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Western Placer Creeks Work Group

Summary Notes 

January 28, 2010

PARTICIPANTS:
Bill Christner, ECORP
Chris White, Balance Hydrologics

Scott Johnson, SARSAS

Julie Leimbach, Foothills Water Network

Frank Rinella, Northern California Council Federation Fly Fishers

Wally Holtan, Gold Country Fly Fishers

Gregg Bates, Dry Creek Conservancy

Andy Fecko, PCWA

Rob Swartz, RWA

Katie Burdick, CABY
Keri Modrall, CABY

Marcia Paulson, CABY
ACTION ITEMS:

Gregg Bates 

· Graphics from Auburn Ravine/Coon Creek ERP. Can you make these available?
Andy Fecko
· Assist CABY staff with contacting Rob Titus
· Assist CABY staff with contacting DWR fish passage staff (Megan?)
· Send any descriptive information about Western Placer Creeks area to Julie Leimbach and CABY staff.

· Send electronic version of draft proposal to CABY staff.
Edmund Sullivan
· Set meeting with Placer County and CABY staff with Teichart
CABY Staff and Julie Leimbach
· Develop Step 1 applications for proposed implementation projects (Need information from Ron Ott.)
· Draft a description of the Western Placer Creeks area that both describes its attributes and highlights its importance in the larger context for fish passage and ecologic health of the region.
CABY Staff

· Meet with each presenter to refine map (This is nearly complete. Staff meets with Jack Sanchez of SARSAS in the first week of February.)
· Contact DWR fish passage folks (Andy Fecko will assist)
· Send reminder to WPC group re: SARSAS meeting on Feb 22 at the Domes (NOAA presentation)
· Send notice to WPC group re: Teichart meeting when it is set (Edmund setting up)
· Send link to SWIM
· Send CABY task menu to all work group members
· Contact Todd Manley to discuss participation in project development or implementation. Also, find out about NCWA’s project application process.
· Send out Fish & Wildlife Service grant opportunity. 
· Develop applications to submit to RWA.
AGENDA ITEM: Updates

Mapping
CABY staff has met with Edmund and Gregg to complete the information-sharing/mapping exercise. Staff will meet with Jack Sanchez to complete the information from SARSAS. The exercise should be complete by the next meeting. 
The notes from the information-sharing sessions have been emailed to all work group members as review draft. CABY staff requests that work group members review the notes and provide any edits to Keri via email. 
Sacramento Watershed Information Model (SWIM)
CABY staff met with representatives from the Sacramento River Watershed Program (SRWP) to discuss SWIM. This is an interactive web-based map that provides a variety of data. It is under development currently, but it will soon be possible for CABY to post documents and data that will be available to the public. The site already provides information on barriers to fish passage throughout the Sacramento, Bear, American, and Yuba River watersheds (and includes the Western Placer Creeks area). This could be useful for a variety of efforts and will become more useful as more stakeholders, such as the work group participants, post information.
AGENDA ITEM: Project Development

Foothills Water Network Proposals

Julie worked with the Foothills Water Network’s Western Placer Creeks group to draft a flow study proposal. This was submitted to the entire CABY WPC group for review. Andy Fecko and Ben Ransom of PCWA provided a draft version of their own proposal, based on the FWN proposal. 
The general discussion of this proposal is provided below. 
· PCWA sees a clear bifurcation between Auburn Ravine and Miners Ravine/Secret Ravine/Dry Creek systems. PCWA has more responsibility on Miners and Secret than Auburn Ravine. They are happy to participate in Auburn Ravine proposals, but they won’t take the lead. PCWA feels that the Miner’s Ravine/Secret Ravine/Dry Creek systems are very important, and they should be involved and even take the lead on this piece.  
· Customer uses have created a habitat that is not natural (in summer). There is an opportunity for maintenance of the status quo, from a management perspective. As a whole, it is unlikely that the amount of water going into that system will increase. The potential is that water will decrease. An objective, then, is discovering what the result of these realities would be for anadromous fish? This is critical habitat. What would a decrease mean? What would maintaining status quo mean?
· The water is solely from the Drum-Spaulding system. Management could change as a result of FERC.

· PCWA is trying to understand the habitat values in the area. Their study request (submitted in FERC process) was denied. PCWA would likely be willing to fund a study that would show the importance of the area…to help the decision-makers in that proceeding understand the area.

· PCWA is currently using their full allotment of water from Drum-Spaulding. 

· Question to PCWA: “Are you shutting out possibility of reshaping the flow regime?”
· “The problem is, 100,000 AF comes from Drum-Spaulding. We use all of it. The demand for that water is fully spoken for, May through October. If we tried to reshape it, we’re going to end up shorting customers at one time of cycle or another. The demand is shaped like a bell curve, with the highest point in the summer. The customers will take a shortage. The creeks will take a shortage too. 
· The East Loomis Basin Canal Study tells a good story between what’s in the creeks from management system and what’s in there from customer return flow. It’s about a half-and-half split. 
· It might be OK if base flow goes down in summer. 
· If we send the water in spring, it won’t be used. We would be taking water and putting it directly in the creek. That would come out of the summer allotment. That’s a tough sell. I guess I’m not shutting it out. It would just be an uphill battle. 
· The East Loomis Basin Canal focused on improving efficiency. If we implemented efficiency efforts, then it would be to make up for the loss from the Yuba system. PCWA already experiences, in critical years (and bottom end of dry), a shortage in that system. 
· The goal is to understand what could support the fish, before we even start asking other questions. 
· PCWA’s proposal attempted to take storm flow information into account. The attraction flows currently happening are storm flows. By the time the attraction flows start, PCWA has already used all the water available for customers for the year. It’s not really possible to add flows. 
· “I guess I don’t understand the fall flows. There is an abrupt stop and we’re told it’s related to PG&E maintenance. It’s not about providing attraction flows. It’s about not stopping flows when fish are already there.” 
· Essentially, the whole PG&E system goes down for 4 to 6 weeks. We have a limited ability to put water in the system. The canals go on rotating outages. Demand goes down. Some customers don’t buy winter water. Water supply dives during second week of October. PCWA is trying to work on this with PG&E (to try to backfill the water). 
· The concept of the proposal is to look at what would provide habitat for salmon throughout the year. We need to have a benchmark, some scientific rationale that we could agree upon. We need to try to leave the study open enough to do some real joint fact-finding. 
· The questions for a study on Auburn Ravine and Coon Creek are fundamentally different. The customer base in those places is very different. 
· This is a study for a portion of the WPC region. A subsequent study for the rest of the region should be developed through conversations with NID.
· After the study is complete, then how will we address the desired condition? In some ways, we’re dealing with constraints of the system (customers, etc). Will the fish become a “customer”? Are these the sorts of discussions that could come?
· Depending on the results of the Drum-Spaulding relicensing, if PCWA’s water supply is approximately whole, then the Agency could make a guarantee that the flow levels would remain at status quo. 
· Without the information that the flow study would provide, none of the stakeholders can participate effectively in the Drum-Spaulding discussion. “How much water can be taken and still have the creeks function?”
· There are three possible paths for the study: 
1. A demonstration flow 
2. Review MWH’s study (East Loomis Canal Basin?) and manipulate their data to estimate flow information.

3. Discuss other options with consultants. 
· Demonstration flow would have to happen in July or August. 

· This should be a companion with Auburn Ravine and Coon Creek effort.
OUTCOMES: 

1. Julie will work with the Foothills Water Network’s Western Placer Creeks group to develop a revised flow study proposal.
2. Once this is complete, Julie will send the proposal to Andy Fecko, who will review it with PCWA and NID. 
3. Once he has reviewed and revised the document, it will be sent to Julie and to the consultants. 

4. The consultants will turn this document into a formal scope of work and will present this to the CABY WPC group on February 25. 

AGENDA ITEM: Strategies for Engaging Additional Stakeholders (e.g., South Sutter)

The group discussed the importance of having participation from stakeholders outside of the CABY region. RWA participates in meetings, and is a willing partner. The group has identified South Sutter as an important participant. The discussion of how to bring them into the conversation is summarized below.
· Half of the water from Auburn Ravine goes into Please Grove where there is a diversion that is ensnaring fish, smolt, etc. SARSAS is working with South Sutter to get this screened. At this point, it is a question of funding. 
· “Does South Sutter have to be at the table with us? They’re a small operation and overburdened already. Can we involve them in another way?”
· South Sutter is in Northern California Water Association’s (NCWA) IRWMP region. Todd Manley should be contacted to discuss their participation.
· The screen project was one of the Network’s proposed implementation actions. This is a potential joint project between CABY and NCWA or CABY and RWA.
· These projects need to be submitted to RWA through their process, so that the projects are formalized in that IRWMP region as well. 
· The project descriptions should be comprehensive, without strictly following IRWMP region lines or Prop 84 requirements. “We need to develop the projects and then find funding for them. After ‘telling the story.’”
OUTCOMES:
1. CABY staff will work with Julie Leimbach to draft Step 1 applications for implementation projects proposed by the FWN. 
2. Ron Ott will send the work he has done so far on project development to CABY staff. 
3. The CABY WPC group will review Step 1 applications and make any necessary revisions. 
4. These revised Step 1 applications will be used to draft submittals to RWA. 
5. CABY staff will also work with Julie Leimbach to develop a description of the Western Placer Creeks region.
6. Andy Fecko will send descriptive information he has about the Western Placer Creeks area. 
AGENDA ITEM: Follow-up on Previous Action Items
Status of Teichart Dam

Edmund Sullivan contacted Teichart to request information about the dam that was identified as a barrier in the Coon Creek watershed. Edmund was told that there are two dams that are currently being used to provide water for mining activities and for agricultural irrigation (olives, stone fruits, etc). Teichart could be a willing partner in a barrier improvement project. He will set up a meeting between Teichart, himself, and CABY staff to discuss this. Outcomes will be reported to the work group. 
NOAA Critical Habitat Lines
Ben Ransom reviewed the metadata for the critical habitat lines and found that the development of this information was strictly a mapping exercise. No on-the-ground work was done. NOAA looked at topography, known sitings, and then drew lines on a map. The lines were digitized, and then submitted to the federal registry. 

