Integrated Watershed Restoration Program (IWRP) for Santa Cruz County
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Upper Watsonville Slough Urban Wetland Restoration Project 

PROJECT DESIGN & PERMITTING PLAN
Please fill in electronically and email to: NMartin@suscon.org (Design/Permit Coordinator) and kategoodnight@scc.ca.gov (IWRP Program Coordinator)

___________________________________________________________________________

PART 1 – General Information

Note: Do not type in long boxes – these are to be used by the Design/Permit Coordinator

___________________________________________________________________________

Project Name: Upper Watsonville Slough Urban Wetland Restoration Project  Design
Watershed: Watsonville Slough

Lead Agency/Organization: City of Watsonville

Contact Name: Steve Palmisano


Title: 
Environmental Manager


Address: P.O. Box 50,000

Phone:   728-6176      

Fax: 763-1970

     Email:spalmisano@ci.watsonville.ca.us



Project Type (place an “x” in all that apply):


[  ] EC – Erosion control


[  ] FP – Fish passage


      (  ) – road-related




(  ) – culvert



      (  ) – upland (i.e. gully)

                   
(  ) – log jam

      (  ) – streambank stabilization
            
(  ) – flashboard dam


[  ] CR – Culvert replacement                      

(  ) – weir modification

      (  ) – new culvert                                                
(  ) – ford

      (  ) – bridge       




(  ) – other:
[  ] RR – Riparian restoration 


[X] WE – Wetland enhancement 

[X] UR – Urban runoff treatment

[  ] MS – Monitoring station

[  ] AR – Agric. runoff treatment

[  ] Other:

_________________________________________________________________________

Plan(s) project is recommended in: Watsonville Sloughs Watershed Conservation and Enhancement Plan

Priority of project within plan:  Projects were not prioritized
Describe plan prioritization scheme (possible rankings and what they represent): NA

If not recommended in a plan, or ranked as a less than high priority, give justification why this project should take precedence over high priority plan recommendations: 

	Notes
	


_______________________________________________________________________

Describe location (include stream/tributary name): Upper Watsonville Slough between Kerney Street and Main Street, in the City of Watsonville.

GPS coordinates: unknown

Within Coastal Zone? (Yes/No): No

Property owner: City of Watsonville

Private property? (Yes/No): Some. The project is divided into two parts. First, the City will remove the old City landfill to lower the ground elevation and restore the wetlands. This work will occur on approximately 10 acres, all of which is owned by the City. Then, native plant restoration work will occur on the entire project site, approximately 45 acres. Some of this land is currently privately owned. The City is working to gain easements or access agreements to these properties to do the vegetation restoration work. 

Are there landowner issues that need to be addressed? (describe): Described above.

	Notes
	

	Agreement
	


________________________________________________________________________

Budget: 

Conservancy: 

$60,000

Match (if applicable): 
$10,000

[x] cash      

$5,000


[x] in-kind services 

______________


Total Budget:

$75,000

Designs, analyses, engineering specs, and environmental review will be prepared by:   

[  ] consultant(s)       [  ] in-house     

[x] combination – specify: City staff will do the environmental review. Consultants will do design, engineering and permitting.

If using consultants, describe hiring plan for each consultant need (include contract lead, RFP process, who will evaluate, anticipated timelines, special considerations, etc.):  The City of Watsonville will use an RFP process to hire a design consultant. The City will evaluate the proposals and administer the contract. The RFP hiring process takes approximately six to eight weeks. 

	Notes
	

	Consultant(s)
	


_______________________________________________________________________

Projected timeline (month/year). Assume “design” includes preparation of all analyses, specs, and environmental review:


Individual project work program complete (assume 2 weeks to prepare):
1/04


Consultant(s) selected (if applicable):




4/04

Desired design start:







4/04

Desired design end:







8/04


Submit permits:







9/04

Key proposal deadline(s) for implementation funding:


5/06


Desired implementation start:






5/05

Important time considerations (board/council approval times, RFP lead time, funding source expiration dates, phasing with other projects, etc.): City Council approval of consultant contract, which requires a 2-week lead-time.

[x] Ready to go? If not, outstanding issues still to be addressed and estimated month/year of resolution: Ready to start design and permitting work.

	Notes
	


_______________________________________________________________________

  Continued on next page…

___________________________________________________________________________

PART 2 – Factors Influencing Permitting Requirements

Note: Fill in as completely as possible with information available to-date. Provide Design/Permit Coordinator with any updates.

___________________________________________________________________________

Environmental setting (surrounding habitat and adjacent land use): Project area is surrounded by wetlands, industrial zones, urban park area, and residential land uses.

Visual vegetation assessment:

List dominant native shrubs/trees and approximate coverage of project area: A mix of riparian, wetland, and invasive plant species cover the site. Vegetation coverage varies from 0% (i.e. open water) to 100% vegetation coverage.

Estimate how much native vegetation could be affected by the project (indicate any trees that may need to be removed):   Most of the project site is non-native, and a large portion of the proposed work is to restore native vegetation to the area. Therefore, very little native vegetation will be affected.

Potential wetlands (including riparian areas) present in the project area? If yes, describe location in relation to where work would be performed: Yes-the area is a wetland restoration project, and would remove an old landfill and restore it to match the surrounding wetland areas.

Potential presence of listed plant and/or wildlife species? (describe): Potential habitat for red-legged frog, long-toed salamander, and Western pond turtle. 

Potential presence of cultural resources? (describe): None expected, as it is an old landfill site, and original native soil is below the expected excavation depth.

_______________________________________________________________________

Description of problem, resources impacted:
Significant problems and issues:   The Watsonville Slough System is on the State’s 303(d) list of impaired waters for pathogens, metals, oil & grease and pesticides. The Regional Board has begun the process for the development of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). This project will assist in the implementation of the TMDL Program. In addition, this project implements recommendations and conceptual designs developed in several previous studies including the Watsonville Sloughs Watershed Resource Conservation and Enhancement Plan (Swanson Hydrology and Geomorphology); Water Resources Management Plan for the Watsonville Slough System (AMBAG, 1994); Water Quality Management Plan for the Pajaro River Watershed (AMBAG, 1999); the Model Urban Runoff Program (California Coastal Commission, 1998); and the Water Quality Protection Program - Action Plans (Monterey Bay National Marine Sanctuary, 1999).
Purpose. Water quality and habitat have been degraded in Watsonville Slough over the past 50 years. The project area was used as a dump site in the 1950’s, and a significant portion of the historical wetland area was filled with construction debris. The purpose of this project is to restore the degraded wetlands site. 

What is the urgency of the project (can implementation wait until 2005, 2006, or 2007 and beyond?): The implementation of the project is based on funding through a Prop 13 grant. If the project is not implemented within three years of the grant funding date, the funds could be lost. Additionally, the City is required to provide matching funds for the grant, which are included in the 2004 fiscal year budget. However, the availability of the matching funds for future years is uncertain in these economically challenging times.  

Digital “before” (unrestored condition) photo available? (If yes, insert):  

Unrestored Condition




Similar nearby wetland 

[image: image1.jpg]


[image: image2.jpg]



Briefly list all potential remedies considered (including selected approach) and their relative (a) benefit to resource, (b) cost-effectiveness, (c) durability, and (d) feasibility:

Only one potential remedy is currently being considered, as described below. The benefits include restoring wetland habitat adjacent to existing wetland areas, creating a large and continuous wetland area. The City anticipates designing a self-sustaining project that will require little maintenance. The goal is to develop a cost-effective and durable project. The City considers this project to be highly feasible.

Description of proposed remedy (project): 

Plans and Specifications.  In consultation with a team of professional wetlands restoration specialists, the project team will develop detailed design measures to restore approximately 45 acres of Upper Watsonville Slough. Design features will include pre-treatment systems to remove pollutants before water flows into the greater wetland area, such as detention ponds and biofilters. Restoration of the adjacent upland habitat is included as part of the plan.

Construction.  Construct and restore wetlands and uplands in the 45-acre project area based on project design from Task 9.1. The restoration project construction will include: removal of existing construction debris and fill material; grading and construction of new wetland and upland areas; removal of non-native vegetation; and planting and maintenance of native species.  

As Built Drawings. Develop As Built drawings for the project after completion of the construction. The As Built plans will include final grading contours, vegetation planting schemes, and any structural improvements, such as storm water treatment systems. 

Photomonitoring. Pre- and Post-Construction photomonitoring will be conducted at the project site. The following will be included in this task:

1. Landscape photographs of the overall project area from at least 4 easily identifiable vantage points. Photo vantage points will be recorded on a site map for future use. Photos will be taken before construction, and at least semi-annually (once each in the wet and dry seasons) for at least three years after the project has been completed.

2. Long-view photos of the restored wetland area showing changes in vegetation and hydrology before construction, and at least semi-annually (once each in the wet and dry seasons) for at least three years after the project has been completed.

3. Medium and close-view photos of structures and plantings used in the restoration project.

4. Narrative descriptions of all photos, including site location, date, and any other relevant information.

Description of anticipated construction activities (equipment used, how work would likely be performed, etc.):  Heavy equipment (dozers, excavators, dump trucks) would be used to remove the landfill material and to regrade the site to restore it to the original elevations. The contractor would be required to follow any permit requirements associated with the restoration work. Construction would be limited to between June 1-October 15. 

An erosion control plan will be developed as part of the project design, and will be implemented by October 15, to ensure that the wetlands will be protected from erosion until the site vegetation has been reestablished. 

Potential take of listed species? (describe): It is unlikely that a take will occur. The construction activity will occur in dry, upland areas typically not used as habitat by red-legged frogs. Pre-construction surveys and silt fencing will serve as mitigation measures to ensure that frogs are kept out of the site during construction.

Estimated number of creek crossings and type of vehicle: None.

Project dimensions (width, length, volume, & slope if applicable): The project is divided into two parts. First, removal of the old City landfill will occur on approximately 10 acres. Then, native plant restoration work will occur on the entire project site, approximately 45 acres.

Feet or acres to be restored as a result of project (include units): 45 acres

________________________________________________________________________

 Continued next page……

PART 3 – Agency Feedback Obtained During Site Visit 

Note: This section is to be filled out by the Design/Permit Coordinator based on feedback recorded during project site visit.
________________________________________________________________________

	Commenter (Name and Agency)
	Comment
	Description of how this will be incorporated into the project (design or description).

	Dave Johnston (CDFG)
	Recommends protocol surveys for California red legged frog and the western pond turtle. Nesting bird surveys prior to construction. 

If there are CA red legged frogs and western pond turtles in the water, they are also going to be in the meadow (i.e. where they will be dredging). Recommend that they go beyond protocol level surveys. Challenge with the breeding birds on site. They would only be “safe” if they worked after Sept. 1

Maintenance question: If the project is creating habitat for RLF and/or pond turtles, potential for future impacts? Will need to address feral cats in the CEQA document
	Project lead conducted CA RLF protocol surveys in May 2004. Frogs were present.

City will conduct bird survey prior to beginning construction, and will mitigate if necessary. It is not feasible to delay work until Sept. 1, as all grading work must be completed by October 15 in order to protect water quality and comply with storm water regulations.

City will address feral cats in CEQA document.

	Phelicia Gomes (USACE) in a follow-up meeting


	Recommended CA RLF survey conducted as soon as possible. This will indicate whether or not there is an intersection with USFWS. If CA RLF are absent and habitat is marginal, would not trigger consultation with USFWS. Check with FWS if this is in the proposed Critical Habitat designation (if so, existing programmatic on the CA RLF won’t apply). 

Whether or not there is Corps’ jurisdiction depends on the construction activities (if they just scooped back away from the existing wetland, would not trigger jurisdiction but if they utilize cofferdams or temporary stockpiling: NW 33).

Recommends soil samples to determine what is there. Hydrology models and the revegetation plans are also going to be of interest.
	Project lead conducted CA RLF protocol surveys in May 2004. Frogs were present.

City will apply for ACE NW33, and will ask for Section 7 consultation with USFW through the USACE.

City will conduct soil sampling as part of the early design work.



	Bill Hoffman (RWQCB)
	Soil samples and water samples should be taken to determine what is there now. Need to determine what is at the site now. Raised the question, is it possible that by opening up the area to increased circulation that it could actually make the problem worse?
	City will ask consultant to consider the RWQCB water quality issues in the initial design.


__

______________________________________________________________________

PART 4 –Permitting Requirements

Note: This section is to be filled out by the Design/Permit Coordinator.
________________________________________________________________________

	Site visit necessary?
	Yes

	     Anticipated date
	April 13

	     Agencies who want to attend
	 CDFG and FWS (did not make it to the site visit)

	Selected remedy
	As described above 

	Applicable design standards
	

	Required Reports (hydrol, biotic assessment, erosion control plan, etc.)
	California red legged frog survey, western pond turtle survey, nesting bird survey prior to construction 

	Permitting and approval mechanisms
	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers:  NW 33

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Section 7 Consultation through Corps nexus

California Department of Fish and Game: 1602 Streambed Alteration Agreement

RWQCB:  401 Water Quality Certification

	Agency permitting contacts
	U.S. Army Corps of Engineers:  Phelicia Gomes

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service: Roger Root

California Department of Fish and Game: Serge Glushkoff, Erika Cleugh, and Dave Johnston

RWQCB: Bill Hoffman and Chris Adair

	Environmental review (CEQA document anticipated and CEQA lead)
	CEQA lead: City of Watsonville

	Permit conditions
	



Project Design & Permit Plan
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