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

 April 24, 2014 
 

Mr. Michael Napolitano 
California Regional Water Quality Control Board 
San Francisco Bay Region 
1515 Clay Street, Suite 1400 
Oakland, CA 94612 
 
Re: Lagunitas Creek Watershed Fine Sediment Reduction and Habitat Enhancement Plan 
 
Dear Mike, 
 
On behalf of the Marin Municipal Water District (MMWD), we are pleased to have this opportunity to 

comment on the Lagunitas Creek Watershed Fine Sediment Reduction and Habitat Enhancement Plan 

(i.e., “Lagunitas Sediment TMDL”). We are grateful for all the work that you and other Regional Board 

staff have put into this document. The TMDL consists of the Basin Plan Amendment and the Staff 

Report; the Basin Plan Amendment will revise Chapter 7, Water Quality Attainment Strategies including 

Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs). We offer the following general comments and also specific 

comments on the Basin Plan Amendment and the Staff Report. 

 

General Comments 

 

1. To begin, we’d like to acknowledge the involvement of Regional Board staff in Lagunitas Creek 

and the Lagunitas Creek Technical Advisory Committee. Your involvement has been 

enormously helpful to MMWD’s fisheries work, particularly for expanding our understanding of 

geomorphic processes and their impacts on salmonid populations. We also appreciate your 

efforts to meet with and seek input from MMWD and the Lagunitas TAC regarding the 

development of the Lagunitas Sediment TMDL. We expect and rely on the involvement of 

Regional Board staff in the stewardship of Lagunitas Creek.  Your expertise and presence is 

crucial to successful implementation of the Lagunitas Sediment TMDL. We look forward to an 

ongoing collaboration with the Regional Board on these issues, for many years to come.  

2. The approach to achieve sediment reduction and habitat enhancement in Lagunitas Creek is 

very much in line with the approach and goals MMWD identified in our 2011 Lagunitas Creek 
Stewardship Plan; this plan addresses actions to be taken by MMWD to manage the habitat of 

Lagunitas Creek for the benefit of the aquatic resource populations of coho salmon, steelhead, 

and California freshwater shrimp. We would appreciate seeing this plan referenced in the 

Sediment TMDL. 

3. We applaud the RWQCB’s approach to achieve sediment management and habitat 

improvement through floodplain restoration and woody debris enhancement. These are 
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innovative and non-regulatory approaches that have clearly grown out of the studies, 

assessments, and monitoring results specific to the conditions in Lagunitas Creek. 

4. The Lagunitas Sediment TMDL advocates for a number of habitat enhancement projects to 

improve streambed conditions in the creek. The Regional Board could assist in moving these 

projects forward by streamlining the permit process, which is often arduous and causes 

unnecessary delays in the implementation of important stream restoration work. 

 

Comments specific to the Basin Plan Amendment (BPA) 

Addressing some of the comments below may warrant addressing corresponding sections in the Staff 

Report. 

1. The BPA references the TMDL as a percentage of the natural background sediment delivery 

rate but never mentions what that natural background rate is; this should be mentioned or 

discussed in the BPA. Based upon the text and Tables 2a, 2b, 3a, and 3b, it appears that 

natural background sediment loading was about 6,200 metric tons/year upstream of Devils 

Gulch and about 10,800 metric tons/year upstream of Olema Creek. 

2. The BPA correctly states that coho salmon, steelhead trout, and California freshwater shrimp 

are all listed under the federal Endangered Species Act. It should note that coho and freshwater 

shrimp are also listed under the California Endangered Species Act. 

3. We agree that streambed scour can be a source of mortality to incubating salmonid eggs (see 

comments on the Staff Report below) and so we appreciate that Table 1 of the BPA includes a  

redd scour target. However, the BPA should give a bit more context to the issue of redd scour 

and explain why it is one of the targets for sediment reduction and habitat enhancement. It may 

also be informative to explain that the approach to reduce redd scour is to reduce fine 

sediments, coarsen the streambed, and reduce the probability or frequency for scour. The scour 

studies conducted by Balance Hydrologics (2010) and Stillwater Sciences (2008) basically 

concluded that bed scour did not appear to be as big of a problem as we thought it might be, at 

least in mainstem Lagunitas Creek. The BPA should explain why and where in the watershed 

redd scour is a concern that warrants a target for improvement. Perhaps pulling more 

information from the Staff Report into the BPA would sufficiently do this. 

4. In order to monitor redd scour, we recommend further collaboration between MMWD and 

RWQCB. Through our Lagunitas Creek Stewardship Plan, MMWD has developed a sediment 

monitoring plan and we would be interested in our monitoring efforts further dovetailing with the 

Sediment TMDL monitoring goals. Our approach has been to identify the spatial distribution and 

depth of scourable patches of gravel and fine sediment. Our sampling framework could 

incorporate a scour monitoring element that would likely provide a basis for setting up an 

intelligent scour monitoring program. 
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5. Measuring and monitoring Tau-Star will need to be developed and refined through 

implementation of the Sediment TMDL and this should happen in collaboration with MMWD. 

Tau-Star is a difficult concept to understand and it is not easily measured. Interpretation of the 

data can vary depending upon the assumptions of sheer stress that are used. This could limit 

the effectiveness of using Tau-Star as a sediment target. MMWD’s sediment monitoring plan 

does includes periodic measurements at selected sampling sites to analyze Tau-Star and the 

metric q*, a theoretical fluvial geomorphologic index of the state of sediment supply in relation to 

sediment transport capacity. Our monitoring efforts will be informative to the RWQCB for 

evaluating streambed mobility. For example, our 2012 monitoring data found Tau-Star in some 

locations to be within the 0.003 – 0.006 range of the Sediment TMDL but overall the mean Tau-

Star from all sites was 0.2. We recommend the BPA identify an ongoing collaboration with 

MMWD to work adaptively towards the bed mobility target of the Sediment TMDL. 

6. The BPA (on page 9) calls for all public agencies to develop and implement road maintenance 

guidelines. It also requires annual training of road maintenance staff and reports every three 

years. We recommend the trainings be conducted no more frequently than every other year and 

a brief report could coincide with the training efforts. This frequency should be more than 

sufficient for agency staff to stay current on road maintenance practices and to review 

maintenance activities. We would also encourage agency inspectors and contractors to 

participate in the trainings. 

7. The actions for sediment discharges described in Table 4.1 and 4.2 should include using and 

updating the GIS database of roads in the Lagunitas Creek watershed that was developed by 

MMWD. This GIS database provides an inventory of the road network and can also serve to 

track sedimentation problems, repairs, and monitoring and maintenance activities. The GIS 

database was developed with the intention of all stakeholders being able to utilize and 

contribute to it. 

8. The BPA acknowledges the roads MOU and it should also acknowledge the 2007 woody debris 

management MOU.  

9. MMWD’s Lagunitas Creek Stewardship Plan describes MMWD as participating in the 

implementation of winter habitat and floodplain enhancement projects. Rather than be singled 

out to lead projects to efforts to enhance habitat complexity and connectivity we would prefer to 

see Table 4.3 of the BPA identify MMWD as pursuing partnerships in these efforts. 

10. The basis for many of the goals for floodplain restoration and woody debris enhancement, in 

Table 4.4, are not well established in the BPA but they are discussed in the Staff Report. We 

recommend additional review from the Staff Report be incorporated into the BPA, so that future 

readers of the BPA will better understand these goals. 

11. The floodplain restoration goal of storing fine sediment in the floodplain (Table 4.4, goal #4) 

could be perceived to conflict with the simultaneous goal of increasing fish habitat in the 
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floodplain but staff has described that the dynamic complexity of the floodplain should allow for 

both goals to be met. The BPA should make mention of this dynamic complexity. 

12. The Lagunitas Sediment TMDL describes that current sediment delivery needs to be reduced by 

50 percent, overall, and also a need to reverse channel incision, leading to aggrading the 

channel to re-engage the floodplain. The BPA should discuss how sediment reduction and 

aggrading the channel can be simultaneously achieved. 

13. The Adaptive Implementation section of the BPA should mention that Lagunitas Creek has been 

identified as a life-cycle monitoring station in the California Department of Fish and Wildlife’s 

(CDFWs) Coastal Monitoring Plan (CMP) and that Lagunitas Sediment TMDL will seek to 

dovetail with the CMPs evaluations of salmonid population status and trends in the watershed. 

 

Comments specific to the Lagunitas Sediment TMDL Staff Report 

1. The Staff Report should incorporate and reference the Lagunitas Creek Fine Sediment 
Investigation completed for MMWD by O’Connor Environmental Inc (O’Connor and Rosser 

2006). This study focused on fine sediment conditions in Lagunitas Creek and provides a 

significant body or work that is informative to sediment management and the TMDL. 

2. Scouring of salmonid redds can be a significant source of early life-stage mortality in the 

Lagunitas Creek watershed and so we agree with the goal of reducing redd scour. Any redd 

scour target should apply to floods that are frequent enough to impact salmonid populations with 

some regularity, so applying the target to floods with a recurrence interval of approximately five 

years seems reasonable. Monitoring would need to take place over many years and in many 

locations to document scour at these intermediate flows. What frequency and duration of redd 

monitoring is likely to be necessary to determine compliance with the redd scour numeric 

target? How should the burden of this monitoring effort be shared among agencies? As 

mentioned above, we recommend further collaboration to monitor redd scour. 

3. The reach of Lagunitas Creek below the confluence with Nicasio Creek (“Lower Lagunitas 

Creek”) is identified as potentially the most promising reach for floodplain restoration (page 84), 

despite its severe incision and lack of coarse sediment input. The TMDL recommends a 

feasibility study to investigate floodplain restoration in this reach. We have some questions we 

would like addressed before moving forward with this feasibility study or any restoration 

projects.  

• MMWD recently completed the Lagunitas Creek Salmonid Winter Habitat Assessment 
Report (Kamman et al 2013), funded by the CDFW Fisheries Restoration Grant 

Program. The assessment evaluated the potential for floodplain restoration along the 

entire mainstem of Lagunitas Creek and determined that restoration in the Lower 

Lagunitas Creek reach was impractical largely because of the extreme incision of the 

channel. Does Regional Board staff disagree with this determination? 
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• The loss of coarse sediments, which are trapped by Nicasio Reservoir, make it difficult to 

reverse channel degradation in Lower Lagunitas Creek. There may only be a few 

locations where the floodplain could be effectively reconnected with the channel. Are 

there process-based restoration actions that could aggrade the stream channel and re-

engage the floodplain? 

•  If dredging of Nicasio Reservoir and piping the dredged material to Lagunitas Creek is a 

consideration, are there likely to be deposits of coarse substrates close enough to the 

dam to make this a feasible option? 

• If  trucking of dredged material is a consideration, has Regional Board staff considered 

the carbon emissions resulting from such a project? ;  

4. As mentioned above, the Lagunitas Creek Salmonid Winter Habitat Assessment evaluated the 

potential for floodplain restoration along the entire mainstem of Lagunitas Creek. That study 

concluded by identifying floodplain restoration sites within the Tocaloma and Devils Gulch 

reaches of Lagunitas Creek. These reaches offer some of the best opportunities to re-engage 

the floodplain and provide the most productive juvenile salmonid rearing habitat. The Lagunitas 

Sediment TMDL should identify and describe these reaches as priority reaches for floodplain 

restoration. 

5. Road related sediment delivery is still a problem despite many years of work to reduce it. As 

stated in the Lagunitas Sediment TMDL, “road erosion control projects likely will continue to 

receive strong support from public agencies providing grants…” (page 76). These road 

improvement projects can achieve sediment reductions but are much less likely than floodplain 

restoration or woody debris projects to significantly improve habitat, coho salmon survival, or 

increase the population carrying capacity. In addition, roads account for about 20 percent of the 

mean annual sediment delivery to Lagunitas Creek and so have a smaller role than in-channel 

sediment supplies that can be managed through woody debris and floodplain connectivity. We 

request that the Lagunitas Sediment TMDL include language stating that floodplain restoration 

and woody debris projects will also receive strong support when awarding grants. 

6. Devil’s Gulch is described as a “redwood channel reach” (page 53), although there’s little 

evidence that this subwatershed supported abundant redwoods historically. A single old-growth 

redwood grows along the creek, and redwood stumps are nearly non-existent. Unless stumps 

were removed during logging operations (which was not the case elsewhere in Samuel P. 

Taylor State Park), this creek should be considered a “hardwood channel reach.” 

7. A source of early life stage mortality for coho salmon that was not addressed is predation by 

age-1+ steelhead (pages 19 and 52). Our monitoring data suggest that early life stage mortality 

is higher in years following large age-0+ steelhead populations, suggesting that high numbers of 

age-1+ steelhead decrease coho survival. We have also observed that age-1+ steelhead can 

appear to have gorged themselves on salmonid fry when both are present in a confined area. 
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April 24, 2014

 

Mike Napolitano

Engineering Geologist

San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board

1515 Clay St., Suite 1400

 

Re:     Public Comment - Proposed Basin Plan Amendment

 

Mr. Napolitano,

 

Below are my comments/suggestions relative to the Water Board's proposed Basin

Plan Amendment and the Water Board's presentation on April 7, 2014 at the Multi-

Purpose Room, Lagunitas School District:

·       The April 7, 2014 Water Board staff presentation was outstanding in

consolidating the major key points of TLMD impact upon the Lagunitas Creek

Watershed. It was very refreshing to listen to scientists speak regarding what

conditions are negatively affecting our creeks and aquatic life.   Great Job!!!

·       It is my contention that when the Water Board schedules any and all future

public meetings relative to the Lagunitas Creek Watershed, in a public meeting

room in the San Geronimo Valley, not only the local residents should be in the

audience but also the following public agencies and private property owners

must be in mandatory attendance. 

v  Those public agencies include but are not limited to:

§   Marin Municipal Water District

§  Marin Resource Conservation District

§  County of Marin - Fire Department

§  County of Marin - Open Space District

§  County of Marin - County Public Works

§  County of Marin - Marin County Stormwater Pollution Prevention

Program

§  California State Parks Department

§  California Department of Fish and Wildlife

§  Golden Gate National Recreation Area

v  Private Agricultural businesses that include but not limited to commercial

Animal Husbandry to Farming

·       I am proposing this list of public/private land owners to attend future Water

Board meeting is because it is essential to have all affected stakeholders

present at Water Board meetings, and to exposed to what is being proposed

by the Water Board and its impact upon each stakeholder's property and how

to manage their property to reduce TMDLs

mailto:madwork@comcast.net
mailto:Michael.Napolitano@waterboards.ca.gov
mailto:Leslie.Ferguson@waterboards.ca.gov
mailto:James.Ponton@waterboards.ca.gov
mailto:Laura.McLellan@waterboards.ca.gov


·       It would be most helpful to visually and verbally distinguish the specific land

boundaries of where the:

§  San Geronimo Creek Watershed begins and end; and

§  Lagunitas Creek Watershed begins and end

o   This geographic information will greatly assist all West

Marin property owners in understanding where these

watershed begin/end

·       The scientific terminology in the Lagunitas Creek Watershed Fine Sediment

Reduction and Habitat Enhancement Plan is challenging to fully understand.  I

am proposing that a "Glossary of Concepts/Terms" be included before the

"References Cited" section in all future staff reports. 

o   This explanation of information will greatly aid the readers to understand

what the Water Board is proposing relative to scientific evidence and

desired scientific outcomes.

·       The proposed Basin Plan mentions "establishing a regulatory program to

reduce sediment delivery to channels resulting from road-related erosion". 

o   I believe a Water Board Regulatory Program is essential in order to

realize a decreased TLMD but the Regulatory Program should describe

to affected public or private property owners of the legal/financial

consequences for failing to reduce their TLMDs

·       What is the Water Board's Plan to reduce sediment as stated in Table 3a -

Load Allocations for Sediment Discharges Upstream of Devils Gulch - 14,100

Metric tons/year compared to Table 3b - Load Allocations for Sediment

Discharges Upstream of Olema Creek - 21,000 Metric tons/year? 

o  The sediment discharge from Olema Creek is 50% greater than Devils

Gulch.  It appears Olema Creek is greater need to reduce TMDLs

·       The Basin Plan requires the County of Marin - Department of Public Works to

conduct within five years of TMDL Adoption, an inventory of its paved roads

within the project area to identify sediment delivery sites and produce a

schedule for treatment to achieve reduced sediment.

o     I recommend that after the TMDL Adoption, the County of Marin -

Department of Public Works annually perform an assessment of all

their paved roads in West Marin for reducing TMDLs along with

plans to reduce those TMDLs to acceptable Water Board levels, not

every five years

o     I would take this road assessment inventory approach further by

requiring all public agencies within the Basin Plan perform annual

assessment of all non-paved roads and develop a five year plan to

reduce TMDLs beginning with those roads/landslides that have

contributed the largest amount of sediment into the San Geronimo

and Lagunitas Watersheds.

§  Funding to reduce sediment from non-paved road should be

provided via federal and Water Board grants.

·       Which public agency will ensure and provide funds to stakeholders along

San Geronimo Creek and its tributaries to develop reach-based

stewardships groups to implement channel habitat enhancement projects? 

o   Will the Water Board provide guidance in determining the prioritization



of all channel habitat enhancement project?  If no, what agency will

assume that role?

o   What role will the Water Board assume to ensure the channel habitat

enhancement projects are streamlined for an individual property

owner to obtain public funding/grants for stream permits and having

qualified licensed civil/general engineering contractors, besides the

Salmon Protection and Watershed Network, bid on these selected

habitat enhancement projects in the San Geronimo Creek area? 

o   I suggest the Water Board consider the Marin Resources

Conservation District in Point Reyes Station to be the lead agency

instead of the California Department of Fish and Wildlife to

accomplish these habitat enhancement projects in the San

Geronimo Creek Watershed and in the Lagunitas Creek Watershed.

·       The Water Board's Proposed Basin Plan Amendment has been long over-

due in scientifically determining those impaired West Marin watersheds

with excessive TMDL's that are negatively affecting the aquatic habitat in

those watersheds. 

·       The Basin Plan is a non-bias scientific document that provides

recommended scientific solutions, hopefully funding sources and staffing

resources to ensure that the endangered aquatic and vegetation habitat will

once again thrive in the West Marin watersheds in the immediate future.

 
I would greatly appreciate if a Water Board staff person would kindly forward me a

copy of the Regional Water Quality Board's determination regarding the Lagunitas

Creek Watershed Sediment TMDL and Habitat Enhancement Plan at their June 11 at

the Elihu M. Harris State Building in Oakland.

 
Respectfully submitted,

Denis J. Poggio

Box 156

Forest Knolls CA 94933

415-488-9549
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