San Francisquito Watershed Council
Steering Committee Minutes
March 14,2007

Introdudionsbin additionto the standard introdudions Pam Sturner made a special
introdudion of Y outh Community Service (YCS) as the newest Watershed Coundl signaory.
Today® agendawas approved. February 14,2007 minutes approved. Thenext Steering
Committee meetingis April 11,2007. At this meeting, Alan Launa and Laura Jones of Stanford
will give a presentation on Stanford@ Habitat Congervation Plan (HCP) process induding how
the HCP will affect management of Stanford landsand what the next stepsare in the NEPA
process. Pam asked if anyonehad any other questionsor comments tha we should ask Alan to
address in his presentation. Variousmembers commented tha they hopeal hewould give an
oveview of theHCP process, its scopg how it connects to San Frandsquito Creek and steelhead
trout, how it incorporates anticipation of climate change and how it will accountfor impacts on
ecosystem services as they relate to conservation.

Announcements

¥ Trish Mulvey, Clean South Bay: Palo Altansfor Government Effectiveness (PAGE) is
holding a hdf-day workshopat which State Senaor Joe Simitian will speak on how to bean
effective advocate. Theworkshopwill be Saturday, March 24, and it@ areally fantastic
presentation.

¥ Trish Mulvey, Clean South Bay: On April 10, the Santa Clara County Board of Supevisors
will beholding a 1-hou discussion and Questions& Answer session as afollow-up to the
Watershed Management I nitiative workshop on Streambank Protection, Restoration, and
Erosve Forces.

¥ Ledie Lambet, Town of PortolaValley: The Town Planning Commission will be beginning
creekside regulationsand policies workshopsat which they will meet with individud
homeowneas. Thegod isto try to g people on board with the big-picture gods of creek
and propertty protection.

¥ Ledie Lambet, Town of PortolaValley: The Town has contracted with Balance Hydrologics
to condud water sampling near Rossotti 3 field to examinetheissue of fertilizers and nitrates
coming off of thefield there. A request was made of Ledieto give acopy of the scopeof the
study to the Watershed Coundl for the LTMAP repostory.

¥ KatiePilat, SFWC: TheWatershed Coundl will be holding two guided tours of its eco-
friendly driveway and parking lot project on Saturday, March 24,from 10am B12 noonand
on Sunday, March 25,from 1- 3 pm. Themeetinglocationis 735Homer Avein Palo Alto.
Thetourswill cover bath sites (735Homer Ave and Parking Plaza #5, located at Crane St
and Menlo Avein Menlo Park). Trangportationisnot provided between thesites.

¥ KatePilat, SFWC: TheWatershed Coundl is co-spon®ring atalk by Andy Lipkis, founded
of theLA nonpiofit TreePeople, on Wednesday, March 21,from7 D9 pm. Thetak iscaled
(Helping Nature Heal Our CitiesOand will behdd at the USGS Building 3 auditorium at 345
Middlefield Road in Menlo Park.

¥ PhilippeCohen, Jaspe RidgeBiologica Preserve: Sundgy, April 15,is Stanford Community
Day from 10 am B4 pm. There will be a shuttle busfrom campusto the Preserve where
community members can see the 19 research stationson the Preserve.



¥ Ryan Navratil, SFWC: Saturday, April 7, will beaWatershed Coundl volunteer workday.
Wedl beremoving French broomalongLos TrancosCreek. Themeetinglocation is across
the street fromthe Shdl Station on Alpine Road in Ladera.

¥ Pam Sturne, SFWC: TheWatershed Coundl will be hoging a stop onthe Going Native
Garden Touron Sunday, April 29. We will be showing El Palo Alto Park in Palo Alto.

¥ Pam Sturne, SFWC: TheMay 9 Steering Committee meeting will feature a presentation on
thebahymetry of Searsville Lake. Also Pam was contacted by Steve Kennaly, who has
produced a video called GCannonbdl ExpressOand would like to give a presentation to the
Watershed Coundl on fire management. Pam asked thegroupif they would like to see this
presentation at afuture Steering Committee meeting. People respondel tha this was nota
priority for a Steering Committee presentation, buttha Pam should invite Steve to providea
copy to bekeptin theActerralibrary.

¥ Marty Laporte, Stanford Utilities: The LTMAP working grouphas been tryingto arrangea
meeting with the Regiond Water boad aboutthe data requirements tha would be useful to
theBoard andthe TMDL process. Stanford will not providefundingfor LTMAP next year if
thereisno clear indication from the Regiond Board aboutwhat datathey consider useful.

Presentation: Update and discussion about Felt Lake diversion fish ladder project (Tom
Zigterman, Stanford University)

Pam told the Steering Committee that Tom Zigterman from Stanford would be giving an updde
ontheFelt Lake diversionfish ladde project. The project would replace thefish ladde at the
Felt Lake Diversion Dam onLosTrancos Creek at Arastradero Road across fromthe Alpinelnn.
Thecurrent ladde suppots steelhead passage for anarrow rangeof flows andis difficult for
Stanford to opeaate. Thenew onewould increase therangeof flows at which steelhead can pass
and beeasier to opaate.

Stanford has experienced some ddays in the permitting process, and Tomis here to give the
Watershed Coundl an updae. The Watershed Coundl secured grants that funded the design of
theproject. The Watershed Coundl has an interest in seeing the projects moveforward for the
habitat benefits they will bring, and also because completed pamitting and CEQA are pat of the
ddiverablesfor its grants, which will beexpiring soon. If these ddiverables are not completed
in time, the Watershed Coundl will beddinquentin its grants, which could have impacts on
future fundng. Pam noted tha she had invited representatives from the Dept. of Fish and Game
and NOAA to attend today but they were unable to come. Sheendeal theintrodudion by saying
tha shewould ask thegroupfor inputaboutwha role the Watershed Coundl should play in
suppoting the project.

Tom began by thanking the Watershed Coundl for hearing his presentation and for thar
contribution to the project throughthe California Coastal Conservancy grant tha funded the
designs He said hewould give an overview of the project and then explain where Stanford is
with theregulatory agendes and what theissues are.

Tom showed a diagram of Stanford@® water diversionsin the San Frand squito watershed.
Searsville dam is on Corte Madera Creek, andthe Los Trancosdiversionfacility diverts water
througha 100-year old flume to Felt Reservoir. Thebluelines show the pipengwork that



carries water to thegolf course and campus Thereis also adiversion dam on San Frandsquito
Creek and aflumeto Lagunita tha was abandonal in 1985 Stanford is working on updding the
fish ladde at this diversion dam as well and madeimprovementsto it in thefall of 2005,
althoughthis structure is not part of thework for this project. Findly, thereisapunp station
tha punpswater for use at Lagunita and the campus

Question: Wha istheplan for Lagunita?

Response: Stanford addswater to Lagunita only if it iswet enoughfrom rundf to suppot tiger
sadlamandes. Thisyear, there was no water from runoff, so Stanford did not add water from the
punp station.

Stanford@ potable water comes from the Hetch Hetchy system and its non-potable water comes
from surface diversionsand wells.

ThelLosTrancosdiversion, Felt Lake, and San Frandsquito Creek punp station facilities are the
subject of this project. Tom showed a map with bluelines indicating the distribution system of
water to campus Stanford ingalled an Alaskan Steep Pass fish ladde at theLosTrancos
diversonin 1995 Thisladde alows steelhead to pass updream and downdream. Unde its
license 1723, Stanford is permitted to divert water from Decembe DApril. When flowsfall in
therangeof 3 B8 cubic feet pe second (cfs), Stanford opensthefish ladde. Theflume tha
carries water to Felt Reservoir has a40 cfs limit.

Since thefish ladde was indalled, Stanford has never been able to divert thefull 40cfs, evenin
high flows, so it@ had to divert from low flows. There was origindly a screen tha dropped out
during highflows tha allowed highe diversion rates, but then it was discovered tha fish could
get throughtoo (to theflume to Felt Reservoir), so this screen was welded on, which reduced
diversionrates consderably.

In 2004, Stanford proposed a new kind of fish ladder that would have a switchback ladder and a
control gate that would allow fish passage down to alow flow of 1 cfs (vs. the current 3 cfs).
This switchback ladde would become thenomal creek flow pah at low flows. At highe flows,
gates would come down to limit flow to theladder, allowing more efficient flow to Felt
Reservoir at high flows, and thusredudng thediversion of low flows. Thenew fish ladde
would be open 100%o0f the time and there would be no bypass channd.

The Department of Fish and Game® (DFGQ®) respong to the proposll was tha the bypass flows
(flows down the switchback ladde) were inaufficient; they wanted 5 cfs bypass. Stanford®
responge was tha if they reduced surface diversion at the Los Trancosdiversion dam, they
needed to make up for it somewhere else in the system. They then added an upgadeto the San
Frandsquito Creek pump stationfacility to the proposal to be able to take more of the high flows
at tha location. However, taking more flows in the winter when thecreek is highest andlessin
the spring when thecreek is lower meant they needed a place to store more winter flows. So
Stanford proposed excavating outthe 100 acre-feet of Felt Reservoir storage volume that had
been log over time to sedimentation, which would restore it to its origind (1928 capecity.
Stanford has long standing water rights for each diversion. At theLosTrancosdiversion, the
maximum amountis 900acre-feet pe year. Flow from other diversion points can also be stored



in Felt Reservoir. Thechangesinduded in the Stanford proposl would notresult in more water
beng diverted; they would jug changethetiming of thediversion so tha more water is diverted
in ashorter time during high flows. Stanford@ water rights are from pre-1914and there are not

all the same numerical limits as pod-1914rights. The excavation spoils from Felt Reservoir will
be stored on undevelopad Stanford land.

TheNationd Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), who alongwith DFG mug approve the proposl
for it to beimplemented, came up with aflow diversion plan for required bypass flows in the
creek and allowed diversionsas afundion of creek flow. Tom presented thisinformationin a
table on apoder boad. Thisinformationwould go into acontroller device tha would
automatically opeate thediversionfacilities (gaes, etc.). Theenhancements of the proposd
plan are tha it would increase the bypass flows down Los Trancos Creek and San Frand squito
Creek and improve steelhead migration conditions Tom then showed atable comparing existing
to proposd flow conditionsin Los Trancos Creek, and showed tha for all times of the year and
unde al condtions theflows that are part of the new plan are enhancements to steelhead.
Anothe table showed that the pre-attraction flows (the flows steelhead would feel in theBay at
the mouth of the creek) induded in the new plan are al'so all improvements over existing
conditions Thiswas howthe proposl stoodas of February 2006

Tom then painted out severa differences in perspective between Stanford and DFG. He said tha
Stanford was trying to meet its water supply needsand providewha is needed for steelhead
migration, while the agendes were trying to maximize conditionsfor steelhead, in other wordsto
get as much bypass flow as they could ge Stanford to give. He said tha theagendes wanted to
get into awater rights convesation and talk about Stanford® water needsrather than focusngon
steelhead @ needs

Tom stressed that with this suite of projects, called the Steelhead Habitat Enhancement Project
(SHEP), Stanford is nottrying to restore pre-1995diversions it®jug tryingto notgo less than
current diversions It isworth it to Stanford to do this project to solidify its diversionsin an
environmentally sengtive way tha's set for thelong term.

By April of 2006,Stanford agreed to all of the diversion requirements proposd by the agendes.
In theyear since that time, DFG has not granted the permit. The outstanding issue has been
disagreement over thelanguaye used in the permit. In DFGQ@ draft Streambed Alteration
Agreement from July 2006,they omitted Stanford® project description and permit application
write-up and used their own languaye. DFG@ description refers to existing diversionsas new
diversionsand bypass flows required to suppot steelhead, while Stanford® description refers to
exigting diversonsand enhancing already-existing bypass flows tha presently suppott steelhead.

Stanford has since asked to meet with DFG uppe management. Stanford and DFG now have
agreement on all flow requirements, bypass timing, and usng the Stanford project description
and application as pat of theagreement. Theremainingissues are (1) tha DFG wants Stanford
to sign the agreement before they start CEQA, which Stanford doesn®want to do because it
doesn®know the conditionstha will come out of the CEQA process, and (2) tha DFG wants
Stanford to agree that the bypass flows it has agreed to are required for steelhead. Stanford has



agreed to providethese bypass flows, however, its biologists do not agree tha these flows are
required to suppot the steelhead popuktion.

The DFG uppe management are suppo®d to release a new draft Streambed Alteration
Agreement next week. Stanford wants a 20-year agreement indead of a 5-year agreement. They
feel tha thisisalongterm solution requiring longterm monitoring, so it requires alongterm
agreement. This agreement mug be signed by June or the project cannotbe built thisyear. Tom
then showed a poder boad tha listed all the applicationsand studies tha have been submitted in
suppot of the propos.

Tom asked the Steering Committee if they would congder writing aletter to the Acting Regiond
Manage of the Bay-Delta Region, Chudk Armor, to ask DFG staff to process theremaining
issuesin atimely way.

After theend of Tom@® presentation, Pam reminded the groupthat this was only oneperspective
onthesituaion. Pam invited representatives of bath DFG and NMFS to come to today3
meeting, butthey were nat able to makeit.

Question: In thediscussion aboutattraction flows, does 5 cfs at the Los Trancos Creek diversion
mean 10 cfsin the San Frandsquito maingem?

Response: Theattraction flows agreed uponwere 8 cfsin Los Trancos and unde these
conditions there are usudly 20-30 cfsin themaingem at the Bay.

Question: Where will the excavation spoils from Felt Reservoir be disposed? Could they be used
for thesalt pondsor for leveesin East Palo Alto?

Response: Ondte on some undeveloped land, unless anyonee se wants them. The material is
probably not goodenoughfor use in the salt pondproject.

Question: What problems will Stanford face if they do notget to condruction this year?
Response: Stanford is currently holding fundng for the project. If congruction doesn®happen
this year they may or may notbeable to hold onto tha funding. Also, congruction cogs
escalate by 10-15% per year, so each year tha the project doesn®happen it becomes more
expensve.

Pam asked the groupwha role the Watershed Coundil should play in suppoting the project.
People respondel tha the Watershed Coundl shoud write aletter to Chud Armor of DFG
asking them to respondto Stanford@ permit applicationin atimely fashion.

Question: When are the Watershed Coundl@ grants expiring?
Response from Pam Sturner: Oneexpiresin June2007 and the other in March 2008.
Comment: Thisisinformation should beinduded in our letter.

Thegroupsuppoted theidea of aletter asking DFG to respondin atimely fashion,and indude
theinformation tha the Watershed Coundl is risking non-completion of two grants, and tha
ddayswill result inincrease project cogs and may putthewhole project at risk. Trish Mulvey



offered to be part of the grouptha writes theletter. Tomwill email Pam Chudk Armor( contact
information, and theletter will have aregular correspondence review by the Steering Committee.

Presentation and discussion: Inputs to SFWC’s mission and vision (Pam Sturne and
Strategic Planning Committee members)

Pam announed tha shewas happy to be bringing the groupthefirst report from the Strategic
Planning Committee. The Committee has met twice since thelast Steering Committee meeting
and have produced a new draft mission statement and elements of avision statement. Thegod
of today@ presentation is to get the group® feedback on these items to see if the Strategic
Planning Committee is goingin theright directionwith these items. If yes, Pam will putthe
statements out to the group for correspondence review to be adopied as drafts at the April 11
meeting. If not, the Strategic Planning Committee will continueto work onthem.

Brad Eggleston, amember of the Strategic Planning Committee presented the new draft mission
statement. Brad passed aroundhandous that described key inputs the Committee consdered in
putiing togeher the new draft mission statement, gave the new draft mission statement, and
inputs toward a vision statement, athougha draft vision statement has not been written yet.

The Strategic Planning Committee consgdered thekindsof problems and issues that the
Watershed Coundl works with as components into the nev mission statement. The Committee
recognized tha restoration and protection of thewatershed are key issuesin the Watershed
Coundl@mission. Thisis difference fromthe group existing jug for the purpose of networking
and facilitating. 1t does both of these things butwith the gods of restoring and protecting the
watershed. Another Watershed Coundl god isto enhance and protect the human community,
which means people and propety. A third inpu to the mission statement is tha tensonon
issuesis notunhelthy and it isimportant to have discussion on difficult issues. Thefind key
inputis tha the methodsembraced by the Watershed Coundl, such as neworking, facilitating,
and educating, are neutral, while thegods are not. It was recognized that educationisthebest
way to preserve and enhance thewatershed.

Brad then read the new draft mission statement: Oro protect and enhance the natural resources
values of the San Frandsquito Watershed and to foster appreciation of those values by the
watershed communities througheducation, restoration, and puldic outreach.O

He then went onto talk aboutinputs for the draft vision statement. Thevision statementis
different fromthe mission statement in tha it describes theideal future conditionswe hopeto see
20,50, or 100yearsfromnow. The Committee has not actudly drafted a vision statement, but
thebullet points at the bottom of the handoutare the thingsthe Committee though were mos
important. Brad asked thegroupif there were any ideas tha the Committee forgot For thethird
bullet point, Gnjoyed and valued,Ohe noted this point was fairly abgract, butthat for the
Committee enjoyment connoed access to the creek. For the sixth bullet, Minimize corflict
between people and natural watershed processes,Ohe noted that this was primarily regarding
flooding. Someoneasked what the seventh bullet, ynamic equilibrium,Omeant to the
Committee. Brad and other committee members respondel that the Committee wanted to
incorporate theidea of bdance between human communities and natural processes, but thought



that theword (haanceGimplied a snapshot of condtitionsat onepoint in time, while Glynamic
equilibriumOimplied adgpting as conditionschange over time.

Question: |sn®all of thisin theVision doaument that we did in 2005? Is it worth redoing all of
this?

Response: TheVisiondoament was thevisionfor thewhole watershed. When we wrote it, we
recognized tha we also needed to have avisionfor the organizationto hdp usdeermine wha
directionto take in thefuture.

Question: How longdo you expect thevision statement to beBwha will it look like?
Response: 1t could bebullets or sentencesE it should represent the future conditionswe hope
ourwork will yield.

Comment:. And these conditionscould beinternd to the organization or externd to theoutside
world.

Pam asked the groupif the new draft mission statement lookslike our organization, and if
anythingis missing. Shealso thanked Brad for thecondse, organized summary of theall the
work tha thegrouphad putinto these statements.

Comment. The Watershed Coundl@ most important priorities are outreach and education, but
the point of these efforts are to enhance the naural resources. Doesn®this make usan advocacy
group?

Response: In theinputs to the mission statement, we recognized that our gods are advocacy-
oriented, but our methodsare not

Question: Should our work with the agendes and Stanford University to work proactively
togeher on creek issues bein the mission statement?

Comment: | want the Watershed Coundl to betheorganization tha people cometo for trused
advice aboutthe creek.

Response: Some of these ideas could gointo either thevision statement or values statement. For
example, oneof the components of thevision statement could betha we see ourselves as the
place people cometo for advice, while oneof our values statements could betha we value
collaboration and working proactively with agendes and propety owners.

Question: What is a Qhatural resources value?0l think this part of the mission statement is a little
confusng since there could be many interpretations of the meaning.

Response from Philippe Cohen (Strategic Planning Committee member): Theword QraluesOwas
meant to refer to al thedifferent kindsof values of the natural resources Beconorric,
recreationd, environmental services, historical, etc. 1t acknowedgestha people are part of the
system; removing QraluesOl eaves people out of the sentence.

Pam then asked the groupto think of a Watershed Coundl activity, and gave Steering Committee
meetingsas an example, and ask themselves if there is anything we do as part of this activity tha
is not covered by this mission statement and vision statement inpus.



Comment. 1@n notsure if theidea of two-way information exchangebetween Steering
Committee membersis covered. Themissionindudes utreachGand Geducation Owhich feels
more like oneway tranamission on information (from the Watershed Coundl to the community).
Response: Could thisfit into thevision statement bullet abouthaving connestion and
undestanding as agod?

Comment. That is very broad and doesn®signify information exchangeto me.

Comment. Information exchangeis a big part of wha this groupdoes and | think it@ worth
bringing in at themission statement level.

Comment. Maybein place of Qoublic outreach,Oit should say Gngagement,Oor somehow
indudethe words GorumOor QlialogueO

Comment: | vauetha thisisaneutral, safe place to talk aboutpdarizing issues and to beable to
not take sides.
Response: Tha isgoodinpu for thevision or values statements.

Comment: | would use theword GommunityOingead of @ommunitiesOto signify that we are all
pat of the same watershed community.

Response: Theword GommunitiesOwas chosen to represent different kindsof communities,
induding the natural and human communities.

Comment. Maybe changing (hyOto QuithinOwould help.

The Steering Committee agreed tha there is no disagreement over the direction of these
statements, jus over the clarity of some of thewords Pam asked that everyonesend any
additiond comments abouteither statement to her by next Monday (3/19) at noon.

Staff reports

Ryan Navratil, Field Coordinaor: Ryan said tha the French broomremovd workday the
previousSaturday at Rossotti@ was lots of fun and tha the groupremoved regrowth of broomto
reduce the seed bank where we had donework in the past, but also tackled some mature plantsin
anew areawhere we had not pulled broombefore behind the soccer field. Next month@
workday on Saturday, April 7 will beanother broom pull at a site across the street from the Shdl
Station on AlpineRoad in Ladera.

Comment from Marge DeStaebler, Portola Valley Conservation Committee member: The Town
estimated tha the broomremova work at this site would be worth $3,000- $4,000for the Town
to haveit done

Ryan also said that he has been doing some extra planting and watering of revegetation sitesin
preparation for the Going Native garden tour at theend of April.

Question: How@ the revegetation site monitoring coming?
Response: We will have plant datanext month. Itis much easier and more accurate to collect
data when the plants are in flower.



Katie Pilat, Restoration Projects Manager: Katie has primarily been working on publicity for the
eco-friendly driveway and parkinglot tours and the QHelping Nature Heal Our CitiesOtalk by
Andy Lipkis.

Pam Sturner, Coordinaor: Pam has been workingfor thelast month onthe strategic planning
process and istrying to keep thetight schedule. Shehas aso been doing planning for the Andy
Lipkis event, and talked with Andy to ask him to address thetopic of howto ge stakeholdersto
work together andto describethetechniques worked in LosAngdes. Shehas also been doing
grant writing and funding requests for local agendes.

Continuing Business (Trish Mulvey)

Santa Clara Valley Water Resources Collaborative: The Water District ordinance that gives
permitting authority for creekside projects to thelocal municipdities went into effect March 1.
Mog municipdities have adopted the recommended policies, codes, and ordinance changes. At
theMarch 22 meeting, the Collaborative will discuss how to coordinae on compliance issues
that the Water District needsto refer to thecities, and who to contact in the case of thefive
common bad behaviors based on Community Project Review logs dunping (trash and green
waste), drainage (eroson and pools), condruction (during and after), encroachment, and grading
and dopefailures.

Watershed Management I nitiative: The WMI was briefed on the Santa Clara County Habitat
Conservation Plan at its last meeting. Specific species conservation plansshould beoutin the
next few months The Junemeeting will be used to plan theannud retreat.

Miscellaneous: Trish has Greg Zlotnick@ copy of the KQED California Water Series. Katie will
watch it, then give it Marty.

In attendance:

Trish Mulvey BSFWC volunteer

Jonahan OwensbBalance Hydrologics

Art Kraemer BCrescent Park NeighhbahoodAssodation
Kevin Murray B SFCJPA

Katie Pilat DSFWC

Tom Zigterman b Stanford University

Darrin Gambdin BStanford Linear Accelerator Center
Ledie Lambet BDTown of Portola Valley

Brad Eggleston D City of Palo Alto

PhilippeS. Cohen bJasper RidgeBiologica Preserve, Stanford University
Ryan Navratil BSFWC

Bill Springe BSCVWD

Marty Laporte b Stanford Utilities

Judy Daubeman DY CS

Marge DeStaebler DPV Congervation Committee



Julie Skelton B Stanford Real Estate
Jae Able BSCVYWD

Alan Laune BStanford

Pam Sturne BbSFWC

Jerry Hearn DActerra

Minutes respectfully submitted by Katie Pilat.
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