has been widened and leveed. The severity of flooding
has been increased due to sedimentation. Sedimentation occurs in the reach of the creek
downstream of U.S. Highway 101 due to tidal action, as well as due to deposition of
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sediment from upstream sources. Sediment that is transported from the headwaters of the
creek is deposited when water slows down as the gradient of the stream changes in the
flatter parts of the watershed. Once deposited, sediment occupies space in the channel
that is no longer available to transport floodwaters. In 1996, sediment occupied at least
one-third of the flow area in the channel beneath the U.S. Highway 101 crossing.
Sediment can also interfere with local drainage outfalls by blocking pipes and culverts.
Recent studies in the headwaters of San Francisquito Creek indicate that erosion rates are
currently quite high. Since the forested headwaters have not been extensively burned for
more than 100 years, the high rate of erosion cannot be attributed to fire (Santa Clara
Basin WMI, 2001).

After the floods of 1955 and 1958, interim flood protection measures were implemented
on the creek in the reaches upstream and downstream of U.S. 101. The creek flooded
again in 1998, when streamflows exceeded the highest on record (approximating the 100-
year or 1% flood) and resulted in substantial flooding, causing over $28 million in
property damage in Santa Clara County alone (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).

Much of the watershed lies in a steep, mountainous area of the Santa Cruz Mountains and
includes open space, Stanford University’s Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve, and rural
residential housing. This mix of land uses has preserved areas of high quality steelhead
habitat in the upper tributaries of Los Trancos and Bear Creeks. Good steelhead habitat
also exists in main stem reaches just downstream of Searsville Dam to the Lagunita
Diversion. The Lake Lagunita Diversion Dam (owned by Stanford University) was a
significant passage barrier for anadramous fish until 1978, when the fish ladder was
replaced with a Denil-style fishway. Since then, the fishway has been further modified to
improve passage. Searsville Dam, built in the late 1800s and located within Stanford’s
Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve, is a terminal barrier on San Francisquito Creek for all
upstream migrating fish. While the primary passage barrier on the main stem San
Francisquito has been laddered, other passage obstructions and barriers exist on the main
stem and in the tributaries.

The upper portion of the watershed is vegetated with scattered oak and madrone
woodlands that are intermingled with grassland habitat, in some areas forming a savanna.
A grove of upland redwood forest occurs along San Francisquito Creek just below
Searsville Lake.

Searsville Lake

Searsville Lake is the major reservoir in the San Francisquito Creek watershed.
Searsville Lake was built in 1892 and is located within Stanford University’s Jasper
Ridge Biological Preserve. Major tributaries feeding Searsville Lake include Alambique
Creek, Sausal Creek, Corte Madera Creek, and Dennis Martin Creek. Westridge Creek, a
small drainage entering the lake from the east, contributes ephemeral flows. The
reservoir is situated at the head of San Francisquito Creek. The lake once covered 90
acres in a “Y” shape, with arms reaching through swamp and marshlands. Today, the
swamp is drying out, and the lake itself covers less than 23 acres. More than 45 feet of
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silt have gathered on the bottom, reducing the lake’s depth to only 22 feet at the center
(Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).

Searsville Dam is 68 feet high with a drainage area upstream of 14.8 square miles. The
dam is owned and operated by Stanford University. Two of the tributary inflows to the
lake are perennial; the other (Sausal Creek) is ephemeral. The upstream drainage area is
lightly developed with low-density residential land uses, with much of the area being
rugged open space.

Westridge Creek

Westridge Creek is a short, ephemeral tributary to Searsville Lake. The creek drains the
west-facing side of Jasper Ridge dividing Searsville Lake from Los Trancos Creek. The
creek’s drainage area is undeveloped open space that is part of the Jasper Ridge
Biological Preserve.

Lake Lagunita

Lake Lagunita is a small off-stream impoundment located east of San Francisquito Creek
on the Stanford University campus. Lake Lagunita is fed through diversions from San
Francisquito Creek. Lake Lagunita is owned and operated by Stanford University for
water supply and recreational use and originated as a livestock watering facility for the
original Stanford farm. The lake normally goes dry in the summer as diversions from the
creek are suspended.

5.1.1.2 Los Trancos Creek Subwatershed

Los Trancos Creek is a tributary that enters San Francisquito Creek from the south two
miles downstream of Searsville Lake. Los Trancos Creek is 6.5 miles long and has a
drainage area of 7.25 square miles. The Los Trancos Creek subwatershed drains the
northeast facing slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains, as well as the west-facing slopes of
Palo Alto’s Foothills Park. Felt Lake, an off-stream reservoir, is located just east of Los
Trancos Creek in its lower section and is fed by a diversion channel from the creek. Felt
Lake releases flow back to the creek via a return channel. The only tributary to Los
Trancos Creek is Buckeye Creek, which drains the west-facing slopes in Foothills Park.

The creek’s upper course is through steep terrain with very low-density residential/rural
development. As the topography levels out somewhat downstream, the riparian corridor
becomes wider. Urban development (and Alpine Road) abut the creek along its lower
course. Los Trancos Creek forms the boundary between San Mateo and Santa Clara
Counties.

Buckeye Creek
Buckeye Creek is a perennial tributary to Los Trancos Creek, joining it from the east in

Portola Valley. Buckeye Creek drains the west-facing slopes of Palo Alto’s Foothills
Park and has a largely undeveloped drainage area.
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Felt Lake

Felt Lake is a small off-stream impoundment located just east of Los Trancos Creek and
west of Interstate 280 in Palo Alto. Felt Lake is fed by a diversion channel from the
creek and releases flow back to the creek via a return channel. Felt Lake is owned and
operated by Stanford University for water supply and was built in 1930. The dam is
earthen and is 67 feet high. Felt Lake stores 900 acre-feet of water and covers 40 acres of
surface area.

Felt Lake Diversion Channel

The Felt Lake Diversion Channel is a short, engineered channel that diverts flow from
Los Trancos Creek to Felt Lake.

Felt Lake Return Channel

The Felt Lake Return Channel is a short, engineered channel that returns flow to Los
Trancos Creek from Felt Lake.

5.1.1.3 Bear Creek Subwatershed

Bear Creek is a tributary that flows through the town of Woodside and enters San
Francisquito Creek just downstream of Searsville Lake. The West Union Creek
subwatershed is tributary to Bear Creek, as are Bear Gulch and Dry Creek. Bear Creek
itself is perennial, with the largest component of its flow coming from West Union Creek.
The creek begins at the confluence of Bear Gulch and West Union Creek in Woodside
and flows first east, then southeast after absorbing the flow of Dry Creek. The drainage
area along Bear Creek is developed with low-density residential land uses.

Dry Creek

Dry Creek is an ephemeral to intermittent tributary to Bear Creek, joining it from the
north approximately halfway along its route. Dry Creek drains a fairly large area west of
Interstate 280 that is developed with medium-density residential land uses. Gradients are
relatively gentle through out this drainage.

Bear Gulch

Bear Gulch joins West Union Creek in Woodside to form Bear Creek. Bear Gulch drains
the steep northeast-facing slopes of the Santa Cruz Mountains above Woodside. The
upper edge of the drainage is along the crest of the mountains at approximately 2,200 feet
elevation. The Bear Gulch Diversion Dam, operated by the California Water Service
Company, is located on Bear Gulch west of State Highway 82. Streamflow above this
point is perennial but below it is intermittent. Water removed from the stream at this
diversion structure is piped out of the watershed to Bear Gulch Reservoir.
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5.1.1.4 West Union Creek Subwatershed

West Union Creek drains the northwestern portion of the watershed before eventually
joining Bear Creek at the confluence with Bear Gulch in Woodside. Four tributary
streams join West Union Creek from the west, each draining a small catchment in the
Santa Cruz Mountains. West Union Creek rises near the crest of the mountains near the
2,000 foot level and flows northeast into the San Andreas Rift Zone, at which point the
topography levels out and the stream flows along the faultline to the southeast, absorbing
its tributaries along the way. This section of the creek flows through Huddart County
Park before entering Woodside. Most of the West Union Creek drainage area is
undeveloped with low-density residential development existing in its lower section. Flow
in West Union Creek is intermittent in the lower portion (below the park) and ephemeral
to intermittent in its upper portion.

Appletree Gulch

Appletree Gulch is a short, steep ephemeral tributary to West Union Creek, joining it
from the southwest just above its confluence with Bear Creek. The drainage area is steep
and rugged with little development.

Tripp Gulch

Tripp Gulch is a short, steep ephemeral tributary to West Union Creek, joining it from the
southwest just above its confluence with Appletree Gulch. The drainage area is steep and
rugged with little development, except near the confluence where low-density residential
development exists.

Squealer Gulch

Squealer Gulch is a longer but still steep tributary to West Union Creek, joining it from
the southwest just north of its confluence with Tripp Gulch. The drainage area is steep
and rugged with little development, except near the confluence where low-density
residential development exists. Summit Spring at the headwaters of Squealer Gulch
allows the stream to maintain a perennial flow.

McGarvey Gulch
McGarvey Gulch is a steep ephemeral to intermittent tributary to West Union Creek,

joining it from the southwest along the northern boundary of Huddart County Park. The
drainage area is steep and rugged with little development.

5115 Corte Madera Creek Subwatershed

Corte Madera Creek begins high in the Santa Cruz Mountains near the 2,000 foot
elevation level and flows northwest down through Portola Valley. The creek follows the
San Andreas Rift Zone and is separated from the Los Trancos Creek subwatershed to the
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east by Coal Mine Ridge. Five small tributary streams join the creek from the west, each
draining a small catchment in the Santa Cruz Mountains. At Spring Ridge, Corte Madera
Creek is forced to make a sharp turn to the east where it enters Portola Valley. The creek
runs parallel to neighboring Sausal Creek on the west (separated by a small rise) and
flows into a willow swamp complex at the head of Searsville Lake. Sausal and
Alambique Creeks also feed into this wetland area. Flow in Corte Madera Creek is
perennial.

Land uses in the upper portion of the drainage area are open space and very low density
residential, while the downstream portion in Portola Valley is developed with urban and
medium-density residential uses.

Hamms Gulch

Hamms Gulch is a short, steep perennial tributary to Corte Madera Creek, joining it from
the west at the base of Spring Ridge below Windy Hill. The drainage area is steep and
rugged with virtually no development.

Jones Gulch

Jones Gulch is a short, steep perennial tributary to Corte Madera Creek, joining it from
the west at almost the same location as Hamms Gulch near the base of Spring Ridge
below Windy Hill. The drainage area is steep and rugged with little development.
Damiani Creek

Damiani Creek is a short, steep perennial tributary to Corte Madera Creek, joining it from
the southwest upstream of Jones Gulch. The drainage area is steep and rugged with
virtually no development.

Rengstorff Gulch

Rengstorff Gulch is a short, steep perennial tributary to Corte Madera Creek, joining it
from the northwest upstream of Damiani Creek. The drainage area is steep and rugged
with virtually no development.

Coal Creek

Coal Creek is a short, steep perennial tributary to Corte Madera Creek, joining it from the

southwest just upstream of Rengstorff Gulch. The drainage area is steep and rugged with
virtually no development.

5.1.1.6 Alambique Creek

Alambique Creek is a perennial stream that drains the northeast-facing slopes of the
Santa Cruz Mountains above Woodside. The stream rises south of Bear Gulch Road at
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around the 2,000 foot elevation and flows east through Wunderlich County Park, crossing
State Highway 84 and exiting the mountains into the Portola Valley lowland area. The
stream flows into a large willow swamp complex, with Sausal Creek, at the head of
Searsville Lake. The upper portion of the creek’s drainage is virtually undeveloped while
the lower part on the valley floor features low- to medium-density residential
development.

5.1.1.7 Sausal Creek Subwatershed

Sausal Creek begins near the base of Spring Ridge above Portola Valley and flows
northwest along the San Andreas Rift Zone, paralleling the course of Corte Madera Creek
to the east (separated by a low ridge). Four tributaries join Sausal Creek, each draining a
small catchment in the Santa Cruz Mountains. Sausal Creek joins Alambique Creek in a
willow wetland complex at the upper end of Searsville Lake. Most of the Sausal Creek
drainage area is developed with low- to medium-density residential uses. Sausal Creek is
an ephemeral stream.

Dennis Martin Creek

Dennis Martin Creek is a steep, ephemeral stream that drains a small, rugged catchment
on the northeast-facing side of the Santa Cruz Mountains. The stream is a tributary to the
wetland complex at the head of Searsville Lake. The drainage area is developed with
low-density residential uses in the upper headwater area, though the lower section is
encased in a deep canyon.

Bull Run Gulch

Bull Run Gulch is a steep, ephemeral stream that drains a small, rugged catchment on the
northeast-facing side of the Santa Cruz Mountains. The stream joins Sausal Creek in
Portola Valley upstream of Dennis Martin Creek. The drainage area is virtually
undeveloped in the upper headwater area but includes a residential subdivision near the
confluence with Sausal Creek.

Neils Gulch

Neils Gulch is a steep, ephemeral stream that drains a small, rugged catchment on the
northeast-facing side of the Santa Cruz Mountains. The stream joins Sausal Creek in
Portola Valley upstream of Bull Run Gulch. The drainage area is virtually undeveloped
in the upper headwater area but includes some residential uses near the confluence with
Sausal Creek.

Bozzo Gulch

Bozzo Gulch is a short ephemeral stream that drains a small catchment on the north side
of Spring Ridge. The stream joins Sausal Creek in Portola Valley. The drainage area is

5-8



Chapter 5 - Assessment of San Francisquito Watershed

virtually undeveloped in the upper headwater area but includes some urban/residential
uses near the confluence with Sausal Creek.

5.1.2 Current Beneficial Use Designations for Watershed Waterbodies

The San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) has
designated waterbodies for specific beneficial uses in the Water Quality Control Plan
(Basin Plan) for the region. Four of these uses were evaluated by the WMI in the pilot
watershed assessments. Prior to the assessments, WMI stakeholders identified some
corrections and potential changes to the beneficial use designations in the Basin Plan.
These recommendations were based on stakeholder understanding of stream and
watershed characteristics. After the pilot assessments were completed, both the existing
use designations and the initial WMI stakeholder recommendations for revisions to these
designations were reviewed against the assessment results in order to identify any
additional revisions that should be highlighted. Table 5-1 presents the findings of this
analysis. Basin Plan beneficial use designations for the four uses evaluated in the pilot
assessment are shown, as are the additional use designations recommended by WMI
stakeholders prior to the assessment and potential changes to these designations based on
the pilot assessment results. Blanks indicate that no designations have been made or
proposed. Streams or reservoirs not listed in the Basin Plan are shown in italics. No
column is shown for the Protection from Flooding (PFF) interest as it is not a beneficial
use identified by the Regional Board.

Table 5-1
Beneficial Use Designations in the San Francisquito Creek Watershed

WATERBODY BENEFICIAL USE
Cold Municipal Preservation | Water Contact
Freshwater and of Rare and | Recreation
Habitat Domestic Endangered | (REC-1)
(COLD) Supply Species

(MUN) (RARE)

San Francisquito Creek E WE P

Searsville Lake E E

Westridge Creek

Lake Lagunita AE

Bear Creek AE AE

Dry Creek

Bear Gulch

West Union Creek

Appletree Gulch

Tripp Gulch

Squealer Gulch AE

McGarvey Gulch

Corte Madera Creek

Hamms Gulch

Jones Gulch
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WATERBODY BENEFICIAL USE
Cold Municipal Preservation | Water Contact
Freshwater and of Rare and Recreation
Habitat Domestic Endangered | (REC-1)
(COLD) Supply Species

(MUN) (RARE)

Damiani Creek

Rengstorff Gulch

Coal Creek

Alambique Creek

Sausal Creek

Dennis Martin Creek

Bull Run Gulch

Neils Gulch

Bozzo Gulch

Los Trancos Creek WE AE

Buckeye Creek

Felt Lake E

Felt Lake Diversion Channel

Felt Lake Return Channel

Legend: E = Existing Beneficial Use; P = Potential Beneficial Use; WE = WMI stakeholder pre-assessment
recommendation for existing beneficial use designation; AE = WMI pilot assessment results recommendation for
existing beneficial use designation.

Note: Waterbodies in italics are not listed in the Basin Plan.

Source: San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, 1995. San Francisco Regional Water Quality
Control Plan, Table 2-5.

The results of the pilot assessment generally confirmed the pre-assessment
recommendations of WMI stakeholders regarding beneficial use designations for San
Francisquito Creek watershed waterbodies. The available data reviewed during the
assessment provided enough confidence to propose additional existing use designations
for cold freshwater habitat (COLD) in Bear Creek and Squealer Gulch and preservation
of rare and endangered species (RARE) in Lake Lagunita, Bear Creek, and Los Trancos
Creek. However, as the pilot assessment was based on the review of existing, available
data and did not involve a field-checking component, it is recommended that additional
focused data collection and review be conducted before any new use designations are
adopted.

In general, the major streams in the San Francisquito Creek watershed have diverse
characteristics and support different beneficial uses in different locations. As a result, the
Basin Plan beneficial use designations should either reflect this diversity by applying
only to specific sections of each stream or should be coupled with an understanding that
the entire length of the stream will not provide the same level of support for the
designated use (Santa Clara Basin WMI, 2001).
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5.1.3 Stream Segmentation for Assessment

In order to organize the review of data during the pilot assessment, the San Francisquito
Creek watershed was divided into a total of 37 stream segments (or reaches). Most of the
segments consist of individual tributary streams and watershed reservoirs. In some
portions of the watershed, however, it was necessary to divide the longer streams (San
Francisquito, West Union, Corte Madera, and Los Trancos Creeks) into multiple
segments in order to facilitate data evaluation. In such cases, stream reaches were
delineated based on common channel type, flow regime, and adjacent land use. It should
be noted that the segmentation approach used for the pilot assessment was consistent with
and useful for the robustness of the available data but is not based on a detailed study of
stream geomorphology or riparian zone condition. WMI stakeholders have noted that a
few stream reaches are comprised of individual segments that are quite dissimilar in a
number of significant ways. Suggestions for further sub-dividing these reaches were
received and are described under the relevant stream in Section 5.3. Additional detail on
the stream segmentation approach used for the pilot assessments may be found in Section
3.3.4 and in Appendix A4, Stream Segmentation.

The stream segments defined for the San Francisquito Creek watershed are shown on
Figures 2-3a and 2-3b. The individual reaches are grouped and designated within the
seven major subwatersheds. San Francisquito Creek itself accounts for five reaches (SF-
1 through SF-5). The Bear Creek subwatershed contains four reaches (SF/BC-1 through
SF/BC-4). The West Union Creek subwatershed contains six reaches (SF/WU-1 through
SF/WU-6). The Sausal Creek subwatershed contains five reaches (SF/SC-1 through
SF/SC-5). The Corte Madera Creek subwatershed contains seven reaches (SF/CM-1
through SF/CM-7). The Los Trancos Creek subwatershed contains six reaches, including
Felt Lake and its two connecting channels (SF/LT-1 through SF/LT-3, SF/FL, and
SF/FL-1 and SF/FL-2). Alambique Creek represents one reach (SF/AC-1) while Lake
Lagunita (SF/LL) and Searsville Lake (SF/SL) with its one direct tributary Westridge
Creek (SF/SL-1) represent the remaining reaches.

5.2 General Assessment Results

The methodology and approach used for the pilot assessments is described in Chapter 3.
The remainder of this chapter presents and interprets the results of the pilot assessment
for the San Francisquito Creek watershed. For additional detail concerning the results of
the pilot assessments, please see the following:

e Figures 2-1 and 2-3a through 2-3b for a series of maps illustrating the assessment
results for the San Francisquito Creek watershed

e Appendix 5-A, Tables 1-6 for a series of bar graphs illustrating the assessment results
for the San Francisquito Creek watershed
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e Appendix 5-B for a series of tables summarizing the assessment results for the San
Francisquito Creek watershed and containing information on limiting factors,
suspected causes, data gaps, and local knowledge comments from WMI stakeholders

e Appendix 5-C for a detailed list of the data sets used in the assessment for the San
Francisquito Creek watershed

e Appendix B to this report describing the lessons learned from the pilot assessments

e Appendix C to this report describing the data sufficiency evaluation and the data gaps
identified for each stream reach

e Appendix D to this report describing the factors limiting full use support as discerned
by the pilot assessment as well as some suspected causes for these factors

5.2.1 Data Sufficiency

Prior to evaluating the data itself, a data sufficiency review was conducted in order to
identify data sets that would be of use in the assessment. This review identified data gaps
on a reach-by-reach basis for each of the five beneficial uses and stakeholder interests
being evaluated. A summary of the data sufficiency analysis for the San Francisquito
Creek watershed is presented in Table 5-2. A more detailed explanation of the data
sufficiency evaluation process and the types of data gaps identified is provided in
Appendix C.

Table 5-2
San Francisquito Watershed Data Sufficiency Summary
Use/ Stream Miles of % of Stream |Miles of % of Stream Miles of % of
Interest |Reaches Stream Watershed [Reaches |[Stream Watershed [Reaches |[Stream Watershed
With Reaches With Reaches With Reaches
Insufficient |With Sufficient|With Sufficient |With
Data Insufficient But Sufficient Data** Sufficient
Data Limited (But Data**
Data* Limited
Data*
COLD 20 25.7 38 4 13.3 20 13 28.4 42
MUN 28 42.0 62 7 17.9 27 2 75 11
REC-1 25 38.1 56 11 26.9 40 1 2.4 4
PFF 27 44,0 65 2 15 2 8 21.9 33
RARE 24 40.3 60 4 8.6 13 9 18.4 27

* Includes uncertainty levels of C and D
** Includes uncertainty levels of A and B

As is illustrated in Table 5-2, the data gaps in the San Francisquito Creek watershed were
significant. Support statements with relatively high levels of certainty (rated either A or
B) were only developed for between 4 and 42% of the watershed, depending on the use
being evaluated. While support statements were also developed for other reaches, data
deficiencies demanded that these conclusions be qualified with a high level of uncertainty
(rated either C or D). For this second group of reaches, no suspected causes were
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identified for the limiting factors due to the general lack of confidence in the support
statements.

5.2.2 Overall Conclusions by Use

This section discusses the results of the pilot beneficial use/stakeholder interest
assessments for the San Francisquito Creek watershed on a use-by-use basis. Results for
individual waterbodies are described in greater detail in Section 5.3. Local knowledge
comments on the assessment results from WMI stakeholders are presented in Section 5.3
as well. The detailed results for each of the 37 stream segments in the watershed are
shown in Figures 2-3a through 2-3b (in map form) and in Appendix 5-A, Tables 1-6 (in
bar chart form). Individual summary tables containing the assessment results for each
reach are presented in Appendix 5-B. The list of data sets used in the assessment (in
Appendix 5-C) may be cross-referenced with the data set identification numbers in the
tables of Appendix 5-B to inform the reader of the specific data sets used to reach the
conclusions for each stream reach and use. Given the lack of consistent data from reach
to reach for each use/interest, it is critical that all statements of use support be viewed in
light of the attached level of uncertainty.

5.2.2.1 Cold Freshwater Habitat (COLD)

Data were sufficient to assess the COLD use in only 17 of the 37 stream reaches in the
watershed. The lower portion of San Francisquito Creek below University Avenue in
Palo Alto is dry during most summers and cannot support cold water dependent habitat.
Upstream of University, year-round pools may be present during most years. The creek
is perennial above Sand Hill Road, though in wet years, flow may be present below this
location. From this spot on upstream, most of San Francisquito Creek, Bear Creek, and
West Union Creek were found to either partially or fully support the COLD use with
moderately high to very high certainty. Where full support was not found through strict
application of the logic diagram, it was often expected to exist with the limitation being a
lack of indicator macroinvertebrate data. Some of these reaches also have very low
summer flows during dry years. Appletree and Tripp Gulches in the West Union Creek
subwatershed do not support cold freshwater habitat because they are generally dry in the
summer.

The lower-most reaches of Corte Madera Creek and Los Trancos Creek fully support the
COLD use. However, the next upstream portion of the latter stream does not support
COLD due to a lack of sufficient summer flow. Very little or no data were available to
assess COLD use support in the upper reaches of the Corte Madera Creek, Sausal Creek,
Alambique Creek, and Los Trancos Creek subwatersheds.

A total of 97 data sets were reviewed for use in the COLD use assessment of the San
Francisquito Creek watershed. Data from 35 of these data sets were used to develop the
assessment results.
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Detailed comments and suggestions on the COLD assessment were received from WMI
stakeholders and are described in Section 5.3 for each applicable waterbody. Again, this
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders.

5.2.2.2 Municipal and Domestic Water Supply (MUN)

Data were sufficient to assess the MUN use in only 9 of the 37 stream reaches in the
watershed. Most of the main stem reaches along San Francisquito Creek (SF-2, SF-3,
and SF-5) do not currently support the MUN use, although uncertainty over this is very
high due to limited data. Constituents that are limiting factors in these stream reaches
include mercury, selenium, fecal coliform, dieldrin, TDS, and DDT. Reach SF-4
partially supports the use with turbidity during the wet season being the limiting factor.

Moving up the watershed away from urbanized areas there is less evidence of fecal
coliform and dieldrin in the streams. However, the lower segments of the upper
subwatersheds have turbidity and TDS concentrations that resulted in partial support
findings in Bear Creek and West Union Creek. The uncertainty levels associated with
these ratings are moderately high and very low respectively. Turbidity and TDS
concentrations were also limiting factors causing non-support for MUN in the lower parts
of Corte Madera and Los Trancos Creeks.

Support statements were not developed for the MUN use in the Alambique Creek, Corte
Madera Creek, and Sausal Creek subwatersheds, as well as in most reaches of the Bear
Creek and Los Trancos Creek subwatersheds due to a lack of data.

A total of 11 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the MUN assessment of the San
Francisquito Creek watershed. Data from seven of these data sets were used to develop
the MUN assessment results.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of MUN were received from WMI
stakeholders and are described in Section 5.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders.

5.2.2.3 Protection From Flooding (PFF)

Sufficient data for assessing the PFF interest were available for only 10 of the 37 stream
reaches in the watershed. Most of the reaches with insufficient data are located in the
upper watershed tributaries. However, data for mid-watershed reaches in San Mateo
County (Bear Creek, West Union Creek) were also not available. This area is outside of
the flood protection jurisdiction of the Water District, which was a primary source of the
data used to assess PFF.
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The results of the assessment for the PFF interest indicate less than full support in four
general locations. The lowest stream reaches in the watershed along the main stem of
San Francisquito Creek (SF-1, SF-2, and SF-3) recently overtopped in the February 2-3,
1998 flood event, which was approximately equivalent to a 100-year event. The flooding
that resulted caused significant property damage. Given the data documenting recent
flooding in these reaches, the certainty associated with these support findings is very
high. The San Francisquito Creek Joint Powers Authority is funding an interim flood
control project to restore the levees in reach SF-1 to their original design height. Other
hydraulic model data may now be available from the Water District to better document
the actual channel capacity in these reaches.

Searsville Lake does not support PFF as it has no value as a flood control facility. The
reservoir is maintained at capacity and therefore cannot provide any flood storage or
attenuation. The existing capacity of the lake is continually shrinking due to the trapping
of sediment behind the dam. This sedimentation is potentially contributing to noted
flooding occurrences upstream of the reservoir.

The lower ends of tributaries entering Searsville Lake (Corte Madera, Sausal, and Dennis
Martin Creeks) provide inadequate capacity to convey flows, a problem that has resulted
in flooding at Cooper’s Corner on the Family Farm Road overcrossing of Sausal Creek.
This may partially be caused by the presence immediately downstream of the large
willow swamp, which has little drainage relief. Partial support for PFF was assigned to
these reaches with a moderately high uncertainty level due to insufficient data on channel
capacities.

There has also been historical flooding and erosion damage along Buckeye Creek in the
City of Palo Alto’s Foothills Park. The creek flows through an undersized culvert in this
reach (at Los Trancos Woods Road) which does not have enough capacity to convey
large storm flows. This stream reach was assigned a non-support status.

Support statements for the PFF interest were not developed due to a lack of data for the
upper reaches in the Corte Madera Creek, West Union Creek, Sausal Creek, Bear Creek,
and Alambique Creek subwatersheds. The data indicated that these channels were
generally deeply incised and likely to produce significant erosion during high flow
events.

A total of 34 data sets were reviewed for use in the PFF interest assessment for the San
Francisquito Creek watershed. Of these, 25 were used to develop the assessment results.
Where data documenting recent flooding was available, this data was used as the primary
source.

The assessment framework for the PFF interest required that this evaluation be conducted
for “current” development conditions as well as “future” development conditions. Future
conditions were defined in the framework as being consistent with the future
development assumptions incorporated in the Water District’s Waterways Management
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Model (WMM). Output from the WMM was the primary data set used to determine the
support status for this interest in reaches where the data was available. In reviewing this
data, it was difficult to determine exactly how future development was accounted for by
the WMM and what assumptions were made. Additionally, another data set indicated
that 100% buildout of all remaining undeveloped (and developable) land in the San
Francisquito Creek watershed would not result in any significant change to the 100-year
flood flow (San Francisquito Creek CRMP, 1998). Other literature supports this
statement. Generally speaking, as flood return intervals increase, the corresponding
importance of the amount of impervious area in a watershed on surface runoff decreases.
Eventually, at high return interval floods (such as the 100-year), it makes little difference
whether a watershed is fully or partially developed with urban uses (impervious
surfaces). In either case, virtually all of the precipitation is going to generate surface
runoff due to ground saturation (Hollis, 1975). Therefore, the distinction between current
and future development in Santa Clara Basin watersheds for the purpose of evaluating
100-year flooding may be relatively moot. Given these findings and the uncertainty over
the level of future development assumed in the WMM data, the team decided to simply
use the Water District’s designed channel capacity data as the benchmark for determining
the adequacy of each reach to convey the 100-year flow.

For some reaches, however, use of the WMM data yielded initial assessment conclusions
that were clearly inaccurate based on input from WMI stakeholders. Additional data was
sought concerning these reaches and the initial assessment results were revised
accordingly.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of PFF were received from WMI
stakeholders and are described in Section 5.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders.

5.2.2.4 Preservation of Rare and Endangered Species (RARE)

Sufficient data for assessing support of the RARE beneficial use was limited to 13 of the
stream reaches in the San Francisquito Creek watershed. Data gaps were generally due to
three different reasons: (1) a lack of special status species data, (2) outdated data, and (3)
current data sets being too general to be useful. The majority of the stream reaches with
data gaps were in the upper tributaries.

The tidally-influenced lower portion of San Francisquito Creek (SF-1) contains breeding
clapper rail, breeding salt marsh harvest mouse, and breeding salt common yellow throat,
and may contain yellow rumped warbler. Full support for RARE was identified in this
reach based upon the documented presence of these species. The salt marsh harvest mice
is also documented upstream in SF-2. Above University Avenue, San Francisquito Creek
provides potential support for the western pond turtle (with high uncertainty due to
limited data). Above Sand Hill Road, the stream channel is natural and provides
steelhead habitat and the potential to support the western pond turtle and red-legged frog.
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The Bear Creek subwatershed provides good steelhead habitat and their presence are
supported by sufficient data. The upper portion of Bear Guich has a full support rating
but an uncertainty level of moderately high due to a lack of recent, good quality data.

The lower reaches of the Los Trancos Creek subwatershed provide full support based on
the presence of the western leatherwood and steelhead. These ratings have an uncertainty
level ranging from moderately low to very low.

A finding of potential support was made for Searsville Lake based on potential western
leatherwood presence, though uncertainty is high as the data is extremely old.

No data on other WM I-listed special status species was available for the San Francisquito
Creek watershed. More so than perhaps any of the other uses/interests, the RARE
assessment was hampered by the reliance on existing data. Biological field surveys are
needed to assess habitat conditions within the subwatershed for the species on the list.
Very few of these types of surveys were included in the data compiled for the assessment.
As a result, most of the support statements for RARE were based on species observations
rather than habitat conditions.

A total of 36 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the RARE use assessment for
San Francisquito Creek. Of these, 14 contained data that could be used to develop the
assessment results.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of RARE were received from
WMI stakeholders and are described in Section 5.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders.

5.2.2.5 Water Contact Recreation (REC-1)

Sufficient data were available to assess REC-1 use support for only 13 of the 37 stream
reaches in the San Francisquito Creek watershed. Most of the available data was on the
tertiary aesthetics and recreational access indicators. A few reaches contained data on
secondary water quality constituent indicators. No data on the primary pathogen
indicators was available anywhere in the watershed.  Thus, complete support
determinations for REC-1 could not be made for any reach and the support statements
that are made are qualified to indicate which set of indicators they are based on.

Water quality (secondary indicator) support status for REC-1 was limited to San
Francisquito Creek above Sand Hill Road (full support but high uncertainty due to
limited data), Bear Creek (non-support due to elevated mercury in the water but with high
uncertainty due to limited data), West Union Creek (full support but with high
uncertainty due to limited data), and the lower parts of Corte Madera and Los Trancos
Creeks (full support but with high uncertainty).
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Aesthetics and recreational access (tertiary indicator) support status for REC-1 was found
to be variable from reach to reach with support generally increasing with distance up the
watershed from the Bay. The lower portion of the watershed appears to be limited by
algae, debris, and limited/poor access to the streams. As a result, the lower reaches of
San Francisquito Creek do not support REC-1 (tertiary) and reach SF-3 was assigned a
partial support status. Continuing up San Francisquito Creek, reaches SF-4 and SF-5
were assigned full support status. Data on stream aesthetics, depth, and access becomes
more scarce in the upper subwatersheds. Limited aesthetics data in Bear Creek indicates
full support. Partial support (with a lack of summer streamflow being limiting) was
found in portions of the West Union Creek subwatershed. A documented aesthetics
concern resulted in Squealer Gulch being designated non-support.

No data for other reaches was deemed sufficient for findings of support. Given the lack
of data on the preferred REC-1 indicators throughout the watershed, overall uncertainty
regarding REC-1 support must be considered extremely high.

A total of 22 data sets were reviewed for potential use in the REC-1 use assessment for
the San Francisquito Creek watershed. Of these, 14 contained data that could be used to
develop the assessment results.

As outlined in the Assessment Framework, the REC-1 assessment was to include a fish
consumption component. Based on concern expressed by WMI stakeholders, the
Regional Board reviewed this issue and determined that fish consumption should not be
evaluated as part of the REC-1 use. Therefore, the results of the fish consumption
portion of the pilot assessment have been removed from this report.

Detailed comments and suggestions on the assessment of REC-1 were received from
WMI stakeholders and are described in Section 5.3 for each applicable waterbody. This
information was not used to modify the pilot assessment results but should, where
warranted, be addressed as part of future reach-specific assessment work undertaken by
WMI stakeholders.

5.3 Detailed Assessment Results by Waterbody

This section discusses the results of the pilot beneficial use/stakeholder interest
assessments for the San Francisquito Creek watershed on a waterbody-by-waterbody
basis. The methodology and approach used for the pilot assessments is described in
Chapter 3. Information regarding data sufficiency for the San Francisquito Creek
watershed is provided in Section 5.2.1.  Overall results for each beneficial
use/stakeholder interest are described in Section 5.2.2.

The detailed results for each of the 37 stream segments in the watershed are shown in
Figures 2-3a through 2-3b (in map form) and in Appendix 5-A, Tables 1-6 (in bar chart
form). Individual summary tables containing the assessment results for each reach are
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presented in Appendix 5-B. These tables include information on limiting factors,
suspected causes, as well as “local knowledge comments” from WMI stakeholders. The
primary messages contained in this information are also summarized in the text of this
section for each waterbody in the watershed. The final page of Appendix 5-B contains a
listing of the stream reaches in the San Francisquito Creek watershed for which
insufficient data were available for all five uses.

The list of data sets used in the assessment (in Appendix 5-C) may be cross-referenced
with the data set identification numbers in the tables of Appendix 5-B to inform the
reader of the specific data sets used to reach the conclusions for each stream reach and
use. Given the lack of consistent data from reach to reach for each use/interest, it is
critical that all statements of use support be viewed in light of the attached level of
uncertainty. For additional detail concerning the results of the pilot assessments, please
see the following:

e Appendix B to this report describing the lessons learned from the pilot assessments

e Appendix C to this report describing the data sufficiency evaluation and the data gaps
identified for each stream reach

e Appendix D to this report describing the factors limiting full use support as discerned
by the pilot assessment as well as some suspected causes for these factors

5.3.1 San Francisquito Creek (SF-1 through SF-5)

COLD: The COLD use is supported in San Francisquito Creek on a gradient from the
upstream end to the Bay. The lowest reach below U.S. 101 is tidal and would not
normally be expected to contain cold freshwater habitat. However, the reach is an
important migratory route for anadromous fish. No data were available for this reach.
Above U.S. 101, the stream dries up during most summers and cannot support COLD
habitat. Again, the reach serves as a migratory corridor. Low streamflows from
upstream are lost to percolation and riparian vegetation use before they get to this reach
in summer. Above University Avenue, the stream is dry or intermittent during average to
dry years, though is flowing in wet years. In all years, streamflows are low in this reach
and decline or are absent in the lower portion. Substrate quality and stream gradient
decline downstream within the reach, reducing riffle quantity and quality. Groundwater
pumping may be aggravating naturally dry watershed conditions. Above Sand Hill Road,
steelhead are regularly present in the creek though low flows and scarce riffles inhibit
insect production. Above the confluence of Los Trancos Creek, steelhead are regularly
present and the data indicates presence of indicator macroinvertebrates. Habitat is good
and this reach is considered to fully support the COLD use.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding COLD use
support in San Francisquito Creek:
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e SF-1: Steelhead/rainbow trout were not observed during recent (1999-2001) surveys
but this reach is an important acclimation zone for smolts and migrating adult
steelhead (Stoecker, 2002).

e SF-2: These findings are an artifact of a methodology that presupposes that all four
beneficial uses apply to all reaches. The Clarke St. barrier was notched by the San
Francisquito Watershed Council and is no longer considered a significant problem.
Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed from 300 feet upstream of U.S. 101 to
University Avenue in 1999-2001 (juveniles during out-migration) (Mulvey, pers.
comm., 2002 and Stoecker, 2002).

e SF-3: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent
(1999-2001) surveys (juveniles during out-migration) (Stoecker, 2002).

e SF-4: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent
(1999-2001) surveys (juveniles during out-migration and over-summering) (Stoecker,
2002).

e SF-5: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent
(1999-2001) surveys (observed 29-inch long steelhead attempting to jump Searsville
Dam in 1991) (Stoecker, 2002).

MUN: The MUN use is generally not supported in San Francisquito Creek, based upon
the limited available data. Very high uncertainty accompanies the assessment
conclusions downstream of Sand Hill Road due to data limitations — selenium, mercury,
fecal coliform, dieldrin, and DDT water samples were all found to exceed applicable
criteria for use support. The amount of data increases upstream of Sand Hill Road,
leading to more confident conclusions of partial support (SF-4) and non support (SF-5).
Limiting factors are total dissolved solids in summer, turbidity in winter, fecal coliform,
DDT, and dieldrin. High total dissolved solid concentrations may be due to groundwater
sources to the stream in summer. Turbidity is likely caused by erosion (stream or rill)
during winter storms.

PEFE: The PFF interest is not supported in San Francisquito Creek downstream of Sand
Hill Road. This section overtopped in the February 2-3, 1998 flood event, which was
approximately equivalent to a 100-year event. The creek in this area does not have
sufficient channel capacity to convey the 100-year flood flow and urban commercial and
residential development has encroached into the natural channel floodplain. Upstream of
Sand Hill Road, the PFF interest is fully supported.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding PFF interest
support in San Francisquito Creek:

e SF-1: The February 1998 flood event was estimated at between 6,500 and 8,000 cfs,
which is within the range of the 100-year flow estimates of both FEMA (7,860 cfs)
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and USGS (6,925 cfs). The San Francisquito Creek JPA is funding an interim flood
control project to restore the levees downstream of U.S. 101 to their original design
height because of existing creek capacity deficiencies. An updated hydraulic model
that documents the inadequacy of the reaches' flood-carrying capacity is now
available from the Water District. Flood problems in SF-1 would be worse if water
did not overtop and exit the creek upstream in SF-3 during severe storms and capacity
in SF-1 will need to be increased if SF-3 is improved to allow passage of additional
flow. The continuing build-up of sediment is incrementally decreasing flow capacity
in SF-1. The JPA has recently received approval from Congress for an Army COE
Reconaissance Study (Teresi, pers. comm., 2002).

SE-2: In the lower part of SF-2, flood protection is provided by a "temporary" flood
wall of questionable integrity - a portion of this wall is proposed to be replaced as part
of the JPA's levee restoration project. Flood problems in SF-2 would be worse if
water did not overtop and exit the creek upstream in SF-3 during severe storms and
capacity in SF-2 will need to be increased if SF-3 is improved to allow passage of
additional flow (Teresi, pers. comm., 2002).

SF-3: The upper end of this reach will vary depending on the year (dry, wet, normal)
with the limit of streamflow. Future analyses should consider splitting this reach into
different segments corresponding to amount or type of streamflow and location of
perennial pools (Young, pers. comm., 2002).

SE-4: The lower end of this reach will vary depending on the year (dry, wet, normal)
with the limit of streamflow (Young, pers. comm., 2002).

RARE: The RARE use is fully supported in the tidally-influenced lower portion of San
Francisquito Creek, which contains breeding clapper rail, breeding salt marsh harvest
mice, and breeding salt common yellow throat, and may contain yellow rumped warbler.
The salt marsh harvest mice is also documented upstream in SF-2. Above University
Avenue, San Francisquito Creek provides potential support for the western pond turtle
(with high uncertainty due to limited data). Above Sand Hill Road, the stream channel is
natural and provides steelhead habitat and the potential to support the western pond turtle
and red-legged frog.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding RARE use
support in San Francisquito Creek:

SE-1: Fieldwork associated with the sediment TMDL by the JPA and complementary
habitat assessment by SCVWD will enable refinement of the RARE assessment
through several reaches of the SFC watershed. Steelhead/rainbow trout were not
observed during recent (1999-2001) surveys but this reach is an important
acclimation zone for smolts and migrating adult steelhead (Mulvey, pers. comm.,
2002 and Stoecker, 2002).
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e SF-2: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed from 300 feet upstream of US 101 to
University Avenue in 1999-2001 (juveniles during out-migration) (Stoecker, 2002).

e SF-3: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent
(1999-2001) surveys (juveniles during out-migration) (Stoecker, 2002).

e SF-4: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent
(1999-2001) surveys (juveniles during out-migration and over-summering) (Stoecker,
2002).

e SF-5: Potential presence of western pond turtle in mid-watershed reaches; steelhead
observed during recent surveys (Johnson, pers. comm., 2002 and Stoecker, 2002).

REC-1: Secondary water quality indicators for the REC-1 use are fully supported in San
Francisquito Creek above Sand Hill Road, but with high uncertainty due to limited data.
Support for the aesthetics and recreational access indicators for REC-1 generally
improved with distance up the creek from the Bay. The lower portion of the creek
appears to be limited by algae, debris, and limited/poor access to the streams. Above
Sand Hill Road, these problems, while still present in places, appear from the data to be
less chronic. Given the lack of data on the preferred REC-1 indicators throughout the
watershed, overall uncertainty regarding REC-1 support must be considered extremely
high.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding REC-1 use
support in San Francisquito Creek:

e SF-5: Well permit data for the watershed have been obtained as a follow-up to
concerns about base flow depletion raised by the recent Regional Board draft report
on the South Bay Groundwater Basins (January 2002) (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.1.1 Searsville Lake (SF/SL)

Limited data were available for assessing uses/interests in Searsville Lake. The PFF
interest is likely not supported; data indicates that the lake has no value as a flood control
facility. The RARE use is potentially supported based on very old western leatherwood
data. No recent data is available, however, so uncertainty is very high on this. The
access and aesthetics component of the REC-1 use appears to be fully supported, but no
data on other REC-1 indicators is available so overall uncertainty is moderately high.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Searsville Lake:

e PFF: The capacity of Searsville Lake is shrinking due to the continual trapping of
sediment behind the dam. Studies are also currently underway about options to
address the continuing siltation of Searsville Lake as only about twelve feet of
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freeboard now remain at the 64-foot high 110-year old dam (Teresi, pers. comm.,
2002 and Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

e COLD and RARE: Lake may be too small to support trout during the warm, late
summer period. No steelhead/rainbow trout were observed during recent (1999-
2001) surveys; exotic species appear to dominate, prey on native salmonids, spread
downstream (Neudorf, pers. comm., 2002 and Stoecker, 2002).

e MUN: Stanford University historically used water from Searsville for irrigation and
groundwater recharge for non-potable supply wells. Data from Stanford were not
made available to the assessment team (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

e REC-1: Data from Stanford concerning recreational uses were not made available to
the assessment team (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.1.2 Westridge Creek (SF/SL-1)
Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
5.3.1.3 Lake Lagunita (SF/LL)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach with the
exception of RARE, which is fully supported based on California tiger salamander
presence and potential western pond turtle presence.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Lake Lagunita:

e COLD and RARE: No steelhead/rainbow trout were observed during recent (1999-
2001) surveys; an adult steelhead was caught here (likely from diversion on San
Francisquito Creek) in the early 1970s (Stoecker, 2002).

e MUN: Stanford University uses water from Lake Lagunita for irrigation and
groundwater recharge for non-potable supply wells. Data from Stanford were not
made available to the assessment team (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

e REC-1: Data from Stanford concerning recreational uses were not made available to
the assessment team (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

53.2 Los Trancos Creek Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the Los Trancos Creek subwatershed are discussed
by individual waterbody in this section.
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5.3.2.1 Los Trancos Creek (SF/LT-1 and SF/LT-2)

COLD: The COLD use is fully supported in Los Trancos Creek below the confluence of
Buckeye Creek. Steelhead are regularly present in this reach, as are indicator
macroinvertebrates. Low summer streamflows may affect the support level during some
years, however. Above Buckeye Creek, the use is not supported though uncertainty is
high due to limited fish assemblage and indicator macroinvertebrate data. Steelhead and
rainbow trout may occur in the headwater portion of this reach but the lower portion in
Portola Valley is ephemeral.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding COLD use
support in Los Trancos Creek:

e SF/LT-1: Steelhead/rainbow trout found throughout this reach during recent surveys
(1999-2001); good spawning and rearing habitat for steelhead; diversion dam limits
flow downstream and migration upstream (Stoecker, 2002).

e SF/LT-2: Steelhead/rainbow trout found from the confluence of Buckeye Creek
upstream for 0.7 miles during recent surveys (1999-2001); the lower part of this reach
becomes dry but pools remain in the upper reach; steelhead/rainbow trout also
observed 150 feet upstream of the PV Ranch (Stoecker, 2002).

MUN: The MUN use is not supported below Buckeye Creek as both total dissolved
solids and turbidity criteria are exceeded, the former during summer and the latter during
winter. High dissolved solids are possibly due to groundwater sources to streams during
summer. High turbidity is possibly due to local geologic conditions (faulting), which
contribute to increased erosion during wet weather. Above Buckeye Creek, MUN data
were not available.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding MUN use
support in Los Trancos Creek:

e SF/LT-1: Stanford University uses water from Los Trancos for irrigation and
groundwater recharge for non-potable supply wells (Teresi, pers. comm., 2002).

PEFE: The PFF interest is fully supported in Los Trancos Creek.

RARE: The RARE use is fully supported in Los Trancos Creek based on presence of
steelhead trout and western leatherwood.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding RARE use
support in Los Trancos Creek:
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e SF/LT-1: Potential presence of western pond turtle in mid-watershed reaches;
steelhead observed during recent surveys (Johnson, pers. comm., 2002 and Stoecker,
2002).

e SF/LT-2: Steelhead/rainbow trout found from the confluence of Buckeye Creek
upstream for 0.7 miles during recent surveys (1999-2001); the lower part of this reach
becomes dry but pools remain in the upper reach; steelhead/rainbow trout also
observed 150 feet upstream of the PV Ranch (Stoecker, 2002).

REC-1: Data indicate support based on secondary water quality REC-1 indicators,
though data is limited. Awvailable data on tertiary access and aesthetics indicators was
also spotty, though what was available indicates good access but poor aesthetics and
streamflow. Above Buckeye Creek, no data were available.

5.3.2.2 Buckeye Creek (SF/LT-3)

Insufficient data were available to assess all of the uses in this reach except for the PFF
interest which is not supported due to the presence of an undersized culvert at the Los
Trancos Woods Road stream crossing. There has been historical flood and erosion
damage along Buckeye Creek through Foothills Park. The creek flows though an 18-inch
culvert which is unlikely to have enough flow capacity for large storm events such as the
100-year flood event. Historical data suggests that the road section at this location has
flooded many times during large storm events.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Buckeye Creek:

e COLD and RARE: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed from the Los Trancos
Creek confluence upstream to the Los Trancos Woods Road culvert during recent
surveys (1999-2001); juvenile steelhead were present in the reach downstream of the
culvert; unable to check upstream of Los Trancos Road (private property) (Stoecker,
2002).

e PFF: The 18-inch culvert with flooding problems is located outside the boundary of
Foothill Park (beneath Los Trancos Woods Road) (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.2.3 Felt Lake (SF/FL)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Felt Lake:
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e COLD and RARE: Several exotic fish species present; steelhead/rainbow not
observed (Stoecker, 2002).

e MUN: Stanford University uses water from Felt Lake for irrigation and groundwater
recharge for non-potable supply wells. Data from Stanford were not made available
to the assessment team (Teresi, pers. comm., 2002 and Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

e REC-1: Data from Stanford concerning recreational uses were not made available to
the assessment team (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.2.4 Diversion Channel to Felt Lake (SF/FL-2)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in the Felt Lake diversion channel:

e COLD and RARE: A dead adult steelhead/rainbow trout was observed here in 1987
(near the lake) and juveniles were observed during 1999-2000 surveys just
downstream of the broken fish screen at the diversion (Stoecker, 2002).

5.3.2.5 Return Channel from Felt Lake (SF/FL-1)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
5.3.3 Bear Creek Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the Bear Creek subwatershed are discussed by
individual waterbody in this section.

5.3.3.1 Bear Creek (SF/BC-1)

Bear Creek was found to partially support the COLD use, with the limiting factor being
low summer streamflows. Support here is probably full, however data on the presence of
indicator macroinvertebrates were not available. Portions of Bear Creek are intermittent
in drier years. The channel is well-shaded, and summer water temperatures should be
cool. Private groundwater pumping may be impacting summer streamflows in a naturally
relatively dry watershed. The MUN use is partially supported in Bear Creek, though
limited data leads to moderately high uncertainty. Turbidity during winter exceeds
applicable criteria for drinking water. Most other parameters meet criteria for MUN use.
The RARE use is fully supported based on steelhead presence. Data for assessing
support of the REC-1 use was very limited, though data on one secondary indicator
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(mercury) did exceed the criterion. Uncertainty is very high regarding REC-1. No data
were available to assess PFF interest support.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Bear Creek:

e COLD and RARE: The San Francisquito Watershed Council has been awarded a
grant by the California Department of Fish and Game to remediate two of the three
Bear Creek high priority sites identified in the report “Adult Steelhead Passage in the
Bear Creek Watershed” (Bear dams #1 and #3). The third high priority barrier is
Woodside’s bridge apron (#10) at the Fox Hollow Road crossing. Woodside has no
capital improvement scheduled, so the Steelhead Taskforce will evaluate an
alternative of a series of weirs downstream of the bridge. Steelhead/rainbow trout
were observed throughout this reach during recent surveys (1999-2001); two
steelhead (27- and 30-inch) were observed in 1995 and 1998. Potential presence of
western pond turtle in mid-watershed reaches (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002 and
Stoecker, 2002).

e REC-1: Well permit data for the watershed have been obtained as a follow-up to
concerns about base flow depletion raised by the recent Regional Board draft report
on the South Bay Groundwater Basins (January 2002) (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.3.2 Dry Creek (SF/BC-2)

The only use with sufficient data for assessment in Dry Creek was the COLD use, which
was determined to be partially supported. Dry Creek is generally dry by the end of
summer during all but the wettest years. Juvenile steelhead are sometimes present during
early summer. This is a small, dry drainage, with substrate dominated by sand and is
unlikely to support significant steelhead rearing even in wet years due to lack of surface
flow by fall. This is a case where the limiting factors are primarily natural.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Dry Creek:

e COLD and RARE: At the time fieldwork was done for the steelhead passage report,
landowner permissions were not obtained for access to Dry Creek. Juvenile
steelhead/rainbow trout were present 50 feet upstream of the Woodside Road crossing
in 1999 (Stoecker, 2002).

5.3.3.3 Bear Gulch (SF/BC-3 and SF/BC-4)

The COLD use is partially supported in Bear Gulch. The lower portion of the stream is
intermittent (below the diversion dam), with steelhead present during wet years. The
upper portion is perennial with resident rainbow trout and probably fully supports the
COLD use, though data on indicator macroinvertebrates are missing. The channel is
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well-shaded and summer water temperatures should be cool. Private groundwater
pumping may be impacting summer streamflows in a naturally relatively dry watershed.
A major diversion for domestic water upstream reduces streamflows. Above this
diversion, the stream is cool with relatively abundant summer streamflows. Based on
documented steelhead habitat and presence, the RARE use is fully supported in Bear
Gulch. Data to assess the other uses/interests were not available for Bear Gulch.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Bear Gulch:

e COLD and RARE: Discussions with Cal Water about the Bear Gulch Diversion Dam
are being explored by the Watershed Council, the California Department of Fish and
Game and the Department of Water Resources. The dam is considered a high priority
for remediation. Steelhead/rainbow trout were present throughout reach during recent
(1999-2001) surveys; a 31-inch steelhead was relocated from downstream of the SR
84 culvert in June of 1999 - important habitat. Steelhead/rainbow trout were present
from the diversion dam upstream 0.4 miles to natural falls; this reach has some of the
best salmonid habitat in the watershed with good summer flow but much is
inaccessible to steelhead (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002 and Stoecker, 2002).

e MUN: Data from Cal Water were not available for use in the assessment. The Bear
Gulch diversion dam provides water to a municipal drinking water supply owned by
California Water Service; this water is blended with other sources and treated prior to
being delivered to consumers (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

534 West Union Creek Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the West Union Creek subwatershed are discussed
by individual waterbody in this section.

5.3.4.1 West Union Creek (SF/WU-1 and SF/WU-2)

West Union Creek was found to partially support the COLD use in certain reaches with
adequate summer flow. A lack of indicator macroinvertebrate data prevented a finding of
full support in these reaches, though portions of the creek are dry or intermittent during
most summers. The channel is well-shaded and summer water temperatures should be
cool, though private groundwater pumping may be impacting summer streamflows in a
naturally relatively dry watershed. Data for assessing the MUN use was very limited,
though full support was assigned to the lower portion of the creek and partial support to
the section above Huddart Park (turbidity exceeds criterion during winter). The lower
portion of the stream fully supports the RARE use based on documented steelhead habitat
and presence. Limited data were available for the REC-1 assessment, and generally not
on the most preferred indicators (pathogens in water). Thus, REC-1 findings, where they
are made, are focused on secondary (general water quality) and tertiary (aesthetics,
access, water depth) indicators. The lack of continuous summer flow in the stream

5-28



Chapter 5 - Assessment of San Francisquito Watershed

indicates partial support for REC-1, though uncertainty is very high. Data were not
available to assess the PFF interest.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in West Union Creek:

e COLD: The steelhead passage report assigns low to moderate priority for remediation
to the barriers in West Union Creek with the CalTrans bridge apron (#17) at Highway
84 deemed the most important. At this time, CalTrans has no maintenance
improvement planned at that site. Steelhead/rainbow trout were found throughout
this reach during recent surveys (1999-2001); important spawning and rearing habitat
in this reach. In the upper part of the creek, steelhead/rainbow trout were found
upstream to the falls and 150 feet upstream of the Huddart Park boundary during
recent surveys (1999-2001); important spawning and rearing habitat in this reach,
GGNRA steelhead surveys are available (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002 and Stoecker,
2002).

e RARE: Potential presence of western pond turtle in mid-watershed reaches; steelhead
observed during recent surveys (Johnson, pers. comm., 2002 and Stoecker, 2002).

e REC-1: The San Francisquito Watershed Council is currently corresponding with the
San Mateo County Board of Supervisors regarding low flows in West Union Creek
(Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.4.2 Appletree Gulch (SF/WU-3)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the COLD use, which is not supported as the
stream is ephemeral. This is a naturally dry, small watershed with winter streamflow
only. Limiting factors are primarily natural.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Appletree Gulch:

e COLD: These findings are an artifact of a methodology that presupposes that all four
beneficial uses apply to all reaches (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.4.3 Tripp Gulch (SF/WU-4)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the COLD use, which is not supported as the
stream is ephemeral. This is a naturally dry, small watershed with winter streamflow
only. Limiting factors are primarily natural.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Tripp Gulch:
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e COLD: These findings are an artifact of a methodology that presupposes that all four
beneficial uses apply to all reaches (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.4.4 Squealer Gulch (SF/WU-5)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the COLD and REC-1 uses. Partial support
exists for COLD, though natural steelhead passage barriers are present in the upper part
of the stream. This is likely full support but the necessary indicator macroinvertebrate
data were not available. Squealer Gulch is a small spring-fed stream, which presently
sustains flows throughout the year and is suitable for small juvenile steelhead. California
giant salamanders are present in the steeper, fishless portions of the stream. A
documented aesthetics problem in the upper part of the stream (illegally dumped car
body) indicates non-support for the REC-1 aesthetics indicator. Insufficient data were
available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Squealer Gulch:

e COLD and RARE: No steelhead/rainbow trout were observed during recent (1999-
2001) surveys (only one short field trip) (Stoecker, 2002).

5.3.45 McGarvey Gulch (SF/WU-6)

Sufficient data were available to assess only the COLD use. Partial support exists for
COLD in McGarvey Gulch as the stream is either intermittent or dry in late summer
except in wet years and natural passage barriers exist in the steep upper portion of the
stream.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in McGarvey Gulch:

e COLD and RARE: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed from the West Union
Creek confluence 0.3 miles upstream during recent (1999-2001) surveys; important
rearing habitat for juvenile steelhead (Stoecker, 2002).

5.35 Corte Madera Creek Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the Corte Madera Creek subwatershed are
discussed by individual waterbody in this section.

5-30



Chapter 5 - Assessment of San Francisquito Watershed

5.3.5.1 Corte Madera Creek (SF/CM-1 and SF/CM-2)

Data was only available for the section of Corte Madera Creek below the Hamms Gulch
confluence. The COLD use is fully supported here, though uncertainty is moderately
high due to limited data. The MUN use is not supported due to excessive turbidity
throughout the year and dissolved solids during summer. Again, uncertainty is
moderately high due to limited data. The PFF interest is partially supported due to
documented flooding problems at Cooper’s Corner on the Family Farm Road
overcrossing. Creek does not have sufficient flow capacity in the main channel to convey
major flood flows here with the probable cause being residential/urban encroachment into
the stream channel or an undersized stream crossing. Very limited water quality data
indicates support for the REC-1 use but uncertainty is very high.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Corte Madera Creek:

e COLD and RARE: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach
during recent surveys (1999-2001) but are most abundant in the upper reach
(upstream of Westridge Bridge). Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed to 400 feet
upstream of Coal Creek during recent surveys (1999-2001); good habitat conditions
and late summer flow; rainbow trout present consistently since late 1970s. Potential
presence of western pond turtle in mid-watershed reaches (Stoecker, 2002).

e PFF: These issues are part of continuing discussions between the residents and
Stanford University (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.5.2 Hamms Gulch (SF/CM-3)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Hamms Gulch:

e COLD and RARE: Steelhead/rainbow trout observed in the lowest 150 feet of this
small stream with good late summer flow during recent surveys (1999-2001)
(Stoecker, 2002).

5.3.5.3 Jones Gulch (SF/CM-4)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Jones Gulch:
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e COLD and RARE: Steelhead/rainbow trout not observed during recent surveys
(1999-2001) but the lower part is likely utilized; small stream with late summer flow
(Stoecker, 2002).

5.3.5.4 Damiani Creek (SF/CM-5)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Damiani Creek:

e COLD and RARE: Steelhead/rainbow trout observed in the lowest 150 feet of this
stream; one of the larger Corte Madera tributaries with late summer flow during
recent surveys (1999-2001) (Stoecker, 2002).

5.3.5.5 Rengstorff Gulch (SF/CM-6)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Rengstorff Gulch:

e COLD and RARE: Steelhead/rainbow trout not observed during recent surveys
(1999-2001) but the lower part is likely utilized at certain times (Stoecker, 2002).

5.3.5.6 Coal Creek (SF/CM-7)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Coal Creek:

e COLD and RARE: Steelhead/rainbow trout observed in the lowest 250 feet of this
stream consistently from 1999-2001; always good late summer flow (Stoecker, 2002).

5.3.6 Alambique Creek (SF/AC-1)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Alambique Creek:
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e COLD and RARE: Good salmonid habitat conditions and late summer flow in the
upper creek (Stoecker, 2002).

537 Sausal Creek Subwatershed

Assessment results for waterbodies in the Sausal Creek subwatershed are discussed by
individual waterbody in this section.

5.3.7.1 Sausal Creek (SF/SC-1)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach with the
exception of the PFF interest, which is partially supported. The limiting factor is a
documented flooding problem at Cooper’s Corner on the Family Farm Road
overcrossing. Creek does not have sufficient flow capacity in the main channel to convey
major flood flows here with the probable cause being residential/urban encroachment into
the stream channel or an undersized stream crossing.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Sausal Creek:

e PFF: These issues are part of continuing discussions between the residents and
Stanford University (Mulvey, pers. comm., 2002).

5.3.7.2 Dennis Martin Creek (SF/SC-2)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach with the
exception of the PFF interest, which is partially supported. The limiting factor is a
documented flooding problem at Cooper’s Corner on the Family Farm Road
overcrossing. Creek does not have sufficient flow capacity in the main channel to convey
major flood flows here with the probable cause being residential/urban encroachment into
the stream channel or an undersized stream crossing. Uncertainty over this is moderately
high.

5.3.7.3 Bull Run Gulch (SF/SC-3)
Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
5.3.7.4 Neils Gulch (SF/SC-4)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.
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5.3.7.5 Bozzo Gulch (SF/SC-5)

Insufficient data were available to assess any of the uses/interests in this reach.

Stakeholder comments have provided the following information regarding use/interest
support in Bozzo Gulch:

e COLD and RARE: Stream becomes dry in summer (Stoecker, 2002).

5.4 Recommendations on Further Data Collection and Analysis

Future data collection in the San Francisquito Creek watershed will depend upon
priorities established by the WMI. Some uses/interests may be prioritized over others,
and this will identify the most important types of data for early collection. Additional
detail regarding data gaps is provided in Appendix C. Also see Chapter 2 for a more
comprehensive discussion of future data collection.

For the five uses/interests studied in the pilot assessment, the following represent the
most significant data gaps:

COLD:

e Recent data on steelhead/trout and indicator macroinvertebrate presence in the Bear
Creek and West Union Creek subwatersheds to facilitate confident findings of
support status for reaches SF/BC-1 through SF/BC-4 and SF/WU-1, 2, 5, and 6

Recent data on steelhead/trout and indicator macroinvertebrate presence for much of
the upper Corte Madera Creek, Sausal Creek, Alambique Creek, and upper Los
Trancos Creek subwatersheds

MUN:

e Drinking water quality data is needed in all reaches, but the focus should be on
reaches from which drinking water supplies are currently being drawn (SF/BC-4)

Y

FF:

e Data on channel capacities in the Bear Creek and West Union Creek subwatersheds
(primarily SF/BC-1 and 2 and SF/WU-1) and the lower reaches of Corte Madera and
Sausal Creeks where property damage is more likely to occur during flooding
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RARE:

e Data on stream- and riparian corridor-dependent special status species presence and
habitat for all of the Corte Madera Creek, Sausal Creek, and Alambique Creek
subwatersheds, as well as for most of the reaches in the West Union Creek and the
Los Trancos Creek subwatersheds

REC-1:
e Water quality data on pathogens (fecal coliform, e.coli) and other parameters of

concern for skin contact should be collected in all reaches where swimming and
wading are most likely to occur

e Though the existing data on aesthetics, access, and water depth should be
supplemented with current information, the priority should be on collecting data
pertaining to the preferred indicators of REC-1 use support so that complete support
statements can be developed for the key recreation-intensive reaches in the watershed
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Appendix 5-A
Pilot Assessment Result Charts

Appendix 5-A contains a series of six tables displaying bar charts which illustrate the
conclusions of the pilot assessment for the San Francisquito Creek watershed. Table 1
summarizes the support status for each of the five beneficial uses/stakeholder interests
within each of the 37 stream reaches in the watershed. Tables 2 through 6 display the
same information, along with the associated uncertainty rating, for each individual
use/interest. In instances where no bar is present above a stream reach identification
code, sufficient data were not available to assess any of the uses/interests for that reach.
A list of stream reaches, waterbodies, and identification codes is located in Appendix 5-
B.

The tables in Appendix 5-A are organized as follows:

Table 1: Overall Support Status by Reach (all uses)

Table 2: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for COLD
Table 3: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for MUN
Table 4: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for PFF
Table 5: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for RARE
Table 6: Support Status and Uncertainty Ratings for REC-1
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Appendix 5-A
Table 1

San Francisquito Watershed
Support by Reach
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uses. Where no bar is present above a reach, sufficient data were not available to assess any of the five
uses.
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Appendix 5-A
Table 2

San Francisquito Watershed
Support and Uncertainty Ratings for COLD
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Appendix 5-A
Table 3

San Francisquito Watershed
Support and Uncertainty Ratings for MUN
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Where no bar is present above a reach, sufficient data were not available to assess the use.
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Appendix 5-A
Table 4

San Francisquito Watershed
Support and Uncertainty Ratings for PFF
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Where no bar is present above a reach, sufficient data were not available to assess the use.
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Appendix 5-A
Table 5

San Francisquito Watershed
Support and Uncertainty Ratings for RARE
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Appendix 5-A
Table 6

San Francisquito Watershed
Support and Uncertainty Ratings for REC-1
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Appendix 5-B
Reach Summary Tables

Appendix 5-B contains a series of tables summarizing the pilot assessment results for all
of the reaches in the San Francisquito Creek watershed where sufficient data existed for
at least one of the five uses/interests. Reaches with insufficient data for all uses/interests
do not have individual tables but are instead compiled and listed on the last page of this
appendix. A listing of all reaches in the watershed and the page number in this appendix
where each reach can be found is provided below.

Reach Waterbody Reach Limits (downstream to upstream) Page |
SF-1 San Francisquito Creek |[San Francisco Bay to U.S. 101 Bridge 1
SF-2 San Francisquito Creek |U.S. 101 to University Avenue ) 5
SF-3 San Francisquito Creek [University Avenue to Sand Hill Road 9
SF-4 San Francisquito Creek |[Sand Hill Road to Los Trancos Creek confluence 13
SF-5 San Francisquito Creek |Los Trancos Creek to Searsville Lake 17
SF/SL Searsville Lake |Entire Reservoir 21
SF/SL-1 |[Westridge Creek ||Entire Creek (tributary to Searsville Lake) 67
SF/LL  |Lake Lagunita |Entire Reservoir 23
SF/BC-1 |Bear Creek Confluence with San Francisquito Creek to 25

confluence with West Union Creek
SF/BC-2 |Dry Creek |Entire Creek 28

Confluence with West Union Creek to Bear Gulch 30
diversion dam

SF/BC-4 |Bear Gulch |Entire Creek above Bear Gulch diversion dam 33

SF/BC-3 ‘|Bear Gulch

SF/WU-1 |West Union Creek ‘Confluence with Bear Gulch/Bear Creek to Huddart 35
Park (confluence with Squealer Gulch)
SF/WU-2 |West Union Creek |[Entire Watershed above Squealer Gulch 38
SF/WU-3 ||Appletree Gulch ||Entire Creek 41
SF/WU-4 |Tripp Gulch |Entire Creek 43
SF/WU-5 |[Squealer Gulch |Entire Creek 45
SF/WU-6 |[McGarvey Gulch |Entire Creek 47
SF/CM-1 |Corte Madera Creek  |Searsville Lake to Hamms Gulch 49
SF/ICM-2 ||C0rte Madera Creek ||[Entire Creek above Hamms Gulch 67
SF/CM-3 |[Hamms Gulch |Entire Creek 67
SF/CM-4 |[Jones Gulch |Entire Creek 67
SF/CM-5 ||Damiani Creek |Entire Creek 67
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SF/FL-2 ||[Felt Lake Diversion
channel

SFICM-6 |Rengstorff Gulch |Entire Creek 67

SF/CM-7 |[Coal Creek [Entire Creek 67

SF/AC-1 |[Alambique Creek Terminus near wetlands above Searsville Lake to 67
source

SF/SC-1 |Sausal Creek Terminus near wetlands above Searsville Lake to 52
source

SF/SC-2 ||Dennis Martin Creek ||[Entire Creek 55

SF/SC-3 ||Bull Run Gulch |Entire Creek 67

SF/SC-4 |Neils Gulch |Entire Creek 67

SF/SC-5 |[Bozzo Gulch |Entire Creek 67

SF/LT-1 ‘|Los Trancos Creek ‘San Francisquito Creek confluence to confluence 58

ith Buckeye Creek in Palo Alto

SF/LT-2 ‘|Los Trancos Creek Entire Creek above confluence with Buckeye Creek 62
in Palo Alto

SF/LT-3 |Buckeye Creek |Entire Creek 65

SF/FL-1 ‘|Return channel from  |[Entire Channel 67

Felt Lake

SF/FL  |Felt Lake |Entire Reservoir 67

Entire Channel 67
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-1 Reach Length (miles): 1.49
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): San Francisco Bay to U.S. 101 Bridge Flow Regime: Tidal
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
CoLD Insufficient on Poor Instream spawning habitat, D0042 Unable to Determine N/A  This reach is an important migratory route for
primary indicators; riparian vegetation, fish anadromous fish, although the reach is probably too
some limited data assemblage, flow, barriers, warm for steelhead; insufficient data is available to
on secondary macroinvertebrates, instream determine rearing; no reach-specific data on primary
habitat indicators rearing habitat, stream type, indicators (cold water dependent fish species
but not sufficient temperature, turbidity, presence, temperature, macroinvertebrates) is
for support dissolved oxygen, channel available; very limited reach-specific data on two
statement substrate, streambank secondary indicators indicates that criteria for
erosion potential support are not met within reach, but data is not

sufficient for support statement

D0101
D0103
D0104
D0459
D0602
D0609
D0620

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout were not observed during recent (1999-2001) surveys but this reach is an important acclimation zone for smolts and migrating adult
steelhead.
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, chlordane,
copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = fish assemblage, macro-invertebrate data. Secondary Indicators = temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, channel substrate, altered channel
materials and dimensions, water depths and velocities.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-1 Reach Length (miles): 1.49
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): San Francisco Bay to U.S. 101 Bridge Flow Regime: Tidal
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Non Support A Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); because of this, it was not necessary to
review other data sets on secondary indicators;
D0638 and stakeholder input contain information on
this reach of San Francisquito Creek that overtopped
in the February 2-3, 1998 flood event, which was
estimated between 6,500 to 8,000 cfs, which is
equivalent to a 100 -year event.

D0216
D0311
D0321
D0322
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0559
D0583
D0586
D0587
D0589
D0609
D0620
D0621
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-1 Reach Length (miles): 1.49
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): San Francisco Bay to U.S. 101 Bridge Flow Regime: Tidal
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0638 Non Support A  Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); because of this, it was not necessary to
review other data sets on secondary indicators;
D0638 and stakeholder input contain information on
this reach of San Francisquito Creek that overtopped
in the February 2-3, 1998 flood event, which was
estimated between 6,500 to 8,000 cfs, which is
equivalent to a 100 -year event.

L ocal Knowledge Comments: The February 1998 flood event was estimated at between 6,500 and 8,000 cfs, which is within the range of the 100-year flow estimates of both FEMA (7,860
cfs) and USGS (6,925 cfs); the San Francisquito Creek JPA is funding an interim flood control project to restore the levees downstream of U.S. 101 to their
original design height because of existing creek capacity deficiencies; the SCVWD has recently completed development of an updated hydraulic model that
documents the inadequacy of the reaches' flood-carrying capacity; flood problems in SF-1 would be worse if water did not overtop and exit the creek upstream
in SF-3 during severe storms and capacity in SF-1 will need to be increased if SF-3 is improved to allow passage of additional flow; continuing build-up of
sediment is incrementally decreasing flow capacity in SF-1. The JPA has recently received approval from Congress for an Army COE Reconaissance Study.

Limiting Factor(s): This reach overtopped in the February 2-3, 1998 flood event which was equivalent to a 100-year event

Suspected Cause(s): Creek does not have sufficient flow capacity in the main channel to convey major flood flows; probable cause is disconnection of main channel from natural floodplain
(levees, urban development, etc.).

Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0101  Full Support A Full support based on breeding clapper rail, breeding
observations salt marsh harvest mice, breeding salt common

yellowthroat, yellow rumped warblers (Note: data
shows SF gartersnake and yellow rumped warbler
present on creek but is not reach specific)

DoO111
D0112
D0459
D0609
D0620
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-1 Reach Length (miles): 1.49
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): San Francisco Bay to U.S. 101 Bridge Flow Regime: Tidal
Channel Type(s): Earthen levee Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

Local Knowledge Comments: Fieldwork associated with the sediment TMDL by the JPA and complementary habitat assessment by SCVWD will enable refinement of the RARE assessment
through several reaches of the SFC watershed. Steelhead/rainbow trout were not observed during recent (1999-2001) surveys but this reach is an important
acclimation zone for smolts and migrating adult steelhead.

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = habitat requirments for individual special status species.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Poor Aesthetics (trash, algae), D0042 Non-Support for tertiary D  No data sets are available on the primary, secondary

primary or access indicator; no support statement indicators; limited support statement was developed
secondary is able to be made for primary based ONLY on tertiary indicator; data sets D0042
indicators; limited and secondary indicators and D0620 provided limited data, some of which is
data on tertiary quite dated; high level of uncertainty regarding this
indicator reach
(aesthetics/access)

D0452

D0620

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Presence of trash and algae in reach; poor/limited accessibility to stream
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-2 Reach Length (miles): 1.01
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): U.S. 101 to University Avenue Flow Regime: Ephemeral
Channel Type(s): Rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
CoLD Insufficient on Fair instream rearing habitat, D0101 Non Support A Primary consideration is that the reach is dry during
primary indicators instream rearing (location and most summers and cannot therefore support cold
(some limited flow extent), stream type, channel water dependent fish habitat
data but no good substrate, riparian
temperature, fish vegetation, physical barriers,
assemblage, or temperature, turbidity,
macroinvertebrate dissolved oxygen, instream
data); sufficient spawning habitat, fish
on secondary assemblage

habitat indicators

D0102
D0103
D0104
D0311
D0312
D0459
D0462
D0602
D0609
D0612
D0620

Local Knowledge Comments: These findings are an artifact of a methodology that presupposes that all four beneficial uses apply to all reaches. The Clarke St. barrier was notched by the
San Francisquito Watershed Council and is no longer considered a significant problem. Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed from 300 feet upstream of US
101 to University Avenue in 1999-2001 (juveniles during out-migration).

Limiting Factor(s): Stream goes dry in most summers - reach is ephemeral; poor spawning habitat; barriers to fish migration

Suspected Cause(s): Low streamflows from upstream are lost to percolation and riparian vegetation use before they get to this reach in summer.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macro-invertebrate data. Secondary Indicators = TSS, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, shaded riverine aquatic habitat,
water depths and velocities, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity, altered channel materials and dimensions.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Limited but Good Selenium, mercury, fecal D0233 Non Support D  Datais from 1994 and 1995, only six sample dates
sufficient coliform, DDT, dieldrin in entire data set with minimal exceedances
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-2 Reach Length (miles): 1.01
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): U.S. 101 to University Avenue Flow Regime: Ephemeral
Channel Type(s): Rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  Selenium, mercury

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, diazinon, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Non Support A Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); data set D0638 and stakeholder input suggest
that this reach can not convey 100- year flood flows

D0216

D0311

D0321

D0322

D0323

D0324

D0325

D0326

D0380

D0559

D0583

D0586

D0587

D0589

D0609

D0620

D0621

D0638
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-2 Reach Length (miles): 1.01
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): U.S. 101 to University Avenue Flow Regime: Ephemeral
Channel Type(s): Rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Local Knowledge Comments: The February 1998 flood event was estimated at between 6,500 and 8,000 cfs, which is within the range of the 100-year flow estimates of both FEMA (7,860
cfs) and USGS (6,925 cfs); in the lower part of SF-2, flood protection is provided by a "temporary" flood wall of questionable integrity - a portion of this wall is
proposed to be replaced as part of the JPA's levee restoration project; flood problems in SF-2 would be worse if water did not overtop and exit the creek
upstream in SF-3 during severe storms and capacity in SF-2 will need to be increased if SF-3 is improved to allow passage of additional flow. The JPA has
recently received approval from Congress for an Army COE Reconaissance Study.

Limiting Factor(s): Not able to convey 100-year flood flows

Suspected Cause(s): Creek does not have sufficient flow capacity in the main channel to convey major flood flows; probable cause is disconnection of main channel from natural floodplain
(levees, urban development, etc.).

Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Fair Special status species D0111 Full Support C  Full support based on salt marsh harvest mice
observations presence
D0459
D0609
D0620

Local Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed from 300 feet upstream of US 101 to University Avenue in 1999-2001 (juveniles during out-migration).
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = special status species.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Poor Aesthetics (trash, algae), D0042 Non-Support for tertiary C No data sets are available on the primary, secondary

primary or access indicator; no support statement indicators; limited support statement was developed
secondary is able to be made for primary based ONLY on tertiary indicator; data sets D0042
indicators; limited and secondary indicators and D0620 provided limited data, some of which is
data on tertiary quite dated; high level of uncertainty regarding this
indicator reach
(aesthetics/access)

D0452

D0620
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Watershed: San Francisquito
Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-2 Reach Length (miles): 1.01
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): U.S. 101 to University Avenue Flow Regime: Ephemeral

Channel Type(s): Rock-lined, concrete-lined Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  Presence of trash and algae in reach; poor/limited accessibility to stream
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-3 Reach Length (miles): 4.41
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): University Avenue to Sand Hill Road Flow Regime:  Ephemeral to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
CoLD Sufficient on Fair Instream rearing habitat, D0101 Partial Support C  Pools present in this reach during most summers; the

primary indicators instream rearing (location and reach met the insect criteria during a very wet year
(macroinvertebrate extent), stream type, channel (1998); documented steelhead occurances within
s, fish substrate, riparian reach; no good reach-specific temperature data leads
assemblage); vegetation, physical barriers, to high uncertainty; fish data in reach SF-4
additional data on temperature, turbidity, upstream indicates declining suitability downstream;
secondary habitat dissolved oxygen, instream COLD support in reach SF-3 is probably marginal
indicators spawning habitat, fish even in wet years

assemblage, streambank
erosion potential,
macroinvertebrates

D0102
D0103
D0104
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0457
D0459
D0464
D0602
D0609
D0612
D0620
D0624
D0625

Local Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent (1999-2001) surveys (juveniles during out-migration).
Limiting Factor(s): Reach is dry or intermittent during average or dry years
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, altered channel materials, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT,
diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = temperature, dissolved oxygen, turbidity.
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-3 Reach Length (miles): 4.41
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): University Avenue to Sand Hill Road Flow Regime: Ephemeral to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Limited but Fair Nitrate, turbidity, fecal D0233 Non Support D Limited data on 4 of 16 parameters; high uncertainty
sufficient coliform, dieldrin, DDT due to lack of data on most parameters
D0578

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Fecal coliform, dieldrin, DDT

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform (wet weather), turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT (wet weather), diazinon, dieldrin (wet weather), dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium,
mercury, nickel, TDS

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Non Support A (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); data set D0638 and stakeholder input suggest
that this reach can not convey 100 -year flood
flows; (2) this reach supports PFF except for two
critical urban reaches: Chaucer to Middlefield
(SCVWD stationing #17700 to 22075) and Middlefield
to Waverley (22175 to 25400) that cannot pass the
1% flood

D0216

D0311

D0321

D0322

D0323

D0324

D0325

D0326

D0380

D0455

D0559

D0583
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-3 Reach Length (miles): 4.41
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): University Avenue to Sand Hill Road Flow Regime: Ephemeral to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
PFF Sufficient Good Channel capacity, design flow D0586 Non Support A (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); data set D0638 and stakeholder input suggest
that this reach can not convey 100 -year flood
flows; (2) this reach supports PFF except for two
critical urban reaches: Chaucer to Middlefield
(SCVWD stationing #17700 to 22075) and Middlefield
to Waverley (22175 to 25400) that cannot pass the
1% flood

D0587

D0589

D0609

D0620

D0621

D0638

L ocal Knowledge Comments: The upper end of this reach will vary depending on the year (dry, wet, normal) with the limit of streamflow. Future analyses should consider splitting this reach
into different segments corresponding to amount or type of streamflow and location of perennial pools. The JPA has recently received approval from
Congress for an Army COE Reconaissance Study.

Limiting Factor(s): Adequate channel capacity to convey the expected 100-year flow does not exist within two sections of this reach; land uses adjacent to the stream within the flood zone
consist of urban commercial and residential

Suspected Cause(s): (a) Creek may not have sufficient channel capacity to convey flood flows and/or (b) encroachment of urban commercial and residential development into the natural
channel floodplain. Problem segments are from Chaucer to Middlefield (SCVWD stationing #17700 to 22075) and Middlefield to Waverley (22175 to 25400).

Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Limited data Fair Special status species D0106 Potential Support D  Potential support based on western pond turtle; not
observations enough data to indicate full support (regular
reproducing population)
DO0111
D0459
D0609
D0620
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-3 Reach Length (miles): 4.41
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): University Avenue to Sand Hill Road Flow Regime: Ephemeral to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Modified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Local Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent (1999-2001) surveys (juveniles during out-migration).
Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirments.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Fair Aesthetics (trash, algae), D0039 Partial support for tertiary C No data sets are available on the primary, secondary

primary or access, water depth indicator; no support statement indicators; limited support statement was developed
secondary is able to be made for primary based ONLY on tertiary indicator; data sets D0039,
indicators; limited and secondary indicators D0042, D0578, and D0620 provided limited data,
data on tertiary some of which is quite dated; high level of
indicator uncertainty regarding this reach; poor aesthetics were
(aesthetics/access) noted; access appears to be available

D0042

D0578

D0620

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Presence of trash and algae in reach
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

WAR Chapter 5 - Draft B - Appendix 5-B
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Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek

Watershed: San Francisquito
Reach: SF-4

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Sand Hill Road to Los Trancos Creek confluence

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified

Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality

COoLD Sufficient on Fair
primary indicators
(macroinvertebrate
s, temperature,
fish assemblage);
additional data on
secondary habitat
indicators

WAR Chapter 5 - Draft B - Appendix 5-B

Criteria Used

Fish assemblage, dissolved
oxygen, instream rearing
habitat, instream rearing
(location and extent), stream
type, channel substrate,
riparian vegetation, physical
barriers, temperature,
turbidity, instream spawning
habitat, macroinvertebrates,
flow

Reach Length (miles): 1.57

Flow Regime:  Perennial

Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Data Sets Used Support Status

D0020 Partial Support

D0040
D0101
D0102
D0103
D0104
D0311
D0312
D0315
D0438
D0451
D0459
D0461
D0462
D0464
D0556
D0578
D0582
D0602
D0609
D0612
D0616
D0618
D0620

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
B  Pools present at lower end of reach during most

summers; steelhead regularly present in the reach
downstream to the USGS gage though there is a
general decline in abundance downstream within the
reach; temperature meets criteria; insect criteria were
not met at a downstream site within the reach in
1998 (very wet year)
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-4 Reach Length (miles): 1.57
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Sand Hill Road to Los Trancos Creek confluence Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
CoLD Sufficient on Fair Fish assemblage, dissolved D0625 Partial Support B  Pools present at lower end of reach during most
primary indicators oxygen, instream rearing summers; steelhead regularly present in the reach
(macroinvertebrate habitat, instream rearing downstream to the USGS gage though there is a
s, temperature, (location and extent), stream general decline in abundance downstream within the
fish assemblage); type, channel substrate, reach; temperature meets criteria; insect criteria were
additional data on riparian vegetation, physical not met at a downstream site within the reach in
secondary habitat barriers, temperature, 1998 (very wet year)
indicators turbidity, instream spawning
habitat, macroinvertebrates,
flow

Local Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent (1999-2001) surveys (juveniles during out-migration and over-summering).
Limiting Factor(s): Low streamflows and scarce riffles inhibit insect production within this reach

Suspected Cause(s): Low streamflows in reach, which decline or are absent in the lower portion of the reach. Substrate quality and stream gradient decline downstream within the reach,
reducing riffle quantity and quality. Groundwater pumping may be aggravating naturally dry watershed conditions.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, altered channel materials, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB,
selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = temperature, instream spawning habitat.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity, selenium, D0102 Partial Support C 9 of 16 data types present; no QA/QC for one major
mercury, nickel, nitrate, data set; uncertainty over dry/wet weather sampling
copper, nitrite, chlorpyrifos, (no information provided in most data sets); no data
diazinon available on remaining data types
DO0554
D0556
D0578

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  Turbidity during wet season and to a small degree during dry season (exceeds primary but not secondary MCL by small amount)
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, chlordane, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, PCB

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Sand Hill Road to Los Trancos Creek confluence

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified

PFF Sufficient Good

Reach: SF-4

Reach Length (miles): 1.57
Flow Regime:  Perennial

Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Full Support

D0311
D0321
D0323
D0324
D0325
D0326
D0380
D0559
D0586
D0587
D0589
D0609
D0620
D0621

A

Local Knowledge Comments: The lower end of this reach will vary depending on the year (dry, wet, normal) with the limit of streamflow.

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Use/Interest  Data Quantity Data Quality
RARE Sufficient Good

WAR Chapter 5 - Draft B - Appendix 5-B

Criteria Used

Special status species
observations; Habitat

Data Sets Used Support Status
D0111 Full Support

D0459
D0602
D0609
D0618

Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the
direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
flows); because of this, it was not necessary to
review other data sets on secondary indicators

Uncertainty
Level Assessment Comments
B Full support based on steelhead and habitat

description; additional potential support status based

on western pond turtle and red legged frog

Page 15



Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-4 Reach Length (miles): 1.57
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Sand Hill Road to Los Trancos Creek confluence Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0620 Full Support B  Full support based on steelhead and habitat
observations; Habitat description; additional potential support status based

on western pond turtle and red legged frog

Local Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent (1999-2001) surveys (juveniles during out-migration and over-summering).
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = habitat requirments for individual special status species.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Good Aesthetics (trash, algae), D0039 Full support on secondary D  No data sets are available on the primary indicators;
primary indicator; access, water depth, some indicator but with high limited support statement was developed based
limited data on constituents uncertainty due to limited data; ONLY on secondary and tertiary indicators; data
secondary partial support on tertiary sets D0556 on secondary indicator and D0039,
indicator (2 of 9 indicator; no support statement D0042, D0101, D0102, D0303, D0618, and D0620 on
parameters); data is able to be made for primary tertiary indicator provided limited data; high level of
on tertiary indicator uncertainty regarding this reach due to lack of data
indicators present on most water quality parameters; good aesthetics
and water depth were noted; access appears to be
limited

D0042

D0101

D0102

D0383

D0463

D0556

D0618

D0620
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-4 Reach Length (miles): 1.57
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Sand Hill Road to Los Trancos Creek confluence Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Urban

Local Knowledge Comments: Well permit data for the watershed have been obtained as a follow-up to concerns about base flow depletion raised by the recent Regional Board draft report on
the South Bay Groundwater Basins (January 2002).

Limiting Factor(s): Limited public access

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-5 Reach Length (miles): 3.86

Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Los Trancos Creek to Searsville Lake Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
CoLD Sufficient on Good Fish assemblage, dissolved D0020 Full Support A  Steelhead regularly present; two of four sites met
primary indicators; oxygen, instream rearing insect criteria in 1998; most sites met criteria in
additional data on habitat, stream type, channel 1993; low summer streamflows (with portions being

secondary habitat substrate, riparian vegetation, intermittent) may affect level of COLD support in
indicators physical barriers, this reach during some years

temperature, turbidity,

instream spawning habitat,

macroinvertebrates, mercury,

PCBs
D0040
D0101
D0103
D0104
D0438
D0451
D0459
D0461
D0556
D0578
D0602
D0612
D0615
D0616
D0618
D0625

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent (1999-2001) surveys (observed 29-inch long steelhead attempting to jump Searsville
Dam in 1991).

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Secondary Indicators = TSS, width to depth ratio, altered channel materials, instream spawning habitat, instream rearing habitat, chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxin,
selenium.
Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = turbidity, physical barriers to migration.
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-5 Reach Length (miles): 3.86
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Los Trancos Creek to Searsville Lake Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity, selenium, D0101 Non Support B 12 of 16 data types present; no QA/QC for one
mercury, nickel, nitrate, major data set; some uncertainty over dry/wet
copper, nitrite, chlorpyrifos, weather sampling (no information provided in most
diazinon, fecal coliform, data sets); no data available on remaining data types
dieldrin, DDT
D0233
D0554
D0556
D0578
D0582

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s):  TDS in summer; turbidity in winter; fecal coliform, DDT, dieldrin

Suspected Cause(s): High TDS due to groundwater sources to streams in summer. Turbidity due to erosion (stream or rill) during winter storms. Uncertain regarding fecal coliform, DDT, and
dieldrin.

Data Gap(s) - No Data: Chlordane, dioxin, MTBE, PCB
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Sufficient with Good for lower Channel capacity, design flow D0102 Full Support Afor (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the

higher uncertainty section; fair for for lower section of reach; lower direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood

for upper portion  upper section conclulsions regarding portion flows) for the lower part of the reach (up to a point

of reach channel capacity based on of 1200 feet upstream of 1-280); no data on the primary
historic flooding, but no direct reach; indicator was available for the upper portion of the
measurement for upper C for reach; (2) D0102 provides channel cross sections but
section of reach upper existing and 100-year flow data is unavailable so

portion existing and design flows cannot be calculated in
order to assess the primary indicator; (3) D0602
contains a qualitative conclusion that the upper part
of the reach can convey the 100-year flow and
provides a cross-section at a point in this segment to
illustrate that the channel has been able to convey
historic flows up to the 75-year event

D0216
D0380
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-5 Reach Length (miles): 3.86
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Los Trancos Creek to Searsville Lake Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF Sufficient with Good for lower Channel capacity, design flow D0559  Full Support Afor (1) Data sets D0380 and D0559 provide data on the
higher uncertainty section; fair for for lower section of reach; lower direct indicator (ability to convey 100-year flood
for upper portion  upper section conclulsions regarding portion flows) for the lower part of the reach (up to a point
of reach channel capacity based on of 1200 feet upstream of 1-280); no data on the primary
historic flooding, but no direct reach; indicator was available for the upper portion of the
measurement for upper C for reach; (2) D0102 provides channel cross sections but
section of reach upper existing and 100-year flow data is unavailable so

portion existing and design flows cannot be calculated in
order to assess the primary indicator; (3) D0602
contains a qualitative conclusion that the upper part
of the reach can convey the 100-year flow and
provides a cross-section at a point in this segment to
illustrate that the channel has been able to convey
historic flows up to the 75-year event

D0602

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = channel capacity, estimated 100 year flood flow. Secondary Indicators = historical flooding.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments

RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0106 Full Support A Full support based on steelhead and red legged frog;
observations additional potential support for western pond turtle
DO0111
D0459
D0465
D0602
D0609
D0618
D0620
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: San Francisquito Creek Reach: SF-5 Reach Length (miles): 3.86
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Los Trancos Creek to Searsville Lake Flow Regime:  Perennial to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Potential presence of western pond turtle in mid-watershed reaches; steelhead observed during recent surveys
Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = habitat requirments for individual special status species.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments

REC-1 No data on Fair Access, aesthetics (trash, D0039 Full support on secondary D  No data sets are available on the primary indicators;
primary indicator; algae), flow (depth), copper, indicator but with high limited support statement was developed based
limited data on mercury, nickel uncertainty due to limited data; ONLY on secondary and tertiary indicators; data
secondary partial support on tertiary sets D0556 on secondary indicator and D0039,
indicator (3 of 9 indicator; no support statement D0042, D0101, D0102, D0383, D0452, D0463, and
parameters); data is able to be made for primary D0618 on tertiary indicator provided limited data; high
on tertiary indicator level of uncertainty regarding this reach due to lack
indicators present of data on most water quality parameters; generally

good water depth was noted; access appears to be
limited; algae present

D0042

D0101

D0102

D0383

D0452

D0463

D0556

D0614

D0618

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): Limited public access; presence of algae
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Searsville Lake Reach: SF/SL Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on primary or secondary
sets indicators; reach is a shallow, warm-water reservoir

Local Knowledge Comments: Lake may be too small to support trout during the warm, late summer period. No steelhead/rainbow trout were observed during recent (1999-2001) surveys;
exotic species appear to dominate, prey on native salmonids, spread downstream.

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Stanford University historically used water from Searsville for irrigation and groundwater recharge for non-potable supply wells. Data from Stanford were not
made available to the assessment team.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments

PFF No data on Fair Flood protection D0602 Non Support C  Conclusion of report from 1956 is that Searsville
primary indicator Lake/dam has no value as a flood control facility;
(reservoir storage capacity is limited and normal operation
capacity, 100-year requires that the lake be filled to capacity; conclusion
flood volume); reconfirmed by 2001 sediment impact study;
data on secondary Stakeholder comment: The capacity of Searsville
indicator (utility of Lake is shrinking due to the continual trapping of
facility for flood sediment behind the dam.

protection) available

D0621
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Searsville Lake Reach: SF/SL Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

L ocal Knowledge Comments: The capacity of Searsville Lake is shrinking due to the continual trapping of sediment behind the dam. Studies are also currently underway about options to
address the continuing siltation of Searsville Lake as only about twelve feet of freeboard now remain at the 64-foot high 110-year old dam.

Limiting Factor(s): Limited storage capacity and high water level

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Limited data Poor Special status species D0111 Potential Support D  Potential support based on 1941 Western leatherwood
observations data; no recent data to support a finding of full
support.
L ocal Knowledge Comments: No steelhead/rainbow trout were observed during recent (1999-2001) surveys; exotic species appear to dominate, prey on native salmonids, spread
downstream.
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):
Data Gap(s) - No Data:
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Fair Access D0614 Full Support for tertiary C No data sets are available on the primary, secondary
primary or indicator (access); no support indicators; limited support statement was developed
secondary statement is able to be made based ONLY on tertiary indicator; data set D0614
indicators; limited for primary and secondary provided general accessibility data
data on tertiary indicators
indicator
(aesthetics/access)

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Data from Stanford concerning recreational uses were not made available to the assessment team.
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Lake Lagunita Reach: SF/LL Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COLD None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on primary or secondary indicators
sets

Local Knowledge Comments: No steelhead/rainbow trout were observed during recent (1999-2001) surveys; an adult steelhead was caught here (likely from diversion on SF Creek) in the
early 1970s

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = fish assemblage, macro-invertebrate data. Secondary Indicators = temperature, dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel
substrate, streambank erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, altered channel materials, instream spawning habitat, instream

rearing habitat, shaded riverine aquatic habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, physical barriers to migration, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT,
diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

Local Knowledge Comments: Stanford University uses water from Lagunita for irrigation and groundwater recharge for non-potable supply wells. Data from Stanford were not made
available to the assessment team.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Lake Lagunita Reach: SF/LL Reach Length (miles):
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Reservoir Flow Regime: Reservoir
Channel Type(s): N/A Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100 year flood flow, design channel capacity. Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0111 Full Support A Full support based on California tiger salamander
observations presence; additional potential support based on

western pond turtle presence
D0112

L ocal Knowledge Comments: No steelhead/rainbow trout were observed during recent (1999-2001) surveys; an adult steelhead was caught here (likely from diversion on SF Creek) in the
early 1970s

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirments for individual special status species.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on primary, secondary, or tertiary
sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Data from Stanford concerning recreational uses were not made available to the assessment team.
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito
Waterbody: Bear Creek Reach: SF/BC-1 Reach Length (miles): 2.53
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Confluence with San Francisquito Creek to confluence with West Union Creek Flow Regime:  Perennial

Channel Type(s):  Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
CoLD Sufficient on Good Fish assemblage, flow, D0020 Partial Support A Probably full support but no macroinvertebrate data
primary indicators, temperature, physical is available for this reach
additional data on barriers, mercury
secondary habitat
indicators
available
D0036
D0457
D0461
D0462
D0466
D0556
D0612
D0617
D0618

L ocal Knowledge Comments: The Watershed Council has been awarded a grant by the California Department of Fish and Game to remediate two of the three Bear Creek high priority sites
identified in the report “Adult Steelhead Passage in the Bear Creek Watershed” (Bear dams #1 and #3). The third high priority barrier is Woodside’s bridge apron
(#10) at the Fox Hollow Road crossing. Woodside has no capital improvement scheduled, so the Steelhead Taskforce will evaluate an alternative of a series
of weirs downstream of the bridge. Steelhead/rainbow trout were observed throughout this reach during recent surveys (1999-2001); two steelhead (27- and 30-
inch) were observed in 1995 and 1998.

Limiting Factor(s): Low summer streamflows and the presence of a fish passage barrier

Suspected Cause(s): Low summer streamflows, with portions of the channel intermittent in drier years. Channel is well-shaded, and summer water temperatures should be cool. Private
groundwater pumping may be impacting summer streamflows in a naturally relatively dry watershed.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macro-invertebrate data. Secondary Indicators = dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank erosion
potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, altered channel materials, instream spawning habitat, instream rearing habitat, shaded riverine
aquatic habitat, riparian vegetation, chlordane, diazinon, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN Sufficient Fair TDS, turbidity, selenium, D0101 Partial Support C 9 of 16 data types present; no QA/QC for one major
mercury, nickel, copper, data set; some uncertainty over dry/wet weather
nitrite, chlorpyrifos, diazinon sampling (no information provided in most data sets);

no data available on remaining data types

D0556
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Watershed: San Francisquito
Waterbody: Bear Creek Reach: SF/BC-1 Reach Length (miles): 2.53
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Confluence with San Francisquito Creek to confluence with West Union Creek Flow Regime:  Perennial

Channel Type(s):  Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  Turbidity during the winter months exceeds secondary MCL criteria (most samples exceed primary MCL)
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, chlordane, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, PCB, selenium

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Turbidity, copper, chlorpyrifos, nitrate, mercury, nickel, TDS

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF Not Sufficient Fair Channel cross sections, bank D0102 Unable to Determine N/A  D0102 provides channel cross sections but existing
characteristics and 100-year flow data is unavailable so existing and

design flows cannot be calculated in order to assess
the primary indicator

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100 year flood flow, design channel capacity. Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0602  Full Support A Full support based on steelhead presence
observations; Habitat
D0617
D0618
D0620

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Potential presence of western pond turtle in mid-watershed reaches; steelhead observed during recent surveys
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito
Waterbody: Bear Creek Reach: SF/BC-1 Reach Length (miles): 2.53
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Confluence with San Francisquito Creek to confluence with West Union Creek Flow Regime:  Perennial

Channel Type(s):  Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Fair Access, flow (depth), copper, D0038 Non Support on secondary D  No data sets are available on the primary indicators;
primary indicator; mercury, nickel indicator but with high limited support statement was developed based
limited data on uncertainty due to limited data; ONLY on secondary and tertiary indicators; data
secondary Full Support on tertiary sets D0556 on secondary indicator and D0038,
indicator (3 of 9 indicator (flow); no support D0102, D0463, and D0618 on tertiary indicator
parameters); data statement is able to be made provided limited data; high level of uncertainty
on tertiary for primary indicator regarding this reach due to lack of data on most
indicators present water quality parameters; generally good water depth
was noted
D0102
D0463
D0556
D0618

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Well permit data for the watershed have been obtained as a follow-up to concerns about base flow depletion raised by the recent Regional Board draft report on
the South Bay Groundwater Basins (January 2002).

Limiting Factor(s): Mercury concentration exceeds criteria
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Dry Creek Reach: SF/BC-2 Reach Length (miles): 2.23
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Ephemeral to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
CoLD Sufficient on Good Fish assemblage, physical D0438 Partial Support A Juvenile steelhead sometimes present in early
primary indicators, barriers summer but this reach is dry by end of summer for
additional data on all but the wettest years; no macroinvertebrate data
secondary habitat available
indicators
available
D0617

Local Knowledge Comments: At the time fieldwork was done for the steelhead passage report, landowner permissions were not obtained for access to Dry Creek. Juvenile
steelhead/rainbow trout were present 50 feet upstream of the Woodside Road crossing in 1999.

Limiting Factor(s): Reach is ephemeral; barriers
Suspected Cause(s): Small, dry watershed, with substrate dominated by sand. Unlikely to support significant steelhead rearing, though some juvenile presence has been noted, even in wet
years due to lack of surface flow by fall. This is a case where the limiting factors are primarily natural.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macro-invertebrate data. Secondary Indicators = temperature, dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, altered channel materials, instream spawning habitat, instream rearing habitat, shaded
riverine aquatic habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury,

nickel.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Dry Creek Reach: SF/BC-2 Reach Length (miles): 2.23
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek Flow Regime: Ephemeral to Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100 year flood flow, design channel capacity. Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available

Sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Juvenile steelhead/rainbow trout were present 50 feet upstream of the Woodside Road crossing in 1999.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species, special status species. Secondary Indicators = habitat requirments for individual special status species.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on primary, secondary, or tertiary
sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Bear Guich Reach: SF/BC-3 Reach Length (miles): 0.89
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Confluence with West Union Creek to Bear Gulch diversion dam Flow Regime:  Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
CoLD Sufficient on Good Fish assemblage, physical D0020 Partial Support A Lack of macroinvertebrate data; much of reach is
primary indicators, barriers ephemeral or intermittent; steelhead present in
additional data on portions of reach during wet years
secondary habitat
indicators
available
D0438
D0462
D0466
D0617

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Discussions with Cal Water about the Bear Gulch Diversion Dam are being explored by the Watershed Council, the California Department of Fish and Game
and the Department of Water Resources. The dam is considered a high priority for remediation. Steelhead/rainbow trout present throughout reach during
recent (1999-2001) surveys; a 31-inch steelhead was relocated from downstream of the SR 84 culvert in June of 1999 - important habitat.

Limiting Factor(s): Low summer stream flow
Suspected Cause(s): Low summer streamflows, with portions of the channel intermittent in drier years. Channel is well-shaded, and summer water temperatures should be cool. Private
groundwater pumping may be impacting summer streamflows in a naturally relatively dry watershed. Major diversion for domestic water upstream reduces streamflows.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macro-invertebrate data. Secondary Indicators = temperature, dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, altered channel materials, instream spawning habitat, instream rearing habitat, shaded
riverine aquatic habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury,

nickel.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Data from Cal Water were not available for use in the assessment.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Bear Guich Reach: SF/BC-3 Reach Length (miles): 0.89
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Confluence with West Union Creek to Bear Gulch diversion dam Flow Regime:  Intermittent
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
PFF None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100 year flood flow, design channel capacity. Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertaint
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level g Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Good Special status species D0457  Full Support B Full support based on steelhead habitat and presence
observations; Habitat
D0602
D0617

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout present throughout reach during recent (1999-2001) surveys; a 31-inch steelhead was relocated from downstream of the SR 84 culvert
in June of 1999 - important habitat.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Poor Aesthetics (trash, algae), flow D0452 Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on primary or secondary
primary or (depth) indicators; limited data on tertiary indicators is too
secondary isolated to be used as the basis for a support
indicators; statement
insufficient data
on tertiary

indicators present
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Watershed: San Francisquito
Waterbody: Bear Guich Reach: SF/BC-3 Reach Length (miles): 0.89
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Confluence with West Union Creek to Bear Gulch diversion dam Flow Regime:  Intermittent

Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Bear Guich Reach: SF/BC-4 Reach Length (miles): 3.20
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek above Bear Gulch diversion dam Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
CoLD Sufficient on Good Fish assemblage D0438 Partial Support B  Probably full support but lacks macroinvertebrate
primary indicators, data to make this determination; resident rainbow
additional data on trout present
secondary habitat
indicators
available
D0466
D0617

L ocal Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout present from the diversion dam upstream 0.4 miles to natural falls; this reach has some of the best salmonid habitat in the watershed
with good summer flow but much is inaccessible to steelhead.

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s): Cool, relatively abundant summer streamflows. Probably fully supports use.

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = macro-invertebrate data. Secondary Indicators = temperature, dissolved oxygen, TSS, turbidity, stream type, channel substrate, streambank
erosion potential, width to depth ratio, bankfull, stage, discharge and width, altered channel materials, instream spawning habitat, instream rearing habitat, shaded
riverine aquatic habitat, riparian vegetation, water depths and velocities, physical barriers to migration, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin,
dioxin, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel.

Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
MUN None N/A N/A No data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available for either wet or dry weather

sets

L ocal Knowledge Comments: The Bear Guich diversion dam provides water to a municipal drinking water supply owned by California Water Service; this water is blended with other sources
and treated prior to being delivered to consumers

Limiting Factor(s): None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Fecal coliform, turbidity, chlordane, copper, chlorpyrifos, DDT, diazinon, dieldrin, dioxin, MTBE, nitrate, PCB, selenium, mercury, nickel, TDS
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
PFF None N/A N/A No Data Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on either primary or secondary
Sets indicators
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: Bear Guich Reach: SF/BC-4 Reach Length (miles): 3.20
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Entire Creek above Bear Gulch diversion dam Flow Regime:  Perennial
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Rural

L ocal Knowledge Comments:

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = estimated 100 year flood flow, design channel capacity. Secondary Indicators = historical flooding occurrence information.
Fair/Poor Quality Data:

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
RARE Sufficient Fair Special status species D0602  Full Support C  Full support due to steelhead habitat and presence

observations; Habitat
D0617

Local Knowledge Comments: Steelhead/rainbow trout present from the diversion dam upstream 0.4 miles to natural falls; this reach has some of the best salmonid habitat in the watershed
with good summer flow but much is inaccessible to steelhead.

Limiting Factor(s):  None Identified

Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:  Primary Indicators = assemblages of special status species.

Fair/Poor Quality Data: Secondary Indicators = habitat requirments for individual special status species, special status species.

Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
REC-1 No data on Poor Flow (depth) D0452 Unable to Determine N/A  No data available on primary or secondary
primary or indicators; limited data on tertiary indicators is too
secondary isolated to be used as the basis for a support
indicators; statement
insufficient data
on tertiary

indicators present

L ocal Knowledge Comments:
Limiting Factor(s): None Identified
Suspected Cause(s):

Data Gap(s) - No Data:

Fair/Poor Quality Data:
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Watershed: San Francisquito

Waterbody: West Union Creek Reach: SF/WU-1 Reach Length (miles): 1.37
Reach Limits (downstream to upstream): Confluence with Bear Gulch/Bear Creek to Huddart Park (confluence with Flow Regime:  Intermittent
Squealer Gulch)
Channel Type(s): Natural Unmodified Generalized Land Usein Area:  Transition
Uncertainty
Use/interest  Data Quantity Data Quality Criteria Used Data Sets Used Support Status Level Assessment Comments
COoLD Sufficient on Fair Fish assemblage, physical D0020 Partial Support B  Pools present during most summers; could be full
primary indicators, barriers support but lacks macroinvertebrate data to make
additional data on this determination; barriers may be a problem during
secondary habitat dry winters; portions of reach are intermittent except
indicators during very wet years
available
D0462
D0556
D0617

Local Knowledge Comments: The steelhead passage report assigns low to moderate priority for remediation to the barriers in West Union Creek with the CalTrans bridge apron (#17) at
Highway 84 deemed the most important. At this time, CalTrans has no maintenance improvement planned at that site. Steelhead/rainbow trout found
throughout this reach during recent surveys (1999-2001); important spawning and rearing habitat in this reach.

Limiting Factor(s): Low summer streamflows; possible barriers
Suspected Cause(s): Low summer streamflows, with portions of the channel intermittent in drier years. Channel is well-shaded, and summer water tem