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MEETING SUMMARY | Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Master Planning Process | Coyote Watershed 
Coyote Stakeholder Work Group 
October 19, 2016, San Jose, CA 
 

1. Introduction and Action Items 
The fifth meeting of the Stakeholder Work Group for the Coyote Watershed (“Coyote SWG”), 
which is helping to develop the One Water Plan (integrated water resources master plan) for 
Santa Clara County, took place on October 19, 2016. The meeting was convened by the Santa 
Clara Valley Water District (District), with facilitation by the Center for Collaborative Policy 
(CCP). Please see Appendix 1 for the list of meeting participants. Staff will post meeting 
materials on the project website (https://onewaterplan.wordpress.com/about-2/stakeholder-
work-group/).  
 
For Coyote Watershed master planning, the District is dividing the watershed into three 
sections due to the size and complexity of the watershed. Looking at six sub-watersheds 
grouped into three sections (upper, middle, and lower watershed) allows discussion and 
identification of challenges and opportunities at a manageable scale. Meeting #5 focused on 
the “Lower Coyote Watershed.” The objectives for this meeting of the Coyote SWG meeting 
were to:  

 Orient Coyote SWG members to Lower Coyote Watershed considerations; and 

 Solicit input from SWG members on opportunities and constraints for implementing 
One Water Plan objectives in the Lower Coyote Watershed. 
 

Action items from this meeting include: 

# Task Lead Estimated Timing 

1. Notify Coyote SWG members of the date when  
staff will share the comprehensive list of 
potential Coyote Watershed projects with them 
for their feedback. 

District November/December 

  

2. Opening Remarks  
Brian Mendenhall, District Project Manager, welcomed participants and explained that at the 
previous two meetings, the Coyote SWG focused on what members would like to see happen in 
the Upper and Mid-Coyote Watershed. Now the Coyote SWG will turn its attention to the 
Lower Coyote Watershed. Dr. Marci DuPraw, CCP facilitator, reviewed the meeting objectives, 
agenda, ground rules, and meeting materials.  
 
Mr. Mendenhall and Dr. DuPraw explained the meeting would start with two presentations – 
one on stormwater issues in the County and the other on the Coyote Watershed’s connection 
to the San Francisco Bay -- to stimulate participants’ thinking about opportunities and 
challenges associated with implementing the One Water Plan in the Lower Coyote Watershed. 

https://onewaterplan.wordpress.com/about-2/stakeholder-work-group/
https://onewaterplan.wordpress.com/about-2/stakeholder-work-group/
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Presentation slides may be found on the One Water Plan Stakeholder webpage 
(https://onewaterplan.wordpress.com/about-2/stakeholder-work-group/). 
 

3. PRESENTATION: Stormwater Management in Coyote Watershed 
Mr. Mendenhall introduced Jill Bicknell, Assistant Program Manager with Santa Clara Valley 
Urban Runoff Pollution Prevention Program (SCVURPPP) and Coyote SWG member, to provide 
an overview of SCVURPPP’s efforts to manage stormwater in the northern part of the County. 
SCVURPPP consists of 15 local agencies sharing a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
(NPDES) regional permit/Municipal Separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) permit that 
collaborate on activities that affect discharge into the San Francisco Bay.  
 
Stormwater management evolved from simply treating stormwater as a pollutant to managing 
it as a water resource. For instance, the MS4 permit includes low-impact development and 
green infrastructure requirements. Permittees must have a green infrastructure plan that 
includes components such as prioritized and mapped projects over a long-term planning 
horizon, funding mechanisms, capital costs, and provisions for tracking progress.  
 
Local and statewide efforts including the One Water Plan, SCVURPPP, and Proposition 1 funding 
support more creative and integrated approaches to stormwater management. SCVURPPP and 
the District received a grant through Proposition 1 to develop a Stormwater Resource Plan 
(SWRP); the grant provides $471,000 with additional matching funds from local agencies. The 
plan will include prioritized projects throughout the study area, which offers an opportunity to 
combine One Water Plan efforts with the SWRP; the grant also includes a major stakeholder 
involvement component (e.g., technical advisory committee, training workshops, public 
outreach, etc.). SWRP development will begin in November and is expected to be completed 
around December 2018. 
 
Discussion 

 Can the benefits for proposed SWRP projects be thought of in broad terms (e.g., provide 
fish passage habitat), and would that affect how projects are prioritized? 

o Response: That depends on the specific grant guidelines. Proposed projects 
should be designed around using stormwater as a resource (e.g., groundwater 
recharge); however environmental benefits, in addition to stormwater use, seem 
appropriate.  

 What is the percentage of impervious versus pervious ground cover in Santa Clara 
Valley? Is there a specific goal for replacing impervious cover? 

o Response: We do not have specific percentages for impervious versus pervious 
ground cover; however, we may have more information after we develop the 
SWRP. We also do not have a goal specifically for replacing ground cover. Both 
treatments (installing pervious ground cover or directing runoff to pervious 
ground cover) satisfy the same goal and are treated equally.  

o Comment: The net increase in off-flow drives a developer’s costs. A large parking 
lot with regular impermeable cover would create substantial off-flow; therefore, 

https://onewaterplan.wordpress.com/about-2/stakeholder-work-group/
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the developer has greater incentive to use permeable surfaces to reduce that 
off-flow calculation. However, that permeable surface must be constructed with 
sufficient drainage (e.g., enough base rock).  

 What does “tracking green infrastructure progress” entail? 
o Response: We have various ways to demonstrate how and where we are treating 

impervious areas in the watershed through green infrastructure methods (e.g., 
reduce certain pollutants by a certain percentage at various milestones in the 
future per MS4 permit requirements, map project locations and activities, etc.).  

 2018 does not seem to offer sufficient time for the various agencies to develop the 
SWRP. 

o Response: The agencies have several incentives for and have demonstrated 
substantial commitment to meeting the 2018 due date. The SCVURPPP group 
meets monthly, and all members support the plan. They also want to have a list 
of feasible and prioritized projects ready for the next round of Proposition 1 
stormwater grants (expected solicitations to occur in spring 2018). Additionally, 
the agencies do not need to commit to implementing any of the plans during this 
phase. 

 How can the agencies supervise and address individual “offenders” whose actions 
detract from the project’s overall progress? 

o Response: The MS4 permit requires annual reports, which includes the results of 
capital projects and is a progress tracking mechanism. The Regional Water 
Quality Control Board (RWQCB) can also conduct audits and issue fines. 

 How can the SRP help prevent potential polluted runoff from businesses (e.g., funding 
to convert impermeable parking lots to permeable surfaces)? 

o Response: Several regulations and programs exist to manage runoff from 
commercial properties. Our MS4 permit includes an industry and commercial 
inspection permit that can require a property to address a discharge problem. 
Also, industrial permits generally dictate what can be discharged or not.  

 Does the SWRP include technical assistance to train designers, planners, and others who 
work with city staff? 

o Response: Yes. The SWRP includes a large outreach component to train 
municipal staff as well as provide workshops for consultants, contractors, etc.  

 Sometimes local agencies require water suppliers to ensure that their green 
infrastructure installments (e.g., infiltration walkways) remain aesthetic, even if it 
requires using additional water).  

 Consider using more natural materials before non-natural mixtures to create permeable 
surfaces. Caltrans infiltration areas near roadways are good examples (e.g., infiltration 
ponds near ramps).  

 
4. PRESENTATION: Coyote Watershed to the Bay 
Mr. Mendenhall then introduced Eileen McLaughlin, Board Member with the Citizens 
Committee to Complete the Refuge (CCCR) and Coyote SWG member, to present on the 
baylands interface and its connection to the Coyote Watershed.  
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Ms. McLaughlin explained CCCR aims to protect and expand the San Francisco Bay wetlands 
(e.g., add to the Don Edwards San Francisco Bay National Wildlife Refuge lands), which includes 
helping the watershed reach a more natural balance with its historical conditions. She 
referenced conceptual models developed for the One Water Plan that demonstrate historical 
versus contemporary land use and habitat. Major convergence points (e.g., Coyote, Penitencia, 
and Berryessa Creeks, which converge near Dixon Landing) now receive more streamflow than 
was normal historically; this sometimes leads to major flooding. Ms. McLaughlin suggested that 
One Water Plan projects could help address flooding in these areas in other ways than building 
levees. She suggested, for example, using drying beds near Alviso as a flood plain or providing 
better infiltration further upstream. 
 
Discussion 

 Are there other flood control alternatives besides hard substrate levees? 
o Response: Some areas will need levees; however, opportunities may exist to 

manage water flow further upstream and reduce flooding impacts; this would 
reduce the need for more levees in the lower areas.  

 Can the baylands support marshland habitats in the future, given sea level rise? 
o Response: Possibly. Pond A21 breached several years ago and accumulated 

sediment faster than expected. Endangered marsh species like the Ridgway rail 
and salt marsh harvest mouse were detected in A21. Whether we will have 
similar success in the other ponds with severe subsidence issues remains 
unknown. 

 

5. Map Exercise  
Mr. Mendenhall and Dr. DuPraw explained that the map exercise would work similarly to the 
map exercises during Meetings #3 and #4. (Please refer to the Coyote SWG Meeting #3 
summary for further detail on the exercise process.) During the exercise, participants visited six 
stations, each of which displayed maps associated with a particular planning element: water 
supply, agriculture, water quality, ecological resources, landscape resources, and flood control. 
Using sticky dots and post-its, participants indicated One Water Plan-related challenges and/or 
opportunities pertaining to that theme. Mr. Mendenhall encouraged them to identify 
opportunities for integrated projects to meet multiple One Water Plan objectives (Appendix 2).  
 
Discussion 
After the mapping exercise, participants were invited to share their reflections. Several themes 
and cross-element connections emerged from the discussions, which are summarized below: 
 
Themes / Observations 

 Trash 
o Trash and pollution seemed to be a recurring water quality concern in this 

portion of the watershed. 

 Development 
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o Zoning for development often overlaps with areas that may be crucial locations 
for other needs (e.g., recharge, steelhead habitat, flood protection, etc.). These 
land use conflict issues will require close coordination between the District and 
the cities/County.  

o Development permits should include requirements that developers must 
consider recharge zones in designing roads and buildings, and consider these 
when identifying and prioritizing development locations.  

 Coyote Watershed Report and Maps 
o Include call-out boxes for maps to explain how the information relates to the 

One Water Plan. 
o Label major freeways, highways, streams, and creeks on maps. 
o Map confined channels (e.g., subterranean enclosed channels, pipes, etc.) to 

identify where they might be transformed into natural recharge areas.  
o Include unmanaged natural streams on the Instream Recharge map to 

acknowledge this important asset.  
o Identify land ownership at the parcel level wherever that information is publicly 

available in order to help identify potential areas for easements.  
 
Cross-Element Connections  

 Flooding and Water Supply 
o Conservation upstream could assist aquifer recharge and flood protection. 
o Identify properties for acquisition or easements, even small properties, to create 

permeable surfaces that aid recharge and flood protection. 

 Water Quality and Land Use 
o Ensure that a sufficient buffer exists between grazing lands and streams.  

 

6. Next Steps 
Mr. Mendenhall said that this is the final Coyote SWG meeting for identifying opportunities and 
challenges associated with implementing the One Water Plan in the Coyote Watershed. District 
staff will combine the feedback from these meetings, along with the results of discussions with 
District technical experts, outside subject-matter experts, agency staff, and additional 
stakeholder entities (e.g., the Farm Bureau), in developing a comprehensive list of opportunities 
for integrated projects to include in the Coyote Watershed Report. The District will hold 
another Coyote SWG meeting (probably via webinar) to share the combined list of 
opportunities and invite feedback, but the date for that has yet to be determined. (Coyote SWG 
members can release the November SWG meeting date.) Mr. Mendenhall explained that the 
District staff need some time to condense the list of opportunities to develop feasible and 
fundable projects to recommend to the District Board of Directors. Once this is done, staff will 
follow up with Coyote SWG members on a workable date for discussing the list with them. 
 
Mr. Mendenhall recommended the best way for SWG members and other interested parties to 
remain informed in the meantime is through the One Water Plan website. He oriented 
attendees to the new One Water Plan website (https://onewaterplan.wordpress.com/). He also 

https://onewaterplan.wordpress.com/
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presented the new interactive web-based mapping tool that allows anyone to explore various 
data layers and submit location-specific comments similar to the Coyote SWG’s mapping 
exercises, but from their own desks. All of the information, including the mapping tool, is 
publicly available.  
 
Open Discussion 

 Is the public aware that you want their input via this mapping tool?  
o Response: Our public outreach beyond the stakeholder and advisory groups has 

been fairly limited to date. We plan to incorporate information on the One 
Water Plan in the District’s regular e-newsletter.  

 

7. Closing Comments / Adjourn Meeting 
Brian Mendenhall thanked participants for their time and input. He encouraged participants to 
contact him or Dr. DuPraw if they have questions or topics of interest they would like to 
discuss. He said meeting materials will be posted to the One Water Plan webpage: 
https://onewaterplan.wordpress.com/.  

 
Next Steps/Action Items 

 Next steps/action items are documented on page 1. 

 The date of the next meeting or webinar has yet to be determined. Mr. Mendenhall and 
Dr. DuPraw will keep Coyote SWG members informed.   
 

Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Participation List for Coyote SWG 10/19/16 Meeting 
Appendix 2 – One Water Plan Integrated Objectives Handout 
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