Santa Clara Basin Watershed Management Initiative

Core Group Minutes - Final
May 4, 2006

9:30 AM – 12:00 PM

City of San Jose Watershed Protection Offices – Old MLK Library

Attending:
Trish Mulvey, Sarah Young, Louisa Squires, Brett Calhoun, Kirsten Struve, Bruce Frisbey, Diane Zarate, James Downing, Larry Johmann, Nancy Bernardi, Luisa Valiela, Phil Bobel, Ken Davies, Kristy McCumbyHyland, Lorrie Gervin, Viv Blomenkamp, Jill Bicknell, Lucy Buchan, Pam Sturner, Anastazia Aziz
Chair: Trish Mulvey

Vice Chairs: Phil Bobel, Diane Zarate
Scribe: Ken Davies

I. INTRODUCTIONS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS

II. REVIEW OF AGENDA

	Time
	Duration
	Topics

	9:30
	10 min.
	I.  Introductions, Early Announcements 

	
	3 min.
	II.  Review Agenda 

	
	2 min.
	III.  Review Minutes and Update Action Items Table 

	
	
	

	9:45
	90 min.

Time certain
	IV.  Indicators Work Group Score Card (Louisa Squires/Kirsten Struve)

a) background from April Core Group; 

b) what is expected from Core Group today and at a future meeting?  

c) what were Workgroup I assumptions going into this assignment since this is a “proof of concept” and how do they compare with the outcomes? 

d) what (if any) controversies or objections are known and why? 

e) what are the next steps and when for Core Group and for the Collaborative?  

f) what does Workgroup I recommend (or is that deferred to the next CG meeting)?

	
	
	

	11:15
	
	V.a Issues Updates – Internal (Ask Chairs to bring handouts)

A. COS (P#1) –  

B. LUS (P#5) – 

C. WAMS – 

D. Indicators (P#3) – (above)

E. SPAG – 

F. PAG (P#4) – 

G. CCBS (P#2) – 

H. EC - 

I. Other – no meetings = WAG, REGS, BM&M, SWSS

V.b Issues Updates – External

A. San Francisco Estuary Project -

B. South Bay Salt Pond Restoration Project -

C. FAHCE – 

D. HCP – 

E. WRPC - 

F. IRWMP/Bay Area Watershed Plan

G. Other

	11:35
	5 min.
	VI. New Business: Chair Nominations Open

	
	5 min.
	VII. Planning Ahead: Will there be a July 6th CG meeting? Or plan for August 10th Birthday Party

	
	5  min.
	VIII. Late Announcements

	
	5 min
	1. IX. Action Items/ June Agenda – 

2. Watershed Management Training Report (Pam & Diane); 

3. Review of 2001 MIG survey and “how are we doing?”; 

4. Close nominations and elections

5. Confirm Date 6/1, Location (SCVWD Board Room) for Next Meeting 

	
	2 min
	X. Meeting Evaluation (+/() 

	Noon
	Time cert
	Adjourn


III. REVIEW MINUTES AND ACTION ITEMS

There were no changes to the April 6, 2006 Core Group minutes.  In the Table below, Action Items are divided into two tables, Current Action Items and Future Action Items.  Within each table, Action Items are sorted by Action Item number. Request to get update on proposed SCVWD streamflow augmentation project for Upper Silver Creek.
	CG Mtg.

Assigned
	FUTURE Action Items

(sorted by date due)
	Responsible
	Date Due
	Status

Notes

	9-29-05-#2
	Convene CCBS and draft charter – status update for Core Group meeting – defer to June
	Lorrie Gervin
	6-1-06

(revised)
	June agenda

	9-29-05-#3
	Convene PAG and draft charter – status update for Core Group meeting – defer to May; follow-up to TreePeople video
	Lorrie Gervin, Sarah Young
	5/4-06

(revised)
	May agenda

	5-04-06- #1
	Review draft environmental scorecard text from Indicators workgroup – graphics and layout to follow
	All; COS
	5-18-06
	

	5-04-06- #2
	Develop a communication strategy for the scorecard.
	COS
	6-1-06
	


I. Indicators workgroup scorecard (Handout)
A. Background from April Core Group: Development was really driven by the Watershed Action Plan. Trying to paint a picture of watershed health. District and WRPC were also interested in developing indicators for programmatic purposes and for environmental health. WMI agreed to provide this service/product to the WRPC. A user-friendly report card or scorecard seemed like the best way to convey this information. This is a pilot project.
B. What is expected from Core Group today and in the future?: Will be handing out a hard copy of the draft text today for review, and an electronic version will also be distributed. Core Group will also see the graphics when they become available.
1. Comments on Draft scorecard text by 5/18

2. Input on potential controversies

3. Assistance from COS on distribution strategies, messages.
C. What were Workgroup I assumptions going into this assignment since this is a “proof of concept” and how do they compare with the outcomes?
1. Audience is interested public

2. Distribution would be limited
3. Time frame for project was set by the priority of the Collaborative and the WMI

4. Due to the timeframe, needed to streamline methodology and use existing data

5. Lack of input from Collaborative on their needs
D. What (if any) controversies or objections are known and why? 
1. Data limitations and details

2. Political implications for current projects (HCP/NCCP; CVSP, etc.)

3. Reference conditions. Based largely on the best available condition along Coyote Creek.

4. Limitations of the scope: Does not address current projects, management recommendations, trends. 

5. Complexity vs. readability
E. What are the next steps and when for Core Group and for the Collaborative?
1. Core Group provides comments on draft text and subsequently provided graphics by 5/18.
2. Core Group review final layout and graphics in June.

3. Draft will be sent to the Collaborative in June. [Planned meeting is 6/29/06]
4. Core Group adopt scorecard in July (tentative).

5. Future scorecards will improve on this effort based on the feedback received. 
F. Recommendations 
1. Direct WMI Outreach subgroup to review text

2. Confirm audience and distribution

3. Develop a survey form for the website and receive input on the scorecard

4. Scorecard to report on existing conditions; use other channels to link to political issues, management actions and stewardship

G. First Discussion
· Who is the “we” referred to in the presentation? We=the Indicators Workgroup or the WMI, depending on the context.
· Was there an intended audience at the time when the group’s charter was established? The target audience was not documented in the charter, but the verbalized intent of the scorecard concept was to reach a wide audience, including the public. [The Indicators charter can be viewed at: http://www.valleywater.org/_wmi/WMI_workgroups/Indicators%20Workgroup/Doc/Indicators%20Workgroup%20Charter%20Final_Distribution.pdf] 
· If we are not including extra information because of space of dollar limitations, can we look for the funds to include that information? Louisa feels that we will lose some of our intended audience if it turns into a bulkier document. It would no longer be a “friendly” brochure. The vision is to provide supporting technical information on the web site for those who desire more detailed information. Sarah feels like the length is just right.
· We may want to consider a longer term delivery schedule of the product, with audiences different than the original one considered, and possibly different formats. How often will another card like this come out? In part depends on data availability and staff resources.
H. Technical Presentation

1. Scorecard was based on a 2003 SCVURPPP report, entitled: Assessment of Stream Ecosystem Functions for the Coyote Creek Watershed. It can be viewed at (http://www.scvurppp-w2k.com/project_reports_fy0203/168_coyote_assessment_final_report.pdf) 
2. For the scorecard, three reaches were consolidated from eleven reaches in the original report - between Anderson and the Bay/tidal reach.

3. Scores from each reach, excluding the Tidal zone, were averaged to arrive at the grades for the three consolidated Report Card reaches - Urban, Transition, and Rural zones.  Adjustments were made in some scores based on the new historical ecology report findings about riparian habitat downstream of Anderson Dam.
4. Two environmental models were integrated in the SCVURPPP report to make a combined model that produced a point score. Scores were compared against benchmark data that was developed for this project.

5. Indicator score was equal to the weighted sum of the metrics. Weighting was different for different indicators.  [See SCVURPPP report for details of methodology.]
I. Technical Discussion

· How would you rate the picture that was shown in the opening slide [mainstem Coyote downstream of Ogier Ponds]? It would have scored low, but remember that the grade for the Rural Zone Reach reflects the average of conditions found throughout the entire reach, so even if a single site scores poorly, the Reach Grade reflects the conditions in the rest of the reach as well.  In the case of the Rural Reach, there are many areas that score better than Ogier Ponds.  But certainly this is a highly impacted site whose condition could be improved – see next point.
· The SEFA [Stream Ecosystem Functional Assessment] that was used as the backbone of the indicators report card also discusses impacts from future development and remedial measures that could be taken.
· Why are we doing this? What will we use the scorecard for? Should these scorecards inspire people to do more work on the creek in general? Just let people know that their creek is in OK condition?
· If the document is going to be for a broad public audience, then it needs to be like a thermometer that people can go back and check. Therefore, future iterations of the report card should employ the same methodology.
· Is the grading system a little misleading if certain reaches can never attain higher than a C? What is the point of assigning a grade if the grade can never get better? An “A” can be achieved because the baseline used was the best achievable condition given existing urbanization. Reference conditions can be established using different methods. Future efforts might employ a different method on establishing the reference condition.
· It would be nice to have a recommendations section on what actions people can take to affect a grade. This was not part of the original scope of the project and would have to be approached as a next step project/outreach effort.
· The scorecard must resonate with the public. What if they see an “A” and look out their window and see trash? Trash is not currently included in the water quality indicator, but is under consideration for a modified version of the indicator for future reporting.
· What if the three sub-scores for a particular indicator were displayed up front so that people would see that there were good and bad factors that went into each grade? It might cause people to go further into the report and investigate. 
Phil’s Table from whiteboard
	Follow-up Actions

A – Outreach Strategy

B – Future Updates

C – Change the Pilot

	C
	“Portion of Creek” – modify title

	B
	Include Trash

	B
	Rural reference condition for riparian habitat

	A
	Linkages to detailed info

	A
	Use of lumped scores? Purpose?

	B
	How can the scores be increased?

	
	Dynamic analysis

	A
	Get people interested

	A
	Frequency of updates?

	A
	Can grade rise in urban world?

	A,B
	Final product should tell what they can do – or link!

	B
	Trends in future iterations

	
	Must seem right to public

	B
	Pharmaceutical products included in water quality

	B
	Include the three sub-scores – going to include in data details in back-up documents for this scorecard

	B
	Looks out of date [2003 and earlier] – try to improve


V. ANNOUNCEMENTS

· Chair/Vice Chair Nominations Are open.
· Please send comments/nominations to Ken
· Let Bruce know of projects coming up for 06/07 that need outreach materials by next week
VI. Issue Update Reports – (Ask Chairs to bring handouts) - Deferred
VI. a Issue Update Reports - Internal

A. COS –  (P#1)  – Phil - 
B. WE&O Campaign –– Mary 
C. LUS (P#5) – Anastazia – Second workshop not as well attended as the first one, but feedback was very good.
D. WAMS – Kristy -
E. Indicators (P#3) – Louisa – see above
F. REGS– Trish – 
G. EC –Jessie – 

H. Other – no meetings = WAG, REGS, BM&M, SWSS

VI.b Issue Update Reports – External - Deferred
A. San Francisco Estuary Project – 

B. FAHCE –  
C. HCP –  
D. WRPC –
E. IRWMP/Bay Area Watershed Plan – Trish -
F. Other
VIII. New Business – Support letter for San Jose’s Green Roof grant request – Ken to send draft to Core Group 
IX. next agenda/meeting

Core Group Meetings will now rotate between the following two locations, unless otherwise indicated: Even months at District; Odd months at CSJ’s Watershed Protection Office.
Core Group Meeting

6/1/06 – Santa Clara Valley Water District Headquarters Building

9:30 to 12:00AM 

Items for agenda include:

· Diane/Pam Watershed Training: Examples from stewardship training; suggestions for WMI actions
· 2001 MIG Survey

· Decide on July meeting/August birthday party
· Review on WMI workplan, “how are we doing?”
· Status updates on Coyote report card; Upper Silver streamflow augmentation

X. meeting evaluation

+





(






XI. Issue Bin

The latest version of the Issue Bin is now located in the Documents section of the WMI website:

http://www.scbwmi.org/downloads-wmi.htm

Subgroup Meetings 


Below are the standing meeting dates and this month’s confirmed meeting dates for all Subgroups that announced their meeting information at the Core Group.  Please contact Subgroup Chairs to confirm the meeting date, time and location.  A contact list for Subgroup Chairs may be obtained from Ken Davies (ken.davies@sanjoseca.gov).

	Subgroup
	Standing Meeting Date
	Next Meeting Date
	Meeting Time
	Meeting Location

	Community Capacity Building Subgroup
	None yet
	TBA
	
	

	Communications


	2nd, 4th Fridays
	5/12; 5/26
	2 – 4 PM
	San Jose WPCP Admin

700 Los Esteros, 

San Jose

	Emerging Contaminants Workgroup
	No standing meeting date
	5/24/06
	9:30 – 11:30 AM
	RMC Offices

2290 N. First St. #204

San Jose

	Land Use Subgroup


	1st Wednesday
	6/7/06
	Regular meeting 10:30 to 12:00 PM
	170 W. San Carlos Street, San Jose

	Project Action Group
	None yet
	
	10:30 AM
	Water District Admin

	Regulatory Subgroup (REGS)
	No standing meeting date
	Working on CAP/NAP update – no autumn 2005 meeting
	
	San Jose WPCP Admin

700 Los Esteros, 

San Jose

	Wetlands (WAG)
	No standing meeting date
	TBA
	
	

	WAMS (formerly WAS)
	3rd Tuesday
	5/16/06
	1:30 – 3:30 PM
	San Jose WPCP Admin Room B

700 Los Esteros, 

San Jose

	Workgroup I

(WMI Indicators)
	
	3/28/06
	10:00 AM – 12:00 PM
	Water District Admin. Bldg. A143
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