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	Date
:
	August 5, 2004

	To:
	Brenda Buxton

	From:
	Francesca Demgen/Bill Martin

	Subject:
	Scope of Work Review: Restoration Master Plan for Alameda Creek Watershed


We have reviewed the documents provided by the Coastal Conservancy including:

· Developing a Master Plan for Restoring Steelhead Trout to the Alameda Creek Watershed. Prepared by Andrew Gunther and Gordon Becker.

· Draft Steelhead Restoration Action Plan for the Alameda Creek Watershed. Center for Ecosystem Management and Restoration (CEMAR), March 11, 2002.

· An Assessment of the Potential for Restoring a Viable Steelhead Trout Population to the Alameda Creek Watershed.  Applied Marine Sciences, Inc., and Hagar Environmental Science, February 7, 2000.

In addition to these documents we reviewed other documents such as:

· Supplementation Alternatives for Restoration of a Viable Steelhead Run to Alameda Creek prepared by Hagar Environmental Science, 2004.

· Lower Alameda Creek Fish Passage Improvements Preliminary Restoration Plan prepared by the Army Corps of Engineers.

· Steelhead restoration plans for other watersheds such as the Battle Creek Salmon and Steelhead Restoration Project, the Steelhead Restoration Planning Project for the Morro Bay Watershed, and the Navarro Watershed Restoration Plan (prepared by Entrix et al. 1998).

After reviewing the existing draft scope of work for developing a master plan for restoring the Alameda Creek watershed by Gunther and Becker and cross checking it with the others listed above, we believe that this document presents all of the main elements necessary to prepare the Master Plan.  We also believe that much of the background information that would need to be presented in the Master Plan already exists in the documents mentioned above prepared by CEMAR and Applied Marine Sciences/ Hagar Environmental.  In this memo, we make recommendations on areas of the Gunther and Becker draft scope that might be refined or expanded.  We can incorporate these suggestions into their scope if you wish.

1.0 Goals and Objectives

We agree that the Stakeholder Analysis and Issue Audit is an important step in developing the restoration objectives and goals for the watershed.  We would suggest that the process of developing the goals and objectives and reaching consensus among the stakeholders be explicitly detailed in a separate subsection of the Master Plan’s introductory chapters.  The discussion of goals and objectives for target species and habitats should begin broadly, considering fish in addition to steelhead as well as reptiles, amphibians, birds, and mammals.  If consensus of the stakeholder group is that steelhead are the only target species, this decision should be fully informed.  The group should understand if this choice negates other options. (Note: Perhaps this discussion has already occurred and steelhead were selected.  If so, ignore this.)

2.0 GIS Database

There are a number of existing data sources which are available for download from the internet or that URS maintains in-house.  Examples of these include: 

· CALWATER 2.2 – The California Watershed Map (CALWATER version 2.2) is a set of standardized watershed boundaries meeting standardized delineation criteria. The hierarchy of watershed designations consists of six levels of increasing specificity: Hydrologic Region (HR), Hydrologic Unit (HU), Hydrologic Area (HA), Hydrologic Sub-Area (HSA), Super Planning Watershed (SPWS), and Planning Watershed (PWS).  

· CNDDB – The California Natural Diversity Database

· GAP – This includes land cover data as part of the USGS Gap Analysis 

· National Wetland Inventory

· Holland Vernal Pool Data

· Political Jurisdictions (counties, municipalities)

· CASIL (California Spatial Information Library)– Download from internet

· DOQQ’s (aerial photography) – (Digital Orthophoto Quadrangles, 1 meter resolution)

· DRG’s (digital USGS 7.5-minute quad maps)

· DEM’s (topography) (Digital Elevation Model)

· DLG’s (Base map GIS layers:  roads, hydro, etc.) (Digital Line Graphs)

· Administrative Divisions (Dept. of Fish and Game Regions, Dept. of Water Resources Water Districts, Federal Water Districts, Private Water Districts, Regional Water Quality Control Boards, and State Water Districts for California)

· Government land ownership boundaries

· 2000 Census data

 Other data may include:

· Land ownership/parcel data (from cities in Alameda County government)

· Precipitation/weather data (National Climatic Data Center)

· High resolution aerial photography

· Water temperature data

Once the data are gathered we recommend importing to ESRI (Environmental Systems Research Institute) shapefile format, a file format that is widely accepted by most GIS groups.  The data should be validated and at the outset projected into a common coordinate system, determined by the stakeholders.  These steps would assure the greatest compatibility among the stakeholder groups as portions of the plan are implemented.  We would also recommend adding FGDC (Federal Geographic Data Committee) standard metadata files for each data layer generated.  Metadata should include at a minimum: source of data, date of data, projection and coordinate system, and accuracy/scale of data.

From this, base maps can be created and exported to PDF or JPG formats that can be viewed/downloaded from a website.  Separate ESRI shapefiles with associated metadata could be placed on an anonymous ftp site accessible by all stakeholders via the website.  

3.0 Background Information

The draft scope currently states that background information about the watershed would be presented in the Master Plan.  The background would include elements such as a general physical description of the watershed, fish inhabiting or historically inhabiting the watershed, steelhead distribution and habitat requirements, and a detailed description of habitats in each of the watershed reaches.  As mentioned, much of this background material has already been compiled in previous documents including the “Assessment” and the “Restoration Action Plan.”  However, the descriptions of habitats and riparian habitat conditions in the “Assessment” report were compiled from surveys that appear to date at least to the late 1990’s.  We recommend that an element of the scope for developing the Mater Plan should be to conduct reconnaissance surveys to update the description of habitat conditions in this section.  If this were done after the GIS database is constructed, the field reconnaissance could also be used to ground truth data layers.  Depending on the amount of area to be covered, a helicopter survey could be very useful for checking stream corridor attributes over a large area in a small amount of time.

We also recommend that the descriptions of the conditions in the watershed reaches include a separate discussion and summary of factors limiting steelhead restoration in the reach (e.g., migration barriers, riparian conditions, instream temperatures).

4.0 Habitat Element

We agree with the organization of the three major elements of the Plan (Passage, Habitat, and Adaptive Implementation Plan).   We recommend that under the flow augmentation and control section of the Habitat element, the Plan include, in addition to an assessment of conveyance losses, a discussion of in-stream temperatures and how temperatures (primarily during summer and in the lower reaches) would be maintained within suitable ranges with various flows. The ability to do this analysis depends on an assessment of how critical temperature is in specific reaches and on data availability.

The flow augmentation and control goals should address optimal habitat conditions for the selected species and the short and long-term objectives should be developed and assessed for political and economic feasibility, linked to the work by other partners in the Alameda Creek Fisheries Restoration Work Group such as the Alameda County Water District. In addition, if data exist, channel modification and fencing/revegetation should be assessed in tandem.  Trampling and foraging on riparian vegetation is one potential impact of grazing on the riparian corridor.  Others include assessing if grazing is impacting water quality such as increasing nutrient loads and if sediment is produced that may be depositing on spawning gravels. Fencing/revegetation strategies need to be linked to potential necessary modifications to land use and channel hydrogeomorphology as well.  

5.0 Adaptive Implementation

We recommend that the “Adaptive Implementation” section not only contain a discussion of how the Master Plan would be implemented over time, but should include potential restoration actions.  This section would incorporate and update many of the restoration action items contained the “Restoration Action Plan” and would prioritize the actions based on criteria developed by the Workgroup.  Criteria might include such factors as removal of limiting factors, cost and funding for the action, or potential benefit of the action.  A matrix to evaluate and compare restoration projects should be prepared.  An example developed by ABAG and included in a proposal to Jeff Melby at the Conservancy is attached.  

The flowchart in Figure 1 of the Gunther and Becker scope should be revised by removing the “Update Restoration Action Plan” box from the upper right side of the chart, indicating it would be one of the first steps taken.  This box should either be incorporated into the “Adaptive Implementation” box  or placed next to this box with arrows flowing in both directions between “Adaptive Implementation” and “Update Restoration Action plan” since these tasks are related and dependent upon one another.  

The implementation section would also provide at least a preliminary schedule, subject to change as the adaptive implementation process changes.

For each of the potential restoration actions, an environmental permit reconnaissance should be conducted to determine what NEPA and/or CEQA document and environmental permits, if any, would be needed to carry out the action.  Environmental clearance and permitting should be accounted for in developing project schedules and budgets.

This section should also include a discussion of other foreseeable projects in the watershed area (e.g., salt pond restoration, foreseeable development in the watershed) and how these project might affect the Alameda Creek watershed restoration goals.  The plan could identify projects that may be suitable for use as mitigation for impacts to creeks within the watershed.  

Not only are watershed goals and objectives important but the plan should require goals and objectives for each restoration project.  The Adaptive Implementation discussion includes mention of monitoring.  We agree that monitoring is a critical component of adaptive management, however to assess success and propose appropriate modifications, clear project goals and objectives are required so that project specific monitoring can be conducted, providing data to assess success in meeting the goals and objectives and modifying future expectations.

6.0 Costs

The costs for Master Plan and GIS database development in the Gunther and Becker work scope were revisited.  We essentially re-budgeted the preparation of the Master Plan as though URS were going to do this work to determine the approximate number of hours that would be involved.  The costs spreadsheet is attached.  Costs for website development and the Stakeholder Analysis and Issue Audit were not revisited nor developed because it is our understanding that these elements are being separately funded.

We estimate the total costs at approximately $219,500, not including the original $25,000 for the Stakeholder Audit and website development.  This is a relatively conservative estimate and would vary depending on the hourly rates of individuals preparing the plan.  This cost estimate assumes that a field effort would be conducted to update the habitat descriptions.  This field effort was not part of the original cost estimate prepared by Gunther and Becker.  The Gunther and Becker scope appears to address the entire watershed, while our discussion with you suggests the scope is for a small portion of the watershed (see description in the Passage Element).  A major cost estimate variable is the extent of the 695 square mile watershed to be included in the Master Plan.  This budget will not be adequate for the entire watershed.

Meeting attendence is a major cost variable and should be defined prior to finalizing the budget.  Two examples come to mind: 1) attendence by the team doing this work at metings of other teams (e.g. water supply or the Work Group) and, 2) participation to provide technical input to the Stakeholder Analysis and Issue Audit discussion .
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