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Agenda review 

Staff from the Center for Collaborative Policy (CCP) reviewed the meeting agenda, which included completing the stakeholder assessment, prioritizing recommendations contained in the assessment, and clarifying commitments regarding future Alameda Creek watershed responsibilities. There were no adjustments made to the agenda.

Agenda items

In response to concerns raised in the assessment regarding DFG participation, Kevan Urquhart stated that the PAC should “lobby” for greater involvement due to DFG’s staffing limitations. Kevan and Gary Stern agreed that NMFS and DFG consult regularly regarding Alameda Creek issues and can be expected to “cover” all the issues that arise in future restoration related activities. Kevan also noted that the PUC’s on-going water supply improvement program might involve hiring a contract biologist that would increase DFG’s presence in discussions.

Kevan said he believed that some elements of the restoration plan schedule were unrealistic in terms of schedule.  He noted that going through engineering, design, and permitting often involves more time than anticipated. He suggested revisiting the schedule in order to avoid losing credibility with the public (by reaching milestones well after their scheduled completion date).

Dale Myers stressed the importance of establishing restoration targets. Gary agreed and stated that he hoped that the Master Plan would address a restoration strategy, including what areas could not be restored, and what are target enhancement and restoration areas. 

Eric Cartwright used overheads to guide the discussion for next phase of the meeting.   They showed a process by which the various agencies in the watershed, working with other stakeholders, could advance restoration planning and project implementation. Eric noted that various studies outlined by CEMAR staff in a previous memo were used as the basis for the process charts. To this ACWD added various steps intended to lead to agreements regarding flows and other important restoration milestones.

The first chart focused on establishing current and historical flows. Eric said that additional investigation should be made regarding passage in flood control channel and Sunol Valley to inform the flows discussions.  

Eric then discussed the second, more detailed flow chart. He stated that prior to the “brainstorm alternatives” phase, stakeholders should identify flows considerations (by first conducting all information generating tasks).

The group discussed the studies at length. There was general consensus that studies should be undertaken under the auspices of the Workgroup, particularly with regard to defining habitat and habitat goals. Kevan emphasized his experience that hydrology and water supply analyses typically have less variability in approach than habitat studies, and suggested that the scope and conduct of habitat related work be developed and implemented cooperatively and transparently.

Gary pointed out the relationship between flows and habitat. He reminded the group that it would be unrealistic to expect sufficient instream flows to achieve the highest restoration targets at all times. Rather, he expects that ranges of flows will be proposed based on water year conditions, target reaches, and restoration goals.

Pete Alexander remarked that restoration planning should incorporate the habitat requirements of all species historically occurring in the watershed. Michael Carlin added that the flows studies also needed to recognize the importance of water supply in the watershed and should incorporate sound science.

Dale Myers made the point that his agency likely would want to conduct water supply and hydrology investigations independently, though he did not rule out cooperating with a consulting team working on behalf of the Workgroup. All parties agreed that a consulting team should be certain to coordinate with those already working on related issues for the sake of efficiency.

The group next discussed developing a Master Plan based on the previously prepared draft action plan as well as the results of the proposed flow related studies. Gordon Becker reiterated the goal of having a Master Plan in place to attract funding and to facilitate environmental review for restoration actions. He stated his belief that funding would best be accomplished by establishing an escrow account dedicated to Alameda Creek steelhead restoration projects. Nadine Hitchcock noted that the Conservancy had administered such accounts in the past and would be willing to do so for the Workgroup.

The group then discussed definitions of the terms “restoration” and enhancement” and their importance in planning. Kevan stated his understanding that enhancements represented smaller scale projects to be developed after implementation of restoration projects such as barrier mitigation, fish screening, and provision of flows.

The group raised the concept of creating a Master Plan subgroup that would work with a consulting team to prepare the plan. Eric volunteered to coordinate participation in the subgroup. Conservancy staff said that the agency may be able to help with funding for plan development. 

The group agreed that the next appropriate step was to prepare a brief scope of work for the Master Plan that could be used in a future Request for Proposals for the planning process. Michael Carlin characterized the scope of work as similar to a detailed outline of the Master Plan table of contents. Kevan suggested that the next steps be to:  1) develop a brief table of contents for a Master Plan; 2) summarize what has been done to date; and 3) identify data gaps. Dale said that the document should include a goals statement reflecting the multi-species focus his agency desires in a watershed restoration plan.  

Michael committed his agency to regular (possible quarterly) participation in meetings related to the Master Plan. The term “big group” was floated as a descriptor for the assemblage of agency and other stakeholders present at future meetings following up with items introduced at the current meeting. There appeared to be consensus on a quarterly time frame as being appropriate to advance restoration planning. Early September was set as the goal for developing the draft scope discussed earlier. Michael said that a Master Plan timeline would be discussed at the next PAC meeting, scheduled for July 13th.

Paul Piraino suggested that the water agencies could enter into a Memorandum of Understanding to guide interactions in the future. Dale said that his agency was not ready for this step but recognized the possibility at a later date. The group essentially left the MOU issue unresolved and without a “next step.”

Before adjourning, a Workgroup meeting date was set for July 28th at the EBRPD offices. An agenda for this meeting will be distributed about one week prior. Input regarding the meeting agenda should be provided to Gordon. The next joint meeting of the Fisheries Restoration Workgroup and the PAC will be held September 30. At this meeting the Master Plan and flows studies scope/outline will be discussed.

