Technical Memorandum Draft Watershed Health Metrics for Evaluating Restoration
Progress in the San Geronimo Creek Watershed

Table B-1. Existing data in the San Geronimo Creek watershed, organized by habitat attribute.

Habitat attribute Data description and hyperlink to data and/or map representation

San Geronimo Cr Floating Weekly Ave @ Ink Wells 1999-2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc _ct137.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m89.htm

San Geronimo Cr Floating Weekly Ave @ Trt Plnt 1999-2001
http://www .krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct138.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m90.htm

San Geronimo Cr Min, Max and Average @ Ink Wells 2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct139.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m91.htm

San Geronimo Cr Min, Max and Average @ Trt Plnt 2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc _ct140.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m92.htm

Water quality Dissolved Oxygen in San Geronimo Creek 2000-2001

http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct147.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m95.htm

PH in Lower Lagunitas Cr Watershed 1995-2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct152.htm

Total Suspended Solids in Lower Lagunitas Cr Watershed 1995-2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ctl157.htm

Turbidity in Lower Lagunitas Creek Watershed 1995-2002
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct159.htm

Copper in Lower Lagunitas Cr Watershed 1995-2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct141.htm

San Geronimo Cr at Lagunitas Rd Bridge - Annual Peaks 1980-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct79.htm

Streamflow San Geronimo Cr at Lagunitas Rd Bridge - Monthly Ave 1980-2001

http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct80.htm

Lagunitas, SG & DG Creeks Percent Habitat by Length 1998-1999
Channel morphology http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct86.htm

Lagunitas & San Geronimo Cr Percent Bank Vegetation 1998-1999
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct82.htm

Riparian vegetation
Lagunitas & San Geronimo Cr Percent Fish Cover 1998-1999
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct83.htm

Channel connectivity None
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Habitat attribute Data description and hyperlink to data and/or map representation
Lagunitas & San Geronimo Cr Substrate Percent 1998-1999
Sediment dynamics http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct84.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) in San Geronimo Creek 1982-1986
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct26.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) Juv Salmonids in San Geronimo Cr 1993-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct19.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m27.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) Juvenile Coho Basinwide 1970-2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ctl6.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m25.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) Juvenile Steelhead Basinwide 1970-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ctl7.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m25.htm

Population Estimates 1 Basinwide 1982
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct32.htm

Population Estimates 5 San Geronimo Creek 1982
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct36.htm

Biological Population Estimates Juv Salmonids San Geronimo Cr 1995-2000
communities http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct39.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ m33.htm

Spawner Survey, Adult Live Coho Basinwide 1997-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct49.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m34.htm

Spawner Survey, Adult Live Coho San Geronimo Creek 1997-2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct51.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m36.htm

Spawner Survey, Coho Redds Basinwide 1995-2001 by Week
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct52.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m37.htm

Spawner Survey, Coho Redds Basinwide 1997-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct53.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m38.htm

Spawner Survey, Coho Redds San Geronimo Creek 1997-2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct55.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m40.htm

(source: KRIS clearinghouse)
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Table B-2. Existing data near the San Geronimo Creek watershed, organized by habitat
attribute (includes data not listed in Table B-1 but located within the Lagunitas Creek and
Walker Creek watersheds).

Habitat attribute Data description and hyperlink to data and/or map representation

All MMWD Sites, MWAT by Year 1997-2002
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m66.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ctl14.htm

Bear Valley Creek Min, Max and Average 1999
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ctl15.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m67.htm

Devils Gulch Min, Max and Average 2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ctl16.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m68.htm

John West Fork Lower Min, Max and Average 2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ctl117.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ m69.htm

John West Fork Pipe Trap Min, Max and Average 2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/Ic_ctl18.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m70.htm

John West Fork Upper Min, Max and Average 1999
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct119.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m71.htm

Water quality
John West Fork Upper Min, Max and Average 2000
http://www .krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct120.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m72.htm

Lagunitas Cr Floating Weekly Ave @ Gallagers 1998-2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct121.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m73.htm

Lagunitas Cr Floating Weekly Ave @ Kent 1997-2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct122.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m74.htm

Lagunitas Cr Floating Weekly Ave @ SPT St Park 1997-2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct123.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m?75.htm

Lagunitas Cr Floating Wkly Ave @ Several Sites 2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct124.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m76.htm

Lagunitas Cr Min, Max and Average @ Gallagers 2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc _ct125.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m77.htm
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Habitat attribute Data description and hyperlink to data and/or map representation

Lagunitas Cr Min, Max and Average @ Kent 2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct126.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m?78.htm

Lagunitas Cr Min, Max and Average @ SPT St Park 2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct127.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m79.htm

Olema Creek Lower Min, Max and Average 2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc _ct128.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m80.htm

Olema Creek Floating Weekly Ave @ Several Sites 1999
http://www.krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct129.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m81.htm

Olema Creek Floating Weekly Ave @ Several Sites 2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct130.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m82.htm

Olema Creek Lower Middle Min, Max and Average 1999
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc _ct131.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ m83.htm

Olema Creek Middle Min, Max and Average 2000
Water quality http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct132.htm
(continued) http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m84.htm

Olema Creek Upper Middle Min, Max and Average 1999
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct133.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m85.htm

Olema Creek Upper Min, Max and Average 1999
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct134.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ m86.htm

Olema Creek Upper Min, Max and Average 2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct135.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m87.htm

Quarry Gulch Lower Min, Max and Average 2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct136.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m88.htm

Copper in Upper Lagunitas Cr Watershed 1995-2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct142.htm

Dissolved Oxygen (Average) in Lagunitas Creek 2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct143.htm

Dissolved Oxygen (Minimum) in Lagunitas Creek 2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_ wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct144.htm
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Habitat attribute

Data description and hyperlink to data and/or map representation

Water quality
(continued)

Dissolved Oxygen in Lagunitas Creek 2000-2001
http://www .krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct145.htm

Dissolved Oxygen in Olema Creek 1999-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct146.htm

Fecal Coliform in Lagunitas Creek Small Tribs 1999-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct149.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m96.htm

Fecal Coliform in Lagunitas Creek Watershed 2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct150.htm

Fecal Coliform in Olema Creek 1999-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct151.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m97.htm

PH in Upper Lagunitas Cr Watershed 1995-2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct153.htm

Specific Conductance in Olema Creek 1999-2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc ct154.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m98.htm

Total Suspended Sediments in Olema Creek 1999-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct155.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m99.htm

Total Suspended Solids in Lagunitas Creek Small Tribs 1999-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct156.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m100.htm

Total Suspended Solids in Upper Lagunitas Cr Watershed 1995-2002
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct158.htm

Turbidity in Upper Lagunitas Creek Watershed 1995-2002
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/Ic ct160.htm

Streamflow

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station 1975-1978 (Comparison)
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct58.htm

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station 1979-1982 (Comparison)
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct59.htm

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station 1983-1986 (Comparison)
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct60.htm

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station 1987-1990 (Comparison)
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc ct61.htm
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http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct154.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m98.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct155.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m99.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct156.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m100.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct158.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct160.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct58.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct59.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct60.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct61.htm
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Data description and hyperlink to data and/or map representation

Streamflow
(continued)

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station 1991-1994 (Comparison)
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct62.htm

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station 1995-1998 (Comparison)
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct63.htm

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station 1999-2001 (Comparison)
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct64.htm

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station, Monthly Average 1975-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct65.htm

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station, High Flow Days 1975-2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct66.htm

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station, Median/Tenth 1975-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct67.htm

Lagunitas Creek at Pt Reyes Station, Season 5/1-6/15, Medians
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct68.htm

Lagunitas Creek at SPT State Park 1983-1986 (Comparison)
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct69.htm

Lagunitas Creek at SPT State Park 1987-1990 (Comparison)
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct70.htm

Lagunitas Creek at SPT State Park 1991-1994 (Comparison)
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct71.htm

Lagunitas Creek at SPT State Park 1995-1998 (Comparison)
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct72.htm

Lagunitas Creek at SPT State Park 1999-2001 (Comparison)
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct73.htm

Lagunitas Creek at SPT State Park, Monthly Average 1983-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct74.htm

Lagunitas Creek at SPT State Park, High Flow Days 1983-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct75.htm

Lagunitas Creek at SPT State Park, Season 5/1-6/15, Medians
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct76.htm

Lagunitas Creek at SPT State Park, Season 6/16-10/31, Medians
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct77.htm

Lagunitas Creek Watershed Reservoir Capacity 1872-1999
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct57.htm

Nicasio Creek at USGS Station 1954-1960
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc ¢t78.htm
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Lagunitas Creek Average Pool Depths 1998-1999
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct85.htm

Channel morphology
Lagunitas Creek Percent Habitat by Length 1992
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct81.htm
Riparian vegetation None in Lagunitas
Channel connectivity None in Lagunitas

Below Shafter Br - Bed Sub Surface Composition 1981-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct98.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m52.htm

Below Shafter Br - Bed Surface Composition 1981-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct99.htm

Kelley's Upper - Bed Sub Surface Composition 1980-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct100.htm

Kelley's Upper - Bed Surface Composition 1981-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct101.htm

Taylor State Park - Bed Sub Surface Composition 1981-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct102.htm

Taylor State Park - Bed Surface Composition 1980-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct103.htm

Big Rock - Bed Sub Surface Composition 1980-2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct104.htm

Sediment dynamics
Big Rock - Bed Surface Composition 1980-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct105.htm

Big Bend - Bed Sub Surface Composition 1980-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct106.htm

Big Bend - Bed Surface Composition 1981-2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc _ct107.htm

Cheda Ranch Road - Bed Sub Surface Composition 1980-2000
http://www .krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct108.htm

Cheda Ranch Road - Bed Surface Composition 1981-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct109.htm

Kelley's Tocaloma - Bed Sub Surface Composition 1980-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct110.htm

Bed Sub Surface Composition - D50, Summary 1995-2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc _¢t90.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m44.htm
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Data description and hyperlink to data and/or map representation

Sediment dynamics
(continued)

Bed Surface Composition - D50, Summary 1995-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct91.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m45.htm

DG to TB - Bed Surface Composition D50 1980-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct92.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m46.htm

SG to DG - Bed Surface Composition D50 1980-2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc _¢t96.htm

SG to DG - Embeddedness 1979-2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc ¢t97.htm

Biological
communities

Abundance (Fish/30m) in Devils Gulch 1982-1986
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct23.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) in Lagunitas Creek 1982-1986
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct24.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) in Olema Creek 1982-1986
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct25.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) Juv Salmonids in Devils Gulch 1993-2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc _ctl18.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m26.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) Juv Steelhead 0+ in Lagunitas Cr 1993-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct20.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m28.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) Juv Steelhead 1+ in Lagunitas Cr 1993-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct21.htm

Abundance (Fish/30m) Juvenile Coho in Lagunitas Creek 1993-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct22.htm

Migrant Adult Salmonid Catch in Nicasio Creek 1961-1971
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct27.htm

Outmigrant Catch Lagunitas Creek 1983
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct28.htm

Outmigrant Catch Lagunitas Creek 1984
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct29.htm

Outmigrant Catch Lagunitas Creek 1985
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct30.htm

Outmigrant Salmonids Lagunitas Creek 1983-1985
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct31.htm

Population Estimates 2 Lagunitas Creek 1982
http://www.krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct33.htm
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Data description and hyperlink to data and/or map representation

Biological
communities
(continued)

Population Estimates 3 Olema Creek 1982
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct34.htm

Population Estimates 4 Devils Gulch 1982
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct35.htm

Population Estimates Juv Salmonids Devils Gulch 1995-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct37.htm

Population Estimates Juv Salmonids Lagunitas Cr 1995-2000
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct38.htm

Spawner Survey by Kilometer, John West Fork Coho Redds 1997-2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct40.htm

Spawner Survey by Kilometer, Olema Creek 1997-1998
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct41.htm

Spawner Survey by Kilometer, Olema Creek 1998-1999
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct42.htm

Spawner Survey by Kilometer, Olema Creek 1999-2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct43.htm

Spawner Survey by Kilometer, Olema Creek 2000-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct44.htm

Spawner Survey by Week, Olema Creek 1997-1998
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct45.htm

Spawner Survey by Week, Olema Creek 1998-1999
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct46.htm

Spawner Survey by Week, Olema Creek 1999-2000
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct47.htm

Spawner Survey by Week, Olema Creek 2000-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct48.htm

Spawner Survey, Adult Live Coho Lagunitas Creek 1997-2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct50.htm

Spawner Survey, Coho Redds Lagunitas Creek 1997-2001
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct54.htm

Stocking in Lagunitas Creek 1958-1987
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct56.htm

Lagunitas Creek EPT Taxa 2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ m8.htm
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Biological
communities
(continued)

Lagunitas Creek Percent Dominant Taxa 2001
http://www.krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ctl.htm

Lagunitas Creek Taxa Richness 2001
http://www .krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct2.htm

Olema Creek EPT Taxa 1999
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct3.htm
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc m11.htm

Olema Creek Percent Dominant Taxa 1999
http://www krisweb.com/kris wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct4.htm

Olema Creek RRIBI Scores 1999
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct5.htm

Olema Creek Taxa Richness 1999
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct6.htm

(source: KRIS clearinghouse)

Stillwater Sciences
B-10


http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct1.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct2.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct3.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_m11.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct4.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct5.htm
http://www.krisweb.com/kris_wms/krisdb/webbuilder/lc_ct6.htm

Appendix C

Supporting letter from NOAA coho salmon recovery team



UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
N NATIONAL MARINE FISHERIES SERVICE

gt Southwest Region

777 Sonoma Ave., Room 325

Santa Rosa, CA 95404-4731
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February 3, 2010 In response refer to:
SWR/F/ISWR3:CAA

Supervisor Steve Kinsey

Marin County Board of Supervisors
3501 Civic Center Drive, Suite 329
San Rafael, California 94903

Dear Supervisor Kinsey:

The purpose of this letter is to express NOAA’s National Marine Fisheries Service’s (NMFS)
support for the fundamental framework and priorities outlined by the San Geronimo Valley
Salmon Enhancement Plan (SEP). The SEP is a Marin County Department of Public Works
document, and identifies relevant actions and strategies to promote natural watershed processes
that in turn may improve salmon and steelhead (salmonid) survival in the San Geronimo Creek
watershed. The SEP is proposing a process to evaluate watershed functions using habitat targets
to identify factors most limiting to salmonids in San Geronimo Creek. These targets can be
evaluated and tracked to measure improvements in watershed conditions, salmonid survival, and
status of salmonid populations through time.

We are planning for NMFS to release the draft federal recovery plan for the Central California
Coast (CCC) coho salmon (Oncorhynchus kisutch) Evolutionarily Significant Unit for public
review in March 2010. The SEP population goals, habitat targets, and recommended actions are
closely aligned with recommendations forthcoming in this draft recovery plan. We initially had
concerns about the 35-foot stream enhancement zone described in the SEP, but now have the
understanding this is intended to describe the zone of first priority for voluntary riparian
restoration measures, and is not a riparian buffer. The 100-foot setback as described by the
Marin County Wide Plan as a buffer is consistent with NMFS’ recommendations for buffering
streams from adjacent land use practices.

The situation for CCC coho salmon is dire; extinction of salmon on the central coast is possible
unless significant protections are implemented in the immediate future. The draft coho recovery
plan identifies critical watersheds where increasing survival of CCC coho salmon is paramount.
San Geronimo Creek is one of the highest priority areas for increasing survival identified by the
draft recovery plan and the SEP supports this goal.




The County and its partners have worked hard to develop a comprehensive approach and an
implementation plan to rehabilitate critical coho habitat and support recovery of the population.
We look forward to working in partnership with Marin County to provide support in
implementing this critically important plan.

Sincerely,

Vi) 2 e

Dick Butler
Santa Rosa Area Office Supervisor
Protected Resources Division



Appendix D

SCA parcels included in moratorium



121-160-23
121-160-52
121-190-07
164-320-03
168-011-01
168-012-01
168-012-03
168-021-03
168-021-04
168-021-06
168-021-07
168-021-08
168-021-09
168-022-02
168-022-03
168-022-05
168-022-09
168-022-11
168-022-12
168-022-13
168-031-07
168-031-08
168-031-09
168-031-10
168-031-11
168-031-12
168-031-13
168-032-01
168-032-06
168-033-05
168-033-06
168-033-08
168-033-09
168-033-10
168-033-11
168-033-12
168-034-03
168-034-05
168-034-07
168-034-08
168-034-09
168-034-14
168-034-16
168-034-19
168-041-09
168-041-15
168-041-36
168-041-42
168-041-43
168-041-44

List of Parcel Numbers

168-041-45
168-041-47
168-041-50
168-041-52
168-041-53
168-051-01
168-061-02
168-061-03
168-061-04
168-061-07
168-061-08
168-061-10
168-061-11
168-061-17
168-061-19
168-061-20
168-071-04
168-071-05
168-071-13
168-071-15
168-072-01
168-072-02
168-072-03
168-072-04
168-072-05
168-072-06
168-072-08
168-072-12
168-081-01
168-081-02
168-081-03
168-081-04
168-081-05
168-081-06
168-081-13
168-081-14
168-081-15
168-081-16
168-081-20
168-081-34
168-081-46
168-081-48
168-081-49
168-081-50
168-081-51
168-091-02
168-091-05
168-091-06
168-091-16
168-092-01

168-092-13
168-092-14
168-092-15
168-092-17
168-092-19
168-093-04
168-093-05
168-093-06
168-093-07
168-093-16
168-093-17
168-093-19
168-093-20
168-111-01
168-111-02
168-111-03
168-111-04
168-111-06
168-111-08
168-111-09
168-111-13
168-131-02
168-131-03
168-131-22
168-131-23
168-151-03
168-151-05
168-151-06
168-152-02
168-152-03
168-152-10
168-152-15
168-152-16
168-153-04
168-153-06
168-153-07
168-153-08
168-153-11
168-161-18
168-161-19
168-161-30
168-162-01
168-162-02
168-162-03
168-163-01
168-163-02
168-171-03
168-171-04
168-171-05
168-171-11
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168-172-01
168-172-02
168-172-08
168-174-01
168-174-02
168-174-04
168-174-05
168-175-01
168-175-02
168-175-05
168-175-06
168-181-01
168-181-07
168-182-03
168-182-09
168-182-14
168-182-15
168-182-16
168-183-03
168-183-04
168-191-01
168-191-02
168-191-07
168-191-08
168-192-01
168-192-15
168-192-21
168-192-23
168-192-27
168-192-28
168-192-31
168-201-02
168-201-03
168-201-04
168-201-05
168-201-06
168-201-10
168-201-11
168-201-13
168-221-04
168-221-05
168-221-06
168-222-01
168-222-02
168-222-03
168-222-04
168-222-06
168-222-09
168-231-01
168-231-03



168-231-04
168-231-05
168-231-06
168-231-07
168-231-10
168-231-20
168-231-26
168-240-18
168-240-20
168-240-21
168-240-22
168-240-23
168-240-25
168-240-30
168-250-25
168-250-30
168-250-40
168-250-41
168-260-01
168-260-02
168-260-03
168-270-01
168-270-12
168-270-14
168-270-15
168-270-18
168-270-20
168-270-22
168-270-26
168-270-28
168-280-01
168-280-02
168-280-03
168-280-04
168-280-05
168-280-06
168-280-07
168-290-01
168-290-02
168-290-03
168-290-04
168-290-07
168-290-08
168-290-10
168-290-11
168-300-01
168-300-02
168-300-03
168-300-04
168-300-06

List of Parcel Numbers

168-300-07
168-300-08
168-310-01
168-310-02
168-320-02
168-320-06
168-320-07
168-320-08
168-320-09
168-320-10
168-320-11
168-320-21
169-011-01
169-012-08
169-012-09
169-012-10
169-012-11
169-012-13
169-012-15
169-012-16
169-012-17
169-021-10
169-021-11
169-021-14
169-021-19
169-021-40
169-021-45
169-021-53
169-021-55
169-021-57
169-021-61
169-021-64
169-021-65
169-021-66
169-021-67
169-021-68
169-021-69
169-021-70
169-021-71
169-021-72
169-021-73
169-021-74
169-021-75
169-021-76
169-021-77
169-021-78
169-022-03
169-022-09
169-022-10
169-022-18

169-022-20
169-022-21
169-022-22
169-023-01
169-023-02
169-023-03
169-023-04
169-023-05
169-031-04
169-031-06
169-031-27
169-031-28
169-031-29
169-031-32
169-031-39
169-031-40
169-031-42
169-031-43
169-031-44
169-031-45
169-031-46
169-031-48
169-031-51
169-031-52
169-031-53
169-032-01
169-032-02
169-032-17
169-032-18
169-032-20
169-032-65
169-032-66
169-032-67
169-032-69
169-032-72
169-032-73
169-032-74
169-032-78
169-032-80
169-032-81
169-041-01
169-041-08
169-041-21
169-041-22
169-041-23
169-041-24
169-041-28
169-041-29
169-041-30
169-041-31
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169-041-33
169-041-43
169-041-44
169-041-45
169-041-46
169-041-47
169-041-62
169-041-63
169-051-02
169-051-03
169-051-04
169-051-17
169-051-18
169-061-05
169-061-06
169-062-01
169-071-04
169-071-16
169-071-18
169-071-19
169-071-20
169-071-26
169-071-28
169-071-30
169-071-31
169-071-32
169-071-33
169-071-34
169-071-35
169-081-04
169-081-06
169-081-12
169-081-13
169-081-18
169-081-21
169-081-23
169-081-24
169-081-27
169-081-28
169-081-29
169-081-30
169-081-31
169-081-32
169-081-34
169-081-35
169-081-36
169-091-02
169-091-03
169-091-08
169-091-09



169-091-12
169-091-13
169-091-14
169-091-17
169-091-18
169-091-19
169-091-20
169-091-21
169-091-22
169-091-23
169-091-24
169-092-03
169-092-04
169-092-05
169-092-09
169-092-11
169-092-12
169-092-16
169-092-17
169-092-21
169-092-22
169-101-14
169-101-16
169-111-10
169-111-12
169-111-13
169-111-30
169-111-35
169-111-36
169-111-37
169-111-38
169-111-44
169-111-45
169-111-48
169-111-57
169-111-58
169-111-59
169-111-60
169-111-61
169-111-63
169-111-65
169-111-66
169-111-68
169-111-71
169-111-72
169-111-73
169-111-74
169-131-03
169-131-04
169-131-05

List of Parcel Numbers

169-132-01
169-132-04
169-132-05
169-132-10
169-132-15
169-132-17
169-132-18
169-132-19
169-132-20
169-132-21
169-132-23
169-132-24
169-133-01
169-141-01
169-141-02
169-141-03
169-141-04
169-141-05
169-141-06
169-141-07
169-141-09
169-141-10
169-141-11
169-141-13
169-141-14
169-141-15
169-141-16
169-141-17
169-141-18
169-141-21
169-141-32
169-141-33
169-141-34
169-141-35
169-141-36
169-141-37
169-141-41
169-141-42
169-141-43
169-141-45
169-141-46
169-151-03
169-151-04
169-151-07
169-151-17
169-151-21
169-151-25
169-151-27
169-151-28
169-151-29

169-151-30
169-151-34
169-151-35
169-151-36
169-151-37
169-152-07
169-152-11
169-152-12
169-152-13
169-161-15
169-162-07
169-162-21
169-162-24
169-163-01
169-163-02
169-171-17
169-171-18
169-181-06
169-181-07
169-181-08
169-181-09
169-182-01
169-182-04
169-182-06
169-182-07
169-191-05
169-191-09
169-191-10
169-191-13
169-191-14
169-191-15
169-191-16
169-191-21
169-201-03
169-201-06
169-211-02
169-211-05
169-211-06
169-221-01
169-221-11
169-221-26
169-221-32
169-221-33
169-221-34
169-231-01
169-231-15
169-231-16
169-231-18
169-231-24
169-231-25
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169-231-27
169-231-29
169-231-30
169-241-24
169-251-03
169-251-10
169-251-11
169-251-16
169-251-17
169-251-18
169-251-19
169-251-22
169-251-23
169-252-01
169-252-02
169-252-03
169-252-04
169-252-10
169-252-11
169-252-12
169-252-18
169-252-19
169-252-20
169-271-13
169-281-02
169-281-04
169-291-01
169-291-06
169-291-07
169-291-11
169-291-15
169-291-20
169-301-01
169-311-03
169-311-17
169-312-01
169-312-04
169-312-08
169-312-13
169-312-14
169-312-15
169-312-16
169-321-03
169-321-06
169-321-09
169-321-10
169-321-11
169-321-12
169-321-13
169-321-14



169-321-15
169-321-16
169-321-17
169-322-04
169-322-12
169-322-13
169-322-16
169-322-17
169-322-24
169-322-25
169-322-26
169-322-27
169-322-28
169-322-29
169-322-30
169-322-31
169-341-02
169-351-01
169-351-05
169-351-06
169-351-09
169-351-10
170-011-01
170-011-02
170-011-03
170-011-14
170-011-15
170-011-16
170-011-17
170-011-18
170-012-02
170-012-05
170-012-06
170-012-09
170-012-10
170-012-11
170-014-19
170-014-23
170-021-01
170-021-02
170-021-05
170-021-06
170-021-08
170-021-09
170-021-12
170-021-13
170-021-14
170-021-16
170-022-01
170-022-02

List of Parcel Numbers

170-022-03
170-023-03
170-032-01
170-034-01
170-041-06
170-041-09
170-041-10
170-042-08
170-042-14
170-042-15
170-042-16
170-042-17
170-042-18
170-061-02
170-061-03
170-061-04
170-061-05
170-061-06
170-061-07
170-062-09
170-062-10
170-062-11
170-062-12
170-062-17
170-062-18
170-062-19
170-062-23
170-062-24
170-071-01
170-071-02
170-071-05
170-071-12
170-071-15
170-071-17
170-071-18
170-071-19
170-072-04
170-072-05
170-072-07
170-072-08
170-072-09
170-072-10
170-081-08
170-091-01
170-091-02
170-091-03
170-091-04
170-091-06
170-091-10
170-091-11

170-091-14
170-091-15
170-091-16
170-092-10
170-092-15
170-101-02
170-101-03
170-102-01
170-102-02
170-102-03
170-102-04
170-102-05
170-102-08
170-102-09
170-102-10
170-102-12
170-111-01
170-111-02
170-111-03
170-112-01
170-120-04
170-120-31
170-120-33
170-120-37
170-130-24
170-130-26
170-130-32
170-130-33
170-161-02
170-162-05
170-171-02
170-171-03
170-171-06
170-172-01
170-172-02
170-172-03
170-172-04
170-172-05
170-181-01
170-181-05
170-181-06
170-182-01
170-182-02
170-182-03
170-182-08
170-182-09
170-182-10
170-182-11
170-190-01
170-190-02
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170-190-03
170-190-06
170-190-08
170-190-09
172-011-04
172-011-05
172-011-06
172-012-01
172-012-06
172-014-05
172-031-08
172-041-04
172-051-04
172-051-05
172-051-09
172-051-10
172-051-11
172-051-21
172-051-23
172-051-26
172-051-30
172-051-31
172-051-32
172-051-33
172-053-26
172-063-04
172-063-05
172-063-06
172-063-09
172-063-10
172-063-11
172-063-12
172-063-16
172-063-17
172-063-18
172-063-22
172-063-23
172-063-27
172-063-30
172-063-34
172-063-36
172-063-42
172-063-44
172-063-46
172-064-05
172-064-06
172-064-07
172-064-08
172-065-04
172-065-05



172-065-06
172-065-07
172-065-08
172-065-09
172-065-10
172-065-11
172-071-10
172-071-12
172-071-13
172-071-15
172-071-19
172-071-20
172-071-22
172-071-23
172-071-25
172-071-26
172-071-27
172-072-01
172-072-08
172-072-14
172-072-15
172-072-17
172-073-01
172-074-01
172-074-02
172-074-03
172-081-01
172-081-07
172-083-09
172-083-20
172-083-25
172-083-27
172-083-30
172-091-02
172-091-03
172-091-07
172-091-08
172-091-09
172-091-10
172-091-13
172-091-17
172-091-25
172-091-34
172-091-35
172-091-37
172-091-38
172-091-39
172-091-40
172-091-41
172-091-43

List of Parcel Numbers

172-091-44
172-091-45
172-091-46
172-091-47
172-101-01
172-102-01
172-102-02
172-102-03
172-103-02
172-103-03
172-103-04
172-103-05
172-103-07
172-103-08
172-104-02
172-104-03
172-104-06
172-104-07
172-104-08
172-104-09
172-111-01
172-111-02
172-111-03
172-111-04
172-111-05
172-111-06
172-111-07
172-111-08
172-111-09
172-111-10
172-121-01
172-121-02
172-121-04
172-121-05
172-121-06
172-121-09
172-121-10
172-121-14
172-121-15
172-122-03
172-122-12
172-122-14
172-122-21
172-122-22
172-131-02
172-131-04
172-131-05
172-131-09
172-131-12
172-131-13

172-132-01
172-141-03
172-141-04
172-141-07
172-141-08
172-141-11
172-141-12
172-141-13
172-141-17
172-141-20
172-141-28
172-141-29
172-141-30
172-141-31
172-142-02
172-142-03
172-142-04
172-142-09
172-142-10
172-142-11
172-142-12
172-142-13
172-142-15
172-142-16
172-151-10
172-151-12
172-151-13
172-151-14
172-151-15
172-151-16
172-151-25
172-151-31
172-151-36
172-151-38
172-151-39
172-151-40
172-151-41
172-151-42
172-151-44
172-161-06
172-161-07
172-161-27
172-161-28
172-161-35
172-161-36
172-161-44
172-171-01
172-171-02
172-171-03
172-171-04
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172-171-09
172-171-15
172-171-16
172-171-17
172-172-02
172-172-03
172-173-01
172-173-04
172-173-07
172-173-08
172-173-09
172-173-10
172-173-15
172-173-18
172-173-21
172-173-22
172-173-24
172-173-25
172-181-01
172-181-02
172-181-34
172-181-40
172-191-01
172-191-02
172-191-03
172-191-28
172-211-01
172-211-02
172-211-07
172-211-08
172-211-09
172-211-10
172-211-17
172-211-22
172-211-23
172-211-28
172-211-29
172-211-30
172-211-31
172-211-33
172-211-35
172-211-37
172-211-38
172-211-39
172-212-01
172-212-02
172-212-03
172-212-04
172-212-08
172-221-01



172-221-02
172-221-03
172-221-08
172-221-09
172-221-11
172-221-19
172-221-20
172-221-29
172-221-30
172-221-35
172-221-40
172-221-44
172-221-45
172-221-46
172-221-47
172-231-02
172-231-05
172-231-06
172-231-07
172-231-08
172-231-16
172-231-19
172-231-21
172-231-25
172-231-27
172-231-28
172-231-29
172-231-31
172-231-32
172-231-33
172-231-37
172-231-39
172-231-41
172-231-42
172-231-43
172-231-46
172-231-47
172-252-05
172-252-08
172-252-09
172-252-31
172-252-33
172-261-03
172-261-05
172-261-17
172-261-18
172-261-19
172-261-21
172-261-23
172-261-30

List of Parcel Numbers

172-262-07
172-262-08
172-262-09
172-262-12
172-262-13
172-262-14
172-262-15
172-271-26
172-271-27
172-281-01
172-281-02
172-281-04
172-282-05
172-282-06
172-282-09
172-282-10
172-282-13
172-282-16
172-282-24
172-282-27
172-282-28
172-282-29
172-282-32
172-282-33
172-291-16
172-291-17
172-291-27
172-291-30
172-291-39
172-291-41
172-291-44
172-292-01
172-292-02
172-292-05
172-292-06
172-311-09
172-311-10
172-311-12
172-311-14
172-311-15
172-311-18
172-311-19
172-321-07
172-321-09
172-321-10
172-321-13
172-321-20
172-321-26
172-321-35
172-321-36

172-321-37
172-321-50
172-321-51
172-321-60
172-321-61
172-321-62
172-321-64
172-321-65
172-321-66
172-321-67
172-321-68
172-331-03
172-331-04
172-331-05
172-331-07
172-331-10
172-331-11
172-331-12
172-331-13
172-331-14
172-332-01
172-332-02
172-332-03
172-332-05
172-332-06
172-332-07
172-333-09
172-333-19
172-333-20
172-341-03
172-341-04
172-341-05
172-341-07
172-341-08
172-341-09
172-341-10
172-341-11
172-342-03
172-342-04
172-342-05
172-342-06
172-342-07
172-342-10
172-342-16
172-342-17
172-342-18
172-342-19
172-342-20
172-343-06
172-343-07
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172-343-11
172-350-05
172-350-08
172-350-11
172-350-20
172-350-22
172-350-31
172-350-32
172-350-35
172-350-36
172-350-37
172-360-21
172-360-29
172-360-30
172-360-35
172-360-36
172-360-42
172-360-43
172-360-55
172-360-58
172-360-59
172-360-60
172-360-62
172-360-64
172-360-65
172-371-04
172-372-01
172-372-08
172-372-14
172-372-17
172-372-19
172-372-20
172-372-21
172-372-22
172-372-23
172-380-01
172-380-02
197-110-08
197-120-13
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Appendix E. Draft summary of riparian buffer widths to protect selected riparian functions for San Geronimo Creek

watershed.

Riparian Function: Goal
shown in italics. Key riparian

Recommended buffer

functions associated with each width to protect riparian Literature
goal listed below. function. Rationale Sources
Channel morphology: promote l.a. 100 ft 1.a. Three to five dominant tree widths suggested (NRCS) Redwood 1l.a. NRCS;
bedform complexity and improve crown width averages 25 to 35 feet (Gilman and Watson 1994), so Gilman and

habitat feature value

1. LWD recruitment: riparian
conifers provide for in-channel
LWD

2. Bank stability: riparian
vegetation can reduce bank
erosion

1.b. 150 ft where conifers are
dominant species of potential
vegetation; 80 to 100 ft where
California bay laurel is the
dominant species of potential
vegetation.

1.c. 50 to 150 ft.

2. 35’ no touch zone for native
riparian tree species

that three tree widths approximates 100 feet. Canopy widths for
Douglas-fir and California bay are at least as wide. In order to
support the LWD recruitment function, this would need to encompass
areas and trees that can reasonably be allowed to fall into the channel
by the land owners and/or managers.

1.b. Over half of the potential LWD recruitment occurs within 0.6x
the tree height (FEMAT 1993). Where 0.6x redwood and Douglas-fir
(both 250 feet) tree heights are 150 feet (Burns and Honkala 1990),
and 0.6x California bay laurel height (80 feet) is 48 feet (Burns and
Honkala 1990).

1.c. Bank erosion and both streamside landsliding and windthrow are
likely major processes for LWD recruitment (>50% for bank erosion
and 25 to 50%, respectively). In the Mendocino County redwood
region, these processes are dominant in the first 50 and 150 feet of
channel bank, respectively.

2. Where tree roots intersect channel banks, buffer strips reduce bank
erosion.

Watson 1994.

1.b. Burns and
Honkala 1990;
1b. FEMAT 1993
1.b. Benda et al.
2003

1.b. Benda et al.
2002

1.c. Benda 2004
1.c. Reid and
Hilton 1998

1.c. Liquori et al.
2008

2. Abernethy and
Ruterhfurd 1999
2. Simon and
Collison 2002

Biological communities: Protect
and promote native aquatic and
riparian vegetation and wildlife
1a. Sources of biodiversity in
landscape (including plants)

1a. 150 foot buffer minimum
(based in most narrow source
listed to right)

1b. The wider the better; the

1a. Quote from Jones and Stokes TM 200210.18.pdf (page 4): “In
general, research indicates that a minimum 80-foot wide buffer is
essential for maintaining some semblance of terrestrial biodiversity
(Levey et al. 2002).” (Levey et al. 2002 not listed in the literature
cited in this document and could not be located independently.)

la. Levey et al.
2002

la. RHJV 2000
la. Hagar 1999
la. Hilty and
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Riparian Function: Goal
shown in italics. Key riparian

Recommended buffer

functions associated with each width to protect riparian Literature
goal listed below. function. Rationale Sources
1b. Maintaining native species older the stand the better. Merenlander
dominance la. Regarding terrestrial animals and plants: 2004
1a. Naiman et al.
la. Birds: 2005;
250 feet: RHJV 2000 - bird species in CA. la. Pollack et al.
>130 feet: Hagar 1999 — birds in Oregon 1999;
la. Mammals: 1a. Everson and
>1000 feet: Hilty and Merenlander 2004: Napa vineyard Boucher 1998
landscape

la. Maintaining the intermediate level of disturbance most likely to
support greatest biodiversity (e.g. intermediate disturbance
hydpothesis). Natural disturbance processes of flooding maintain
diversity of habitats within riparian zone -- this requires maintenance
or restoration of the floodplain and flooding process, as well as
topographic diversity within that floodplain.

1b. The wider the stand, the lower the invasive plant species cover
(Russell 2004)

1b. Russell 2004

Water quality: Protect and
improve surface and groundwater
quality

la. Filtration of fine sediment,
and sediment associated
phosphorus through interception
of surface runoff

1a. 35 feet buffer to support
dense cover of riparian
herbaceous and woody species
(with a focus on site-
appropriate rhizomaceous
species).

1a. Native plants, particularly rhizomaceous sedge species, are
effective in providing bank stability and the greater the coverage
along channel banks, the greater the reduction in surface erosion and
bank sloughing into the channel. Most hillslope sediment delivery to
channels originates from areas within 30 feet of channel.

la. Micheli et al.
2004

la. Liquori and
Benda 2008

la. Castelle, A.J.
and A.W.
Johnson 2000
la. Rashin et al.
2006

la. CH2MHill
and Western
Watershed
Associates
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APPENDIX F

San Geronimo Watershed - Future Potential Total Impervious Area (TIA)

GIS — Methods
Prepared by: Sebastian Araya, Stillwater Sciences, Berkeley-California
July 6, 2009
Task:

calculate future TIA conditions for the San Geronimo Watershed by Reach Sub basin.

Data sources:

1. Parcel Data including build-out potential: alt_parc.shp

2. Watershed boundary (derived from USGS 10mDEM)

3. Impervious Surfaces: ImperviousAreas_v2.shp

4. Reach Contributing Areas (derived from 10mDEM WS modeling)

Initial Scope:

Caveats:

We do not have (nor does the county) actual footprints of future developments, nor expected
square footage within each parcel. In addition, we also do not know if new roads and parking
lots will be constructed.

We do not have a time-stamp on future development. In other words, while we know the
maximum number of units allowed to be developed in each parcels, we do not know when those
constructions can occur. We also do not know if ‘green building practices' will be in place.

Given all those constrictions we can only estimate a "potential growth" of impervious areas by,
(1) determining what the existing ground conditions are in a given parcel (existing impervious
square feet), (2) determining the average TIA of a single unit, and multiplying that by the
number of additional units for that parcel. For parcels without existing units, the average unit size
for that landuse category (based on GIS) was used as the TIA multiplier.

Average Building footprint by Landuse
Agriculture: 874 sq.ft.

Commercial:1,289 sq.ft.

Community Open Space & Facilities: 1,840sq.ft.
Institutional: 2,955 sq.ft.

Multi Family Commons: 242 sq.ft.

Multi Family Residential: 1,096 sq.ft.

Open Space - Public: 2,113 sq.ft.

Road: 1,099 sq.ft.

Rural: 550 sq.ft.

Single Family Residential: 2,900 sq.ft.
Utility: 2,065 sq.ft.

Assumptions:

1. Minimum TIA in a parcel to be considered occupied by a building = 600 impervious sqft. This
assumption is designed to weed-out all data processing artifacts from the calculations. Because
we multiply the existing TIA-sqft in a given parcel by the number of additional units
zoned/allowed in that parcel, the idea with this assumption is to avoid multiplying the number of
additional units with a TIA square footage that represents the product of an 'artifact' (for
example, a an erroneous layer intersection due to scale or projection issues, in which a parcel is
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September 17, 2009

Honorable Steve Kinsey
Supervisor, County of Marin

3501 Civic Center Drive, Room 329
San Rafael, CA 94903

RE: Draft San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan
Dear Supervisor Kinsey:

For 50 years the Marin Builders Association (MBA) has served the construction industry by promoting
high ethical and professional standards and providing quality services to our members. We are 1000
members strong and work responsibly with our community for the enhancement of the building industry
and our environment.

MBA is grateful to have the opportunity to comment on the San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement
Plan. We are confidant that a comprehensive conservation plan will be adopted that will allow
reasonable development in the San Geronimo Valley. In addition, we hope the adopted plan will
streamline the building and permitting process for homeowners.

MBA is a leader in the Green Building movement. Since the County of Marin is considering new
aggressive Green Building requirements, green building practices, beyond vegetation management, should
be included in this plan as a strategy to reduce the impact of development. By implementing Green
Building, we believe there can be practical growth while maintaining the conservation goals.

The preservation of the San Geronimo Valley is important to the members of the MBA. As a community,
we must ensure the survival of the Coho Salmon. Studies show the demise of the Coho Salmon can be
attributed to many factors including, climate change, drought, pollution, overdevelopment, rodent
infestation, etc.

With that being said, we at the MBA advocate adopting a multi-faceted plan that addresses all the
contributing factors. The plan should not focus on stopping development but rather seek to implement a
variety of strategies aimed at improving the stream conservation area. Additionally, the homeowners of
San Geronimo Valley should be an equal partner in developing strategies that address the problem rather
than being left to respond to strategies developed without their full input.

660 Las Gallinas Avenue, San Rafael, CA 94903 (415) 462-1220 ph. (415) 462-1225 fax



MBA also finds it inappropriate for the Salmon Protection and Watershed Network
(SPAWN) to have contributed to this report as cited in the references. Since SPAWN has
pending litigation against the County of Marin, we question whether they have a conflict
of interest and whether they could have compromised the true data. In addition, some
MBA members familiar with the San Geronimo Valley area have raised concerns with
the current SPAWN fish rescue program cited in the draft report noting their personal
observation of freshwater otters, raccoons, and herons feeding on the fish that have
survived the winter. MBA suggest using an independent organization for data as well as
investigating the claim stated here.

With the economic downturn having a devastating effect on local government it is
important, when adopting a plan designed to improve and protect the San Geronimo
Valley water shed, that the county provide information on what the financial impacts of
the project will be and what the funding sources will be.

Similarly, when adopting ordinances that require homeowners to make improvements to
their properties, MBA urges the county to grant monetary incentives and cap the
compliance expense of any homeowner on an annual basis. Not only will these
strategies support the restoration of the Coho Salmon habitat, but they will stimulate the
economy by putting people back to work. In addition, an established exemption process
for hardship cases should be implemented.

Below are comments about selected proposed actions:

ACTION 3:

In the table that identifies the allowed activities, an explanation should be provided on
how restricting the outlined types of building will improve the stream conservation area.
Many of the proposed activities that are suggested to be restricted, in our professional
opinion, could be allowed with mitigation and by using Green Building practices.

ACTION 4:

According to the data, in this plan many of the proposed prohibitions and mandates are
simply not necessary. This section needs to be cautiously considered. Any required
actions will potentially decrease the value of a parcel and the collected property taxes.

ACTION 6:

MBA has long been an advocate for enforcement of un-permitted structures. Monetary
incentives would help homeowners bring their properties up to code. In addition an
enforcement program needs to be implemented. Not only is the practice of building
without permits a threat to the Coho Salmon it also threatens the safety of the San
Geronimo community and hurts the economy due to loss of permit and fee revenue.

ACTION 16:
Offering monetary incentives to homeowners to improve septic systems or the
implementation of community septic systems is recommended.



Finally, MBA has tracked this issue since SPAWN moved forward with litigation. We
have testified at every public hearing concerning this issue. On each of those occasions
we urged county officials to work with us during this process and at the very least contact
us when any action has been taken. We are dismayed that we were never contacted or
informed about the release of the Draft San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan.
MBA urges the County to implement a communication plan to inform all interested
parties and especially the residents of the San Geronimo Valley.

As we have stated many times before, we stand ready to partner with you and other
interested parties to bring about thoughtful solutions that support and maintain a vibrant
business community while protecting our environment.

Thank You,

Klif Knoles
General Manager

cc:
Ms. Liz Lewis, County of Marin

President, Hal Brown, Marin County Board of Supervisors

Vice President, Judy Arnold, Marin County Board of Supervisors

2™ Vice President, Susan Adams, Marin County Board of Supervisors
Honorable Charles McGlashan, Marin County Board of Supervisors
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From: MCL [mcl@marinconservationleague.org]

Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2009 3:00 PM

To: Kinsey, Steven

Cc: Tsteiner@Tirn.net; eac@svn.net; Lewis, Liz

Subject: San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan - Draft 7/22/2009
Dear Steve:

Marin Conservation League (MCL) would like to submit the following comments on the Draft Salmon Enhancement
Plan (SEP) for San Geronimo Valley. First, we commend the County for moving forward with the Existing Conditions
Report, and now the SEP. The consultants have done a competent job in describing the general state of salmonid
habitat in the SGV, analyzing the cumulative human activities that have degraded habitat over many decades,
identifying the targets and objectives for restoring habitat, and recommending the many actions that should be
taken to recover viable populations of two endangered species. As a general observation, the intent of the plan is
commendable. Notably missing, however, are the specific means by which the recommended actions will be
implemented and enforced. As it now stands, the SEP is a compendium of good ideas for “collaborative
stewardship” with limited chance of being implemented over time.

For a detailed critique on gaps in the SEP, we refer you to comments submitted by SPAWN on September 17, 2009,
which MCL fully supports. Below, we have limited MCLs comments to three areas in which the relationships
between land use and the health of stream and riparian habitat are of particular concern.

1. The SEP places undue reliance on voluntary actions. While many residents of SGV are willing to
cooperate and voluntary action is an admirable goal, it is unrealistic to expect consistent efforts and
results on a voluntary basis over time. It is a flawed premise that willing cooperation of volunteers and
incentives alone can accomplish long-term protection and enhancement of the stream habitat for future
generations. Even the high levels of environmental awareness that exist among residents of the Valley
cannot ensure equitable investments in restoration among property owners. Voluntary action must be
supported by County leadership and regulation.

2. Major recommendations must be implemented by enforceable ordinances. If the County is to take
leadership in carrying out the Plan, it must identify specific regulatory actions and take or assign
enforcement responsibility. The SEP’s Action statements are full of ambiguous verbs such as
“promote,” “encourage,” “fix,” “reduce (sediment),” “monitor,” “develop guidelines,” with limited
accountability or explanation as to how these suggestions will be carried out on the ground.
Implementation should take the form of new or expanded ordinances. The SCAs are identified as most
critical to protection of salmonid habitat. The proximate causes of cumulative impact include permitted
as well as illegal structures such as coops, sheds, landscape features, etc. within SCAs. These latter
should be given HIGH priority and targeted for enforcement and removal, using incentives to
encourage compliance where necessary. Further, activities that are currently permitted in an SCA —
walls, driveways, decks, tree removal, parking surfaces, cultivated gardens, etc. — are also cumulative in
their impact on the stream environment and should be reconsidered in an expanded SCA ordinance and
the discretionary threshold lowered for currently allowable uses (Action 6). The expanded SCA
Ordinance should be strengthened by a new Riparian Zone ordinance that redefines allowable uses
within a 45-foot buffer (35 feet is too limited for fully protective functions) and implements and
enforces Actions 1, 2, and 3.

3. Throughout the watershed, a variety of land use-related conditions that are cumulative in nature, should
receive HIGH priority. The cited 2007 Countywide Plan (CWP) policy CD-1.1 directs future land use
to appropriate urban areas away from San Geronimo Valley. While this may provide some reassurance
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that new development will be minimal, it does not address existing conditions throughout the watershed
that affect rate and volume of runoff, infiltration, groundwater resources, and the quality of surface
waters. Action 15 captures the basic need for surface water retention and disconnection to waterways.
Greater detail is provided by Action 16 (septic system repair), Action 17 (proper disposal of toxic
materials), Action 18 (fine sediment control), and Action 20 (protection of springs and groundwater
resources). In our estimation, these are all deserving of HIGH priority. Although addressed to a degree
by 2007 CWP Policies WR-1.1, 1.2, 1.3, and WR-2.1, 2.2, and 2.3, and BIO-4.20 (reduction of
impervious surfaces), the mechanisms and responsibilities for implementing these policies (and
recommended actions) are not clearly defined as to responsibility or enforceable mechanism.

In addressing new development in the Valley, the development code should be revised to require that there
be no netincrease in runoff, as recommended in Action 15 (including methods illustrated in Appendices H
and |) and reinforced by the 2007 CWP Policy BIO-20.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Plan. We look forward to reviewing future drafts and
participating in public meetings as the Plan moves forward.

Sincerely,

Nona Dennis

President

Marin Conservation League

1623A Fifth Avenue, San Rafael CA 94901
tel( 415)485-6257 fax (415)485-6259

cc:

Liz Lewis, Principal Planner, County of marin Department of Public Wroks
SPAWN
Environmental Action Committee of West Marin
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MARIN MUNICIPAL
NE WATER DISTRICT

220 Nellen Avenue Corte Madera CA 94925-1169
WwWwW.marinwater.org

October 20, 2009

Supervisor Steve Kinsey

Marin County Board of Supervisors
Marin County Civic Center

3501 Civic Center Drive

San Rafael, CA. 94903

Re: San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan — Comment on Draft Plan
Dear Supervisor Kinsey,

The Marin Municipal Water District staff has reviewed the Draft San Geronimo Vailey Salmon
Enhancement Plan and compiled comments that | would like to convey to you here. We
appreciate having had the opportunity to review the plan and the time that the County
allocated to this review. We also appreciate that Gregory Andrew (Fishery Program Manager)
was asked to participate in the Technical Advisory Committee for the development of this
plan. In addition, Watershed Aides Marisa Piovarcsik and Mark Rogers assisted the County
with the Stream Conservation Area survey that was performed for the plan.

The District has a vested interest in the Salmon Enhancement Plan. The District’s water
supply service area includes the San Geronimo Valley and the District owns a few parcels
within the Valley, as well as supporting an extensive water distribution network. We have
been very involved with watershed management issues within the entire Lagunitas Creek
watershed and we have been conducting fishery management activities under the Lagunitas
Creek Sediment and Riparian Management Plan. You are aware that the District is currently
in the process of developing a new fishery management plan for District activities in the
Lagunitas Creek watershed. We believe the two plans will be consistent with one another.

We expect to continue to partner with the County and other entities involved with the
protection and enhancement of fishery habitat of San Geronimo Creek. We look forward to
the collaborative effort. Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about our
comments, or need further information.

Sincerely,
Paul Helliker

General Manager

cc: MMWD Board of Directors
encl.



Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD)

Comments on the
Marin County Department of Public Works
San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan: Draft - 7/22/2009

10/20/09

General Comment

At times, the plan uses terminology and phrases that may not be readily apparent to a
reader and it might be useful to consider having the plan speak more plainly. An
example of this is the use of the term “inset floodplain,” without any definition of what
that is. One of the core strategies (Chapter 1) is stated to, “promote ecosystem resiliency
through process rehabilitation.” Another example is at the beginning of Chapter 4, where it
is stated that recovery of the species will take “rehabilitation of the hydrologic and
ecologic processes.” It is hard to grasp what this terminology really means.

Goals, Strategies, and Objectives (Chapter 1; p. 2 - 4)

We note that the overall goal of the plan is to increase salmon and steelhead
survivorship in the watershed. This is somewhat different from MMWD’s goal of
protecting and enhancing habitat for fisheries resources. While these goals are not in
conflict with one another, they do have a different focus; the County’s goal focuses on
numbers of fish while MMWD’s goal focuses on the condition of the habitat. However,
both goals seek the same outcome to protect and enhance the coho and steelhead
populations in the watershed.

The five core strategies stated in the plan are in line with MMWD’s goals, some more
closely than others.

The four objectives stated in the plan and MMWD'’s objectives for fishery resource
management in the watershed are consistent and MMWD actions will likely help to meet
the County’s objectives.

Figure 2 (p. 8)

We are not sure what complete barrier there is on the main-stem of San Geronimo
Creek on MMWD’s San Geronimo Treatment Plant property; Chinook have been
observed spawning slightly further upstream than shown. Why is there a complete
barrier shown on main-stem San Geronimo Creek, at Railroad Ave., when steelhead
and coho have been observed further upstream, up to the Dixon weir?

Disturbance Regimes (Section 3.3; p. 30 - 33)
In this section, you may also want to include drought and earthquakes as disturbances;
even though droughts are mentioned under climate change (Section 3.2).

MMWD Comments 10/20/09 1
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Salmonid Life-State Population Goals (Section 4.1; p. 34)

The statement “NOAA has developed a draft coho recovery plan for the Central
California Coast ESU,” may need to be revised to “is developing,” since the draft plan
has not yet been released.

Salmonid Life-Stage Population Goals (Section 4.1) and Figure 12; p. 34 - 37
Currently, there is no monitoring program to track early summer juvenile population
numbers, so while it may be fine to have a goal of 44,000 early summer juveniles, there
is currently no mechanism to check in on that goal. Also, the spawning habitat goal
seems to be an absolute minimum and would assume salmonid redds just about
touching one another, which of course is not what happens, and that habitat goal does
not address the other spawning habitat requirements such as having nearby escape
cover for adults. This is not to say that the habitat goal is wrong, just that it is not the
whole picture.

Table 4; p. 41

What is the basis for a water temperature target of 6-10 degrees C (43-50 degrees F)?
The Watershed Health Evaluation Memo (Appendix B) identifies 16 degrees C as the
criteria, within a range of 12 — 17 degrees C. The ERC references a variety of water
temperature preferences for salmonids, including a 6-12 degree range for Chinook, but
none seem to be stated in the range of 6-10 degrees C.

Watershed-wide Actions (Section 5.3; p. 50 - 90)
Before finalizing the plan, we request further consultation between the County and
MMWD on the actions MMWD would implement, participate in, and/or contribute to.

There may be actions that MMWD would be able to implement in the mainstem of San
Geronimo Creek but not in the tributaries.

The actions where MMWD is planning to implement projects, within the San Geronimo
watershed, include:

e |Installing a pervious concrete parking area at MMWD’s Lagunitas Booster
Station, in Lagunitas (Action 15).

e Conducting an assessment of all unpaved roads in the watershed where an
assessment has not already been completed, followed by implementation of road
drainage improvements on MMWD-owned roads and roads that support MMWD
pipelines or other infrastructure facilities (Action 18);

e Continuing with monitoring of salmonid populations through juvenile and spawner
surveys (Action 14) and monitoring of stream flows at the San Geronimo stream
gage in Lagunitas (Actions 12, 13, 14, 19 and 22);

e Updating the Lagunitas Creek watershed roads GIS database with new
assessment, implementation, monitoring, and maintenance data (related to
Actions 13 and 18);

e Conducting DFG-protocol habitat typing surveys through the mainstem of San
Geronimo Creek, about every 5 years (Actions 7 and 13).

MMWD Comments 10/20/09 2
Draft San Geronimo Salmon Enhancement Plan



e Developing and implementing a sediment and streambed monitoring program
that includes some sampling within the mainstem of San Geronimo Creek (Action
13); and

e Installing biotechnical bank stabilization along mainstem San Geronimo Creek at
MMWD'’s Lagunitas Booster Station property in Lagunitas (Action 11);

e Promoting an aggressive and supportive water conservation program (Action 20)

Actions that MMWD would likely be able to be an active participant include:

e Providing labor and materials for instream habitat enhancement projects (i.e.,
woody debris structures) on private lands along San Geronimo Creek, provided
MMWD is not the lead agency in the project (Actions 8 and 12)); and

e Assessing and developing a gravel management strategy, for delivery and
retention of gravels and cobbles (Action 10).

Actions that MMWD does not have any current plans to pursue include:
e Being the lead agency to design, construct, or maintain, woody debris structures
on privately owned lands along San Geronimo Creek (Action 8);
e Conducting water quality monitoring, other than flow and temperature, in San
Geronimo Creek (Action 19);
e Conducting vegetation or riparian habitat monitoring, other than data collected
through habitat typing surveys.

Action 1; Guideline to Maintain the Landward SCA Boundary (Section 5.3; p. 54)
While this guideline is well-intended, it seems uncertain if this would be implemented
through a County ordinance. Does it fix all SCA boundaries to this particular point in
time or to the point in time at which a landowner chooses to slope their bank slope
back? It might be worth adding a bit more clarity to this guideline if there will not be a
follow-up ordinance to implement it. This is also mentioned in Action 4.

Action 4; Guideline Prohibiting New Wells (Section 5.3; p. 60 - 61)

Please review MMWD Board Policy #3 — Wells and Other Private Water Sources:
http://www.marinwater.org/documents/Board Policy 03 1.PDF

This policy encourages the use of wells for irrigation purposes, as a water conservation
measure. MMWD may be reviewing this policy to incorporate language for the
protection of stream flows and fisheries. While MMWD Board Policy #3 and the
guideline presented in the Draft Salmon Enhancement Plan are not in conflict, it would
be best for County and MMWD staff to collaborate on the wording of this guideline.

Action 20; Protection of Springs and Groundwater Sources (Section 5.3; p. 79)

This action states that “many landowners in the SCA pump water from the creeks,” but it
is our understanding that only a few do this. Perhaps it is best to rephrase this
statement to reflect the relatively small number who have active pumps.

Data Gaps (Section 5.4; p. 82)
Investigating a diameter threshold for LWD may not be terribly fruitful as we have
observed logs that were greater than 3 feet in diameter be transported by high flows. In
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some instances, we have observed MMWD-constructed large woody debris structures
that migrated considerable distances downstream with their anchoring boulders still
attached. The likelihood of a log to move or not under high flows is more a function of
the logs position and any anchoring, than of the size of the log.

Reach-Specific Priorities and Recommendations - North Fork San Geronimo Creek
(Section 5.4; p. 84)

The viability of habitat above the Dickson Weir is questionable and the plan indicates to
determine if sufficient habitat exists before modifying the weir for fish passage. The
main issue is how deeply incised the creek is and how the stream dries out in the
spring/summer. Any evaluation based on existing conditions would likely conclude that
there is not sufficient habitat to warrant modification of the weir. Perhaps an assessment
could also determine if there is the potential to restore the habitat to support salmonids,
not just look at existing conditions.

Reach-Specific Priorities and Recommendations — Larsen Creek (Section 5.4; p. 86)
The plan describes the confluence of Larsen Creek with San Geronimo Creek as having
some of the best high flow refugia in the system. We question this since the mouth of
Larsen Creek (immediately downstream of Sir Frances Drake Boulevard) is steep and
rocky and a seemingly difficult area for passage of salmonids, nor does there really
seem to be a space for backwater to develop. The mouth of Arroyo Creek seems to
provide high potential for flow refugia and it is hard to imagine the mouth of Larsen
Creek providing any such habitat.

Reach-Specific Priorities and Recommendations — Vegetation Table (Section 5.4; p. 89)
The vegetation management recommendations table does not have anything specific
for Lower San Geronimo Creek, perhaps intentionally, and the table needs a number.

Implementation Strategies (Chapter 6; p. 91 - 97)

This section (or perhaps an Action in Chapter 5) could mention the Watershed
Protection Agreements program MMWD has implemented through MMWD Board Policy
# 14 — Land Uses in the Nicasio, Soulajule, and San Geronimo Watersheds.
http://www.marinwater.org/documents/Board Policy 14 1.PDF

This program is intended to be a cooperative program between MMWD and the County.

Monitoring for Adaptive Management (Section 6.7; p. 95 — 99)

The plan does not include a monitoring program and yet this section seems to be
setting up a fairly complex monitoring scheme. The difference between effectiveness
monitoring and validation monitoring seem subtle and both occur over a fairly long time
period. Itis fine to outline such a scheme in the plan but it might be more realistic to
think of a fairly simple monitoring program and one that can be structured to pull in
monitoring activities by multiple entities (e.g., habitat and fish population monitoring by
MMWD; water quality monitoring by TBWC and the RWQCB; project specific monitoring
by any number of entities; compliance monitoring by the County, etc.).

Thank you.

MMWD Comments 10/20/09 4
Draft San Geronimo Salmon Enhancement Plan


http://www.marinwater.org/documents/Board_Policy_14_1.PDF

From: Suzanne Mattsson
PO Box 530
Woodacre Ca 94973

| have been A resident of the SGV for 47 years and | have read the Salmon
Enhancement Plan. | would hope that you will consider my comments.

First of all | like many other valley residents were unable to attend the Aug
10th meeting due to the timing of the meeting . | have only recently had the
opportunity to read the 100 plus page detailed report. | Have many concerns
about this plan. This report calls for severe prohibitions & alot of homeowner
expense . Some of articles discussed could Financially ruin peoples lives,
compromise their property,and completely change our way of life in the valley"no

| realize that we need to address the creek & salmon issues. As a grandmother
| would like to see the creek and salmon preserved for our future generations to
enjoy. This is such an important and complex issue that limiting the comment
date to September 17th is Unfair and Unrealistic. | think we need an extension for
more public meetings and comments. If Spawn is truly working in good faith They
should not be opposed to this.As it stands | feels as if SPAWN IS ACTING LIKE
BULLIES without concern for our residents input. Lets give more time so we can
come to a resoloution that everyone can live with.

| appreciate you taking the time to read my letter and hope you will take my
concerns under consideration

Thank-You
Suzanne Mattsson



Dear Liz and Steve,

Weeks prior to the announcement of the SGV (SPAWN) moratorium, my B of A personal
banker asked me why I did not have a higher home equity [ine. She assured me I was
more than enough qualified and that the process could easily double my current [ine with
no expense to myself. I agreed and was awarded the higher (ine per mail within a couple
of weeks.

Two weeks after this increase was announced and very shortly after the moratorvium was
announced, B of A called to say they were withdrawing this offer with the only
explanation being “you are close to a creek, aren’t you?’

I spoke to Todd Steiner, a neighbor who (ives three houses away, though, as I understand,
in a rental home. I asked him if he was aware of this inferred issue. He said no but
would investigate the possible consequences. I never heard from Mr. Steiner.

If indeed banks look at all homes in in Valley creek drainage area in this manner, I have
great concerns about the future welfare, upkeep and quality of our homes and
community.

I have not been able to ascertain what, if any, information you have about this possible
disaster for all affected home owners. If this is as serious as I suspect, I am assuming you
have looked into this matter.

I love this beautiful place and have been involved in numerous activities to support the
health the quality of our environment. If we are, indeed, unable to obtain appropriate
and fair bank financing , the quality of our human environment will be at great risk. I
was a member of SPAWN for years but withdrew that membership when they took what
I consider a “anti-home owners” position.

Thank you for your service to our community,

Rita McClain

PS: I have wondered for the twenty years I have (ived in the Valley, does SPAWN have a
permit to run their headquarters from a converted chicken shed in a residential

neighborhood? At times the employee cars are parked up and down the very narrow
street. Just curious.



September 9, 2009

Liz Lewis
Marin County Department of Public Works

Comments for the San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan
Dear Ms. Lewis:

Thank you for your leadership as the project manager for the San Geronimo Valley Salmon
Enhancement Plan. | have read the draft document, and attended the meeting of August 10,
2009, and found both the draft and presentation to be extremely thorough, and professional. |
believe the science outlined in the Plan is well thought out and substantiated, via listed
references and the attached appendices. | would like to take this opportunity to stress the
importance of following through on two sections found in Chapter Six (6.2 Cost Estimates and
6.4 Financing).

Without a comprehensive analysis of costs associated with the complex proposals put forth in
the Plan, as well as a fundamental funding strategy, | fear this Plan will not be fully realized.
Given what is at stake, and from my perspective the overwhelming support your work has
gathered, some additional analysis and planning is essential for the Plan's success.

Based upon my experience working in local government, cost estimates are not easily
accomplished. In order to complete an estimate that accurately reflects reality, multiple
agencies within Marin government will need to be consulted and contribute staff time. The July
8th recommendation from Ms. Crawford to create REEPs is a case in point. Although | support
the concept, the Planning Department, Public Works, Assessor and Tax Collectors Offices, as
well as other agencies would need to contribute to the development of a REEP plan. Do you
have the commitment from these other agencies for staff time and support? The expertise to
analyze and refine complex financial data is usually not found in one governmental agency and
a interagency approach should be secured.

The development of cost estimates is not an add-on to the overall Plan, but is integral to
understanding the magnitude of the tasks at hand, as well as a useful tool to strategically plan
milestones for various components of the Plan. Hopefully you will receive the support needed
to complete a thorough and sound financial cost analysis. Just as the science outlined in the
Plan will dictate actions, costs and associated available funding must be incorporated into the
decision making process as the Plan is implemented.

That brings me to the issue of financing. At the August 10th meeting | suggested the creation of
a Mello Roos District (MRD) as a possible funding strategy. Although the current economic



environment is not the most conducive for the creation of the MRD, | believe the overall
support for salmon habitat restoration by Valley property owners might be worth at least an
exploratory survey. A survey or presentations at a series of Valley Community Based
Organizations (CBOs) meetings could be used to evaluate support or lack of support for such a
MRD.

As you know, the beauty of the MRD is the creation of a dedicated fund. The funds cannot be
siphoned off to the General Fund, nor can other governmental agencies including the State,
raid the fund during cyclical budget crisis. A well thought-out, strategic implementation plan
could be developed with a 20 to 30 year funding stream.

In order to gain the support of fifty plus one percent of Valley property owners, | believe an
MRD must offer various economic incentives that will appeal to a wide segment of property
owners. Such incentives could include low interest loans, out-right grants to the economically
challenged, operational support to SPAWN or other CBDs, as well as DPW staff funding. The
expenditures can be monitored by those in the District and expenditures reallocated based
upon documented successes. Accountability and flexibility can be legislated into a MRD that
will satisfy most property owners who distrust the efficacy of government.

| have copied Supervisor Kinsey, in order gauge his level of support for such a funding plan.
Obviously, if the political will is not present, then alternative strategies will have to be explored.
My comments do not rule out any other funding strategies you and the advisory team may feel
are viable and practical. | believe development fees are one such strategy that must be further
explored, but they alone will not realize the level of funding needed to make real progress.

| believe only through the creation of a long term dedicated fund will the great work your team
created become a reality.

Respectfully,

Dan McKenna
P.O. Box 814

Forest Knolls, CA 94933
(415) 488-1621

C: Supervisor Steve Kinsey



TO: The Board of Supervisors, Marin County
10/17/09
Dear President Brown and the Board of Supervisors,

Please include my comments in the public record for the draft Salmon Enhancement
Plan.

Thirteen months ago my family bought a creek side property in SGV. One of the
main reasons we made this location our home is due to the community’s proactive
support of endangered species and environmental protection. We did not want to
buy land in a district where the local government and our neighbors did not want to
protect the native plants, animals and ecoenvironment. Our aim is to be able to
share this priceless place with our children and future generations. We bought this
property fully cognizant and supportive of the SCA building moratorium in hopes
that it would give the County time to forge meaningful efforts to protect the Coho
Salmon.

Protections we support include: 1) reducing pesticide use, 2) controlling septic ecoli
discharges, 3)regulating and preventing native plant and tree destruction and
4)reducing run off and erosive building practices. The Salmon Enhancement Plan
will not only help recover Coho Salmon but also benefit the health of humans via
clean water, air and land. I think most property owners would agree that without
these safeguards, our properties could fall in value due to contaminated water,
deforestation and erosion. This is why my family has chosen, with the guidance and
assistance of SPAWN, to proactively restore the native plants around our home and
develop natural erosion control to protect the creek habitat from the Coho Salmon
which also supports our property values.

At the same time, the ecological health of the Valley should not be placed solely on
the back of streamside property owners as everyone in the Valley benefits from the
above. All residents, from ridgeline to streamside areas live in the watershed and
impact the health of our streams. The Board should also consider that we want
living in the SGV to be accessible to people of diverse socioeconomic levels. Thus, |
would like to encourage the Board to fine-tune the Salmon Enhancement Plan by:

1) Using language that the lay-person can understand in the recommendations
and in any future code regulations:

2) Being creative in finding the means for property owners to take on
restoration of their land through strong incentive-based programs. This
would include tax deductions, permit refunds for restoration and best-
management practices, and financial aid. The Plan could also develop the
idea of a non-punitive partnership with the inspectors who would be able to
identify code violations and problem solve with owners.



3) There should also be a good enforcement program to target new
development/ additions of landowners which disregard the care for the
creek and compromise the efforts of those who are voluntarily restoring
their land.

4) Developing a scientifically based monitoring system to give feedback to the
community that will allow then to take pride in their successful efforts and
to identify areas of needed improvement.

This is a rare opportunity for the Board to put scientific evidence into action and
actually save not only the endangered Coho Salmon but also the ecosystem that
supports the fish and us. We want to commend the Board for taking this project on
and convey my support as a homeowner for the Salmon Enhancement Plan and for
Marin’s Coho Salmon in San Geronimo Valley.

Thank you for considering the above.

Russ Moeller and Heidi Queen

PO BOX 261

Lagunitas, CA



September 17, 2009

Liz Lewis

Marin County Dept of Public Works, Water Resources
3501 Civic Center Drive, Room #304

San Rafael, CA 94903

(415) 499-7226
lizlewis@co.marin.ca.us

Re: San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan (SEP) Comments
Dear Ms. Lewis,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the July 22, 2009 draft of the San
Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan (SEP). While | am in agreement with most
of the plan there are a few areas that | feel require further review and clarification.

1. What will this plan do to address the expanding vineyard on the ridge above the
valley? A recent article in the San Francisco Chronicle addressed a scientific survey that
cited vineyards as major contributors of fine sediment, and they also deplete groundwater
resources. Why is one neighbor allowed to maintain and expand an agricultural use that
is detrimental to the fish yet other neighbors are potentially going to face large costs to
prevent this same problem? A vineyard seems like a very inappropriate agricultural
operation in the San Geronimo Valley, especially where the salmon are concerned.

2. Will any of the recommendations cause unforeseen problems if they are carried out too
quickly? For example, the mosquitoes in Pt. Reyes Station are reported to have increased
since the wetlands were restored on the Giacomini ranch. Some of the recommendations
in the SEP may create similar problems unless they are carefully thought out. | am
reminded of a project in Fremont back in the 80’s that was supposed to improve the
habitat of the salt harvest mouse. The end result was that most of the mice drowned on
the first day when the wetlands were restored by breaching the levees.

3. The maps in the SEP are very hard to read or much help in understanding the report. Is
it possible to download and view more detailed maps? Is it possible to get a map
showing in detail all of the undeveloped parcels in the Stream Conservation Area (SCA)?

4. There needs to be a glossary and an index. There are far too many abbreviations, and
many terms that are not familiar to the layman. There are also two separate Appendix A
& B in the SEP. There should also be a listing of all tables and figures by title and page
number. The draft is not very well laid out and is fairly confusing. There are many
portions of the SEP where data, photos and sidebars are missing, as well as references to
sections that don’t exist, such as Appendix X (page 74).

5. Who is going to implement and pay for the many Actions and recommendations?
Appendix J, the Riparian Easement Protection Program (REPP), seems like a great idea
but it’s not going to work if there is no one to operate it and fund it.



6. Where can new inset floodplains be developed? Has anyone talked to the new owners
of the golf course regarding this?

7. What will happen to landowners who have failing “armored banks” on their property?
Will they be allowed to rebuild their “armored banks” or will they have to adjust their
property to allow the creek to follow its natural path? This could wind up costing
creekside property owners a whole lot of money and they may lose use of some or most
of their land.

8. Are there any existing projects for rehabilitating fisheries that we can use as a model
for restoring our creeks? Or is this SEP something brand new that has never been tried
before? There does not appear to be any recent references in the SEP regarding similar
successful projects and most of the recent references are from Stillwater Sciences.

9. Where can we find a copy of the existing conditions report (ECR)?

10. On page 17 it says that, “Suspended sediment levels do not appear to be an issue in
San Geronimo Valley at this time” yet the SEP has many recommendations to reduce the
sediment level. Additionally, on page 77, “Embeddedness, a measure of the intrusion of
fine sediment into the streambed, declined in San Geronimo Creek between 1998 and
2007.”

11. The SEP lists the Total Impervious Area (TIA) as a problem in several sections, but
in the Stillwater Sciences Technical Memorandum (Appendix B?) on page 15 it quotes,
“Quite simply, the influence of IC [“impervious cover”] in the 1 to 10% range is
relatively weak compared to other potential watershed factors...”, and Figure 8 on page
22 shows the total percentage TIA in Contributing Area as less than 10% for all creek
reaches. On page 25, “Overall, percent TIA in the subwatersheds of SGV are at a
relatively low levels (<10%) with most of the reaches exhibiting less than 5%.”

12. The SEP seems to be of the opinion that we should try many different things and see
what works best, yet there are many parts of the SEP that note the lack of data in many
important areas, such as groundwater balance (page 22) and, “It is not clear whether the
low number of redds is due to poor spawning habitat or a paucity of adults” (page 36).
On page 78, “Development and implementation of a comprehensive water quality
monitoring program for the SG Creek watershed should include water temperature and
dissolved oxygen, nutrients, coliform bacteria, total suspended solids and turbidity,
metals, and other known or potential toxins (e.g., organochlorine and organophosphate
pesticides, herbicides, PCBs), where data for the latter have not yet been reported for the
watershed.” On page 98, “While an explicit salmonid population model has not been
developed for the SG Creek watershed, NMFS coho and steelhead recovery targets for
number of returning adults have been used to estimate how much instream habitat is
needed during each life stage to support viable, resilient populations (see Chapter 4).”

13. On page 35, “Due to severe restrictions on winter habitat potential due to impaired
channel conditions and its location in the upper Lagunitas basin, the smolt production
goal for coho discussed here may never be achieved in the SG watershed.” So what is a



realistic goal? The SEP on page 35 recommends at least 12 acres (50,000 m?) of inset
floodplain for high velocity refugia. For example, the entire golf course is only 22 acres;
where will these 12 acres come from?

14. Page 26, “Important SCA criteria”, and page 34, the “NOAA Salmon Recovery Plan”
should have been included in this draft.

15. On page 56, “However, the SCA ordinance does not provide explicit protections or
management guidance for a critical streamside riparian buffer.” Are there any plans for
the ordinance to provide this protection?

16. On page 76, “...the County’s general plans and ordinances make no mention of
herbicide or pesticide use near streams.” Are there plans to change this ordinance?

17. Increased and reliable monitoring of the creek in several locations should be a
requirement since this would result in making better informed decisions on which
Actions to implement and whether these Actions are helping or hurting the salmon. On
page 81 it notes that there is only one stream monitoring gauge on the entire creek that
dates back to 1983, and its accuracy for monitoring low flows is in question. On page 21
of the Stillwater report it says,”...monitoring must be incorporated into the management
plan itself, not after-the-fact.”

18. On page 5, “CWP policies and programs include a dramatic increase in the number of
units that can be built on the remaining undeveloped parcels.” Shouldn’t we be going in
a direction that limits development in the SCA?

19. The information in Appendix F, “Future Potential TIA” appears to be extremely
vague. There are way too many caveats and it doesn’t really explain why they use 600 sq
ft of Impervious Area for a building per parcel, yet they use 2,900 sq ft for a typical
single family home. The professional jargon in this section is intense.

I am all in favor of protecting the salmon and improving their habitat but I think that this
SEP needs further clarification and refinement. It is important that landowners in the
SCA don’t wind up having to endure an unfair share of the burden. Any Actions that are
implemented should be well thought out and those Actions implemented should not
increase the financial impact on the community.

If you have any questions or comments regarding the preceding information please let me
know. | look forward to reviewing the Final Draft.

Sincerely,
Eric Morey

PO Box 322
Woodacre CA 94973-0322



To:

Supervisor Kinsey
Liz Lewis, Marin Co. DPW
Darcy Aston Marin Co, DPW

We have been residents of Woodacre since 2002. We read the SGV Salmon
Enhancement Plan (SEP) and have grave concerns about its proposed restrictions. In
short, if implemented many of these restrictions would be vastly overreaching and
would have a catastrophic impact on Valley residents. | read with particular interest
the provisions outlining tree and shrub removal prohibitions, deck removal, and septic
relocation. Taken on the whole, these seem like something one would encounter in
an oligarchy, not West Marin.

Let’s start with the premise that the Valley is a special place and people who are
drawn here are on the whole uniquely sensitive to this beautiful place and its delicate
balance with nature and human inhabitants. To impose restrictions such as those
proposed in the SEP would be tantamount to removing the residents from any part of
the equation and replacing their individual discretion and community trust with
heavy-handed, unilateral impositions. The draw of the Valley under such a scheme
would diminish drastically and many of the current residents who have built a deep
respect for the Valley would start leaving. Add to that the financial impact of some
of these restrictions. Families who are barely hanging on within the current economy
would be devastated — DEVASTATED - by these requirements. | cannot imagine
how some of these residents would survive if they had to make the required financial
adjustments, nor can | imagine how this community would allow many of its human
members to be imperiled as the SEP would suggest.

The practical implications are beyond reason — shrubs and trees could not be
removed? What if one was about to fall on a neighbor’s house? Or pose a fire
hazard? Septic systems would have to be replaced? Is this a serious proposal? Who
do you know that has $40,000 to $60,000+ to effectuate this?

SPAWN is a commendable organization and even some of the proposal’s aspects —
those in section 6.3 for example — are reasonable. But please — the imbalance of
interests furthered by this SEP proposal is a slap in the face of those who have
worked so hard, tried our best and invested so much, in establishing a life here.

Please do what is right and reject this proposal and send a message to SPAWN that is
alienating the members of the community who are its lifeblood. We can all work
together, but to no one's irreparable detriment, to confront this issue in a practical and
community-affirming way.

Kevin, Liz & Liam O'Neill

PO Box 252
Woodacre, CA 94973



Sept 14™ 2009
RE: San Geronimo Valley Salmon Enhancement Plan
Dear Sirand Madam,

We are writing in response to reading the proposed Salmon Enhancement Plan. We are a
young family and have recently accomplished our long-term goal of becoming
homeowners in the valley. We also consider ourselves to be deep ecologists and strive to
live lightly on the earth in all ways that we can.

We are in support of protecting the Coho Salmon spawning area that runs through the
valley and through our property. Many of the suggested actions in the plan seem to make
sense to us. What we find alarming is that the section 6.4 Financing Options is not
outlined in this plan, but rather is saved for the final draft, “to be completed”. We feel
that no plan can be approved without including the important information of who will pay
for all of it! Protecting salmon is very important, but not more so than protecting
working families. If, after being put to a vote, all Marin residents are in support of
protecting the salmon and helping to pay for it, then these actions seem possible. But
excepting homeowners along the creek to shell out thousands and thousands of dollars, or
to face potentially losing their homes through fines etc., seems criminal.

We cannot simply “enhance” the Salmon without taking into account the human and
financial costs as well.

We suggest voluntary compliance to enhancement guidelines, but are not in support of
ordinances that will cause hardships to valley families. We need a Public Meeting to
discuss something so important to so many families.

We are deeply saddened that at this time of our new homeownership, a time that should
be joyful, we now potentially face unrealistic and costly requirements that would
jeopardize our newly realized dream.

Please protect valley families as well!

Respectfully,

Jacqueline and David Parsons



Hi Liz & Steve,

| am a long time San Geronimo home owner with property along the creek. | am extremely
concerned about the latest Salmon Enhancement Plan, as well as the building moratorium. | am
totally opposed to both. The latest restrictions that don't allow any fences or decks within 30 feet
of the creek is ridiculous. With the 100 foot conservation zone, the latest restrictions, and

the onnerous septic rules, my property value is declining, and could become worthless. Is the
county or SPAWN putting together a budget to buy out homeowners who are prevented from
selling their homes due to these new restrictions? This report makes me wonder what would
happen in the event we had a major earthquake or forest fire in the valley. Would stream side
home owners even be allowed to rebuild with these new requirements in place? I'd like to know
the answer to that. | am an organic gardener and very respectful of the creek environment but |
do not like having my backyard being legislated by SPAWN with "creek people" frequently
walking thru my back yard spying on what | am doing.

Based on everything | have been reading from the Academy of Science reports, there is not
enough direct science showing that stream health is directly causing a decline in the salmon
population. Ocean conditions have a much larger impact. | believe the focus should stay
focused on what's going on in the ocean, and not persecuting innocent home owners.

Please record my opposition to the moratorium and the latest Salmon plan.
Respectfully,

- Donell Peters



Salmon Protection And Watershed Network
PO Box 370 * Forest Knolls, CA 94933
Ph. 415.663.8590 « Fax 415.663.9534

www.SpawnUSA.org

September 17, 2009
To Liz Lewis (Marin County DPW), Darcy Aston (FishNet4C) and Liza Prunuske (PCI),

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the County of Marin’s draft Salmon
Enhancement Plan (SEP) for the San Geronimo Valley. The Plan represents a very
important step forward towards restoring and protecting habitat for Federal-listed
“endangered” coho salmon. The coho salmon that find their last refuge in Marin are a
natural biological treasure that belong to the natural heritage of all future generations of
Americans. The San Geronimo Valley is one of California’s last-remaining strongholds
for wild coho salmon which is why we support strengthened, science-based efforts to
preserve, protect and restore critical habitat for this species.

Enclosed below please find SPAWN’s comments on this draft. Please note that
SPAWN’s language addition recommendations for specific sections identified are in
underlined-bold while specific comments are noted in_underline.

Please don’t hesitate to let us know if you would like to discuss any of the comments
presented here.

Comments on the County of Marin’s Draft Salmon Enhancement Plan for the San
Geronimo Valley

Prepared by Paola Bouley (Conservation Program Director), Chris Pincetich (Watershed
Biologist), & Todd Steiner (Executive Director).

Executive Summary

SPAWN has reviewed the draft SEP and included detailed comments on chapters 3, 5, 6
and select appendices. A number of key issues have also been identified, which we
summarize here:

o Upland vs. Riparian Landowners: So as not to place an unfair burden on riparian
landowners who often bear the brunt of upland development actions (e.g.
flooding, bank erosion and loss of property to stormwater erosion), ordinances




and protections that address stormwater runoff, impervious surfaces and soil
erosion, contaminants, protection of native trees and vegetation etc must cover
upland areas, i.e. areas outside of the 100-ft SCA. BUT it should be clearly stated
that because riparian areas provide such critical ecological function (maintaining
cold water temperatures, filtering runoff, providing woody debris), they are also
recognized as one of the weakest links for the recovery of coho salmon habitat in
the San Geronimo Valley. Therefore, specific ordinances will be needed to
address protections and habitat recovery for these areas of special significance.
There may be some overlap in areas that ordinances cover, e.g. new updates to the
Tree Ordinance or no-net increases in stormwater runoff from impervious
surfaces.

Implementation: Currently missing from the draft SEP, and specifically Chapter
5 and 6, are an implementation plan with specific recommendations for new
ordinances and implementation of current ordinances/code as stated on pg 26-
“Chapter 5 of the Plan develops recommended actions to improve and protect
salmonid habitat, some of which incorporate the provisions and suggest specific
ordinances to enact these policies. SPAWN is requesting that an outline of
current ordinances and code be presented, and that pursuit of specific
ordinances/ordinance updates and other actions be outlined on a timeline to
demonstrate how the County will/could take leadership to achieve goals and
implement coho recovery programs in relation to their jurisdiction over land-use
policies and development.

These should include implementation of current 2007 CWP policies. Core
elements of a comprehensive implementation strategy would include ordinances,
clear permit review procedures that are financially feasible and understandable to
landowners, incentive programs, compliance programs, community outreach,
funding strategies, and a program of continued community stakeholder and expert

oversight.

A very critical element of the implementation plan would be a clear and effective
strategy for community outreach and collaboration.

Voluntary Actions vs. Regulations: Voluntary actions are commendable and
should be incentivized, but this draft Plan relies too heavily on voluntary
compliance. There are definitely landowners willing to take voluntary actions,
and these efforts should be fully supported through incentives and resources such
as funding, technical assistance, and permitting. But a purely voluntary program
will place an unfair burden on participating landowners, we see this all the time.
E.g. you could restore habitat on your property only to have other adjacent
residents harm habitat and this would compromise your investment and habitat
restoration efforts. It is therefore critical that we have ordinances and regulations
to make sure that efforts are applied equitably, participating landowners are
rewarded, and that residents who are not necessarily concerned about the long-




term well-being of the SGV for all future generations do not compromise current
and future restoration efforts.

The SEP needs to much more clearly articulate how recommendations apply to
existing permitted, existing unpermitted, and new development (including
redevelopment).

Baseline Data: A very important element is missing in Table 2. 3 &4 (pg 41, 42,
43), and that is current baseline information for each target identified. The targets
are commendable, but it is not possible to measure progress towards targets
without understanding current baseline conditions. Please revise and complete
these tables by inserting known baseline data and findings as well as identifying
data gaps explicitly. Also to be included should be data indicating current and
past baseline conditions for instream woody debris conditions (see MMWD/SWS
2005 report), riparian cover, riparian continuity, and the SCA. The MC SCA
study in Appendix G is not an adequate study for baseline information (further
comments below), and without these data it is not possible to understand the
condition of the SCA and the extent of current landuse impacts.

Missing from Chapters 3 & 6 is any mention of the current Tree Ordinance and
how it fails to protect sensitive resources, as well as any mention/outline of the
new, pending Riparian Tree Ordinance (which will also include updates to the

tree ordinance) as required in the agreement between the County and SPAWN.

Analysis of Policy Impacts & Implementation: Chapter 3- Analysis of the 2007
CWP and policies and how these impact stream health are incomplete. Summary
does not address the fact that these policies are not implemented unless they are
backed with ordinances. An objective analysis of the SCA Ordinance is not
included — how does the ordinance work/not work to protect sensitive resources?
What # of undeveloped parcels exist and how will the recommendations in the
SEP be applied to these and result in increases/decreases in habitat value?

Which additional ordinances/code exist/don’t exist to protect sensitive resources?
Which County dept oversees/implements what relevant development proposals
and ordinances? Additionally, CWP policies are listed in Table 1 that are
described as to “extend and deepen the commitment to watershed protection.”
How is this the case specifically, please describe. A description of how the
County enacts and enforces these policies is missing.

Overall, Section 3 makes very little specific statements about how County policies
benefits/impacts stream conditions. It is not an objective, data-based assessment
of policies and ordinances.

Current and Future Foreseeable Impacts in the SCA: The SCA has still not been
sufficiently assessed for current impacts (see comments below for Appendix G.
Missing are accurate assessments of riparian conditions, land-use, and bank




armoring. As far as future development in the SCA, please address what
additional impacts are anticipated given SCA exemptions. For e.g. How many
parcels are wholly contained in the SCA and what potential increases in
development within the 100-ft setback are predicted to occur?

o Addressing 303(d) listed impairments for sediment, nutrients, and pathogens in
support of salmon habitat enhancement is missing from the document. The Plan
should also include the following statement: “The San Francisco Bay Water
Quality Control Board has concluded that surface water within the Lagunitas
Creek watershed, which includes the San Geronimo Creek watershed, is impaired
due to excessive pathogens, nutrients, and fine sediment and these impairments
are compromising the beneficial uses of the creeks for the public.”

o In some cases the recommendations fall short of the science and may reduce
habitat protections for certain elements. Please. clearly present the science and
then the recommendations, and clearly state what ecological benefits will/will not
be achieved. E.g. the recommendation for the 35-ft buffer falls short of
addressing what will not be protected by this buffer.

Chapter 3 — Projected Changes in Salmonid Habitat Conditions

o An objective analysis of the SCA Ordinance and other policies and
ordinances, and their effectiveness/not in meeting stated objectives to
protect sensitive habitat, should be included. E.g. BIO-4.7 Protect
riparian vegetation. .... How does the County meet this goal currently or
plan to meet it?

CWP policies are listed in Table 1 that are described as to “extend and deepen the
commitment to watershed protection.” Policies are not implemented without
ordinances and an explanation of how the County will enact and enforce these
policies is missing.

o Again, policies reflect intentions but do not enact themselves and ordinances are
required for policies to become useful. Table 1 indicates 2007 CWP policies, but
not the status of implementation for the policies. Please indicate status of
implementation.

o Itis stated that “the CWP policy with the largest effect is CD-1.1, directing land
use to appropriate areas, with urban areas having concentrated development, and
sensitive natural areas having much less. Marin County is going to grow; however
Policy CD 1.1 concentrates the projected number of new housing units
countywide in the City-Centered Corridor at transit nodes and effectively moves
planned development out of San Geronimo Valley.” Please explain how this
policy is currently implemented.

o An analysis of projected changes should include an estimate of the future density
of the riparian corridor under current and revised tree and riparian ordinances.




Please include the effects of future ESA listings, as CC steelhead could be listed
as endangered species and pacific lamprey could soon be listed as threatened or
endangered as well.

Figure 9 is not readable ....in addition to figure, please include a table w/ parcel #
and parcel size. It appears that some of the parcels marked as “‘undeveloped” may
actually be developed.

Figure 10 is not clear...Does “existing units” refer to actual parcel (issue of
definition)? Is this by SCA or by sub-watershed? Labels indicated creeks. This
figure refers to watershed-wide development patterns....Please indicate how
much of this new development will occur in the SCA? Please include a table w/
numbers by subwatershed/creek SCA.

Please provide a similar plot to Figure 11 of predicted increases in TIA for the
SCA by subwatershed.

Under Disturbance Regimes, which are related to County land-use, pg-30. Please
add: treated water-line breaks (this is more recently a chronic problem that needs
to be addressed), toxic spills (regular occurrences — paint, fuel etc); large fuel
spills (reminder that the creeks run along a major route that services fuel tankers
and other large vehicles regularly). Section on Human Impacts must include
hazardous waste spills from chlorinated line-breaks (NOAA is investigating fish
kills in one) and construction debris, chemicals introduced through fire
suppression (Larsen Creek toxic foam), auto accidents spilling gas and oils into
creeks, and potential disruptions from Water Treatment Plant operations affecting
creeks.

Under Invasive Species, pg-32.

o Please include a table of all invasive species — plants, fish, etc.

o Note, freshwater shrimp do not occur in the San Geronimo Valley

o Page 31, add language - Both bullfrogs and warm-water fish have been
found in the San Geronimo Creek watershed, and have their origins in
San Geronimo Valley Golf Course ponds (SPAWN 2001). In addition,
signal crayfish and swamp cravfish are not endemic to the SGV and
have currently spread to all tributaries where they can prey on
juvenile salmonids.

o Within the Invasive and Pest sections there is not a single mention of the
detrimental effects of freshwater pets released such as goldfish and soft
shell turtles, etc. All of these domestic pets have been documented by
SPAWN and MMWD in the creeks. s

o Also, parrot feather in golf course ponds along both San Geronimo and
Larsen Creeks.




Chapter 4

©)

Section 4.does not address “Salmonid Life-Stage Population Goals” for all
salmonids and does not present the results in context of the watershed area or the
area of appreciable annual flow where habitat goals could be achieved. Steelhead
occur here and and Coastal Chinook have been documented as far upstream as the
Golf Course reaches.

Pg 36. If 22,000 square meters of summer habitat are needed, how does this
compare to the current summer habitat available? The NOAA/NMEFS Intrinsic
Potential for coho in the SGV is stated at 11.1 km, or 11,000 meters, so if the
average summer width of creeks in the SGV is 2m, this results in the ENTIRE
watershed needing restoration. Explicit area (square-meter) comparisons such as
these are necessary in the final plan to adequately communicate the goals of all
salmonid recovery and needs for watershed-wide restoration to the reader.

Pg 37. Add at top of page in paragraph describing species other than coho salmon
that Coastal Chinook salmon population recovery is also a goal. An
additional dataset collected from 2006-2008 by SPAWN on salmonids
outmigrating from the San Geronimo Valley resulted in an estimated
population of between 700-1.700 steelhead smolts reared there each vear.

A very important element is missing in Table 2. 3 &4 (pg 41, 42, 43), and that
current baseline information for each target. It is not possible to measure progress
towards targets without understanding current baseline conditions. Please revise
and complete these tables by inserting known baseline data and findings as well
as identifying data gaps explicitly. Also to be included should be data indicating
current and past baseline conditions for instream woody debris conditions (see
MMWD/SWS 2005 report), riparian cover, riparian continuity etc.

Table 6 indicates that a science-based goal for TIA should be for <10%, yet
indicated in the SWS memo and SEP is that by the time TIA approaches 10%
signif degradation has occurred. That goal should be lower to avoid reaching
critical (and irreversible) thresholds.

Chapter 5- Recommendations for Mitigation, Protection

Section 5.1

©)

Pg 45, 1* paragraph; Please clarify that new development includes
redevelopment and that development includes construction that may not currently
need a building permit such as retaining walls, driveways, tree removal. For e.g.
... actions that homeowners can take on their own, policies to guide new
development, including re-development

Pg 46: The SCA landuse study by MC is not representative of SGV SCA
conditions, and is definitely not adequately interpreted for official
publication/reference in the SEP. Re: “A recent analysis conducted by Marin




County of 29 parcels within the SCA in San Geronimo Valley found that 12% of
the SCA area surveyed was covered with buildings, decks, pools, driveways, and
other impervious structures. ...(Appendix G).”

Parcels included were self-selected and therefore not representative
of typical conditions, access to parcels was voluntary and not
anonymous.

Parcels representing poor land obviously would not participate.
The study does not have adequate sample size/variation.

Most parcels surveyed were large (again, not representative) and
therefore % cover of structures was low since on large parcels
structures make up a small percentage of the total land use. Parcels
sampled included equestrian centers, MMWD pump/station,
undeveloped and large residential.

Bare earth makes up more than structures as a result of the two
larger parcels being equestrian centers.

The estimate of 65% riparian cover in the SCA must be inaccurate
and actually once the methodology is more closely understood it is
clear that this characterization does not reflect other land use
beneath the canopy measured (patio, drive, house etc). Therefore,
to say 65% of the land use is riparian is misleading.

Riparian “forest” is mislabeled in Table 3 since the data really
reflects “canopy over” and does not represent a forest habitat
necessarily with stands of trees or w/ understory etc...again not
accurate of conditions.... Under the canopy of one tree one can
have houses, decks, patios etc.

At very least, if referenced, it should be fully outlined and interpreted

so readers understand its context and limitations. The 2 page summary

is incomplete as is.

o Starting Page 46: (note more detailed comments are included further down).
Please number the actions listed here so that readers know they are paired with the

more detailed actions starting on pg 50.

@)
@)

Under “Actions to protect and restore the riparian zone”

The core piece missing here to demonstrate leadership by the
County is to “Implement x, vy, z ordinances.”

Action 2: Develgp a riparian management strategy with local fire
officials and agencies...” Multiple agencies need to be involved
here.

Action 4: add “Develop and apply regulations/policies and
guidelines that protect salmonid habitat....” Guidelines are
voluntary, we need regulations to balance this out and demonstrate
leadership where the County can best offer it.

Action 6: “...Use incentives and enforcement...” Without
effective County enforcement, there is no incentive to do the right




thing and no recourse for violations. A lack of enforcement is also
unfair to landowners who do the right thing.

o Action 7: “Monitor progress towards achieving riparian targets.”
It is not possible to measure progress towards targets without
understanding the baseline conditions. Table 2, 3 &4 (pg 41, 42,
43) lay out targets w/out existing baselines. Please complete the
table by inserting baselines known and identifying data gaps
explicitly.

o Action 12: Develop an instream habitat implementation program.
A MMWD TAC committee (of agency and NGO stakeholders)
currently exists to oversee and coordinate woody debris restoration
in the LCW. Work within this existing framework, and the larger
MMWD TAC, for planning and implementation. Should include a
plan for self-sustaining inputs of woody debris from a functional
riparian corridor (longer term), woody debris enhancement (shorter
term), including County ordinances and agency regs that serve to
protect this function.

o Action 19: Develop a monitoring plan for water quality that
coordinates agency and volunteer actions to track in-stream water
quality, presence of septic system integrity, detects emerging
contaminants from non-point sources, salmonid habitat
conditions, and watershed health trends. Include follow-up
bioassessment surveys to supplement SWAMP surveys conducted
in April 2001. Review new Federal and State pesticide rules for
salmon-bearing watersheds. Educate and enforce regulations.

o Action 20: Add “enforce no pumping from the creeks.”

o ADD ACTION: Develop an Emergency Responders &
Preventative Plan for the San Geronimo Valley for use by
Police, Fire, MMWD, and EHS to deal with waste from car
accidents and spent road-flares, accidental chemical spills, fire
suppression chemicals, chlorinated line-breaks, and septic
failures in a timely and sensitive manner with full cooperation
with local organizations and federal agents (NOAA)
responsible for endangered species protection. Work w/
MMWD., MCDF and DPW to ensure that facilities are secured,
upgraded where needed, to prevent spills and other harmful
impacts stemming from residential land-use.

Action 1 — Pg 50
Who Implements: Clarify and state that new projects includes redevelopment.

NOTE: County policies and ordinances should require management consistent with this
action on new/redevelop. projects, whether they require County permits or not.




Please add: “All private streamside landowners can manage their property through
voluntary actions. County policies and ordinances should require management consistent
with this action on new projects and County officials enforce policies and ordinances,
with penalties assessed for violations and funds re-directed from penalties to further
restoration. Public and some private lands can be used to demonstrate recommended
practices.”

Description:

o Pg 51 under “Keep existing native riparian plants”

* Please add reference to new County ordinance to protect riparian zone and
will include new protections for native trees (see Jack Liebster - CDA)

* How will “threat to safety” be determined? Arborists are biased assessors.
We need an independent 3™ party review. Add language e.g.: Preserving
existing native plants is the first and most urgent step in protecting
riparian habitat. All native trees within the SCA of any size should be
protected unless they are an immediate threat to safety determined by
a professional, third party assessment. We recommend researching the
Town Of Fairfax and Mill Valley’s tree ordinance, to start, which requires
a free permit application, 30-day public period and a site visit by a
qualified town representative on their “Tree Committee” to evaluate the
situation. The County needs a new policy w/ active management and
enforcement.

o Pg 52 under “Leave Fallen Trees”

*  “Wood that falls directly onto banks or into streams should be left alone,
as current DFG regulations do not allow modification of in-stream
critical habitat for coho without a review and permit. If the tree poses
a significant threat to public safety or property, consult CDFG or Marin
County Public Works Department for advice and assistance in modifying
or moving the fallen tree to reduce the safety threat. SPAWN, through a
joint collaboration with CDFG. offers assistance with funding and
permitting assistance for emergency relocation of instream wood if
wood is determined to threaten life/property.”

o Pg53. Please clarify whether the 25% non-native invasive species target will be
determined by parcel or within the total riparian zone? How will this be measured
and by whom?

o Pg53. ADD: Pioneer patches of highly aggressive invasive species like Arundo
donax occur on some of the upper tribs as well as on San Geronimo Creek (e.g. on
the Hedlund property).

o Under General Guidelines, #9, pg-53: Other common tools for invasive
management are livestock grazing, cutting and localized herbicide use, burning,
and combinations of these. Use of chemical controls, especially in a riparian
setting, is not recommended. A few novel techniques such as high-pressure
water and hot foam are being tested. Also, Please add language to the affect that
MCSTOPPP should be consulted with before the application of any pesticide
(incl. herbicides). We have situations where buffer regs would have been






