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Members 
Diane Dillon 
Mark Luce 
Del Britton 
Gary Kraus 
James Krider 
Leon Garcia 
Marjorie Mohler 
Mike Basayne 
Jeff Reichel 
Phill Blake 
Don Gasser 
Jeffrey Redding 
Susan Boswell 
Jim Lincoln 
Marc Pandone 
Chris Sauer 
Alexander Pader 
 
Alternate 
Keith Caldwell 
 

AGENDA 
 
 
 

REGULAR BOARD MEETING 
 
 

Thursday, November 19, 2009 
4:00 p.m. 

 
2nd Floor Conference Room, Hall of Justice Building, 

1125 Third Street, Napa CA 
 
 
 

 
Staff Representatives 
 
Patrick Lowe, 
Secretary 
Deputy Director, 
Conservation Div., CDPD 
 
Jeff Sharp,  
Watershed Coordinator 
Principal Planner,  
Conservation Div., CDPD 
 
Laura Anderson, 
Counsel 
Attorney IV,  
County Counsel’s Office 
 
Sharon Borunda, 
Admin. Assistant 
Office Assistant II,  
CDPD 

 
 

1. CALL TO ORDER & ROLL CALL (Chair) 
 
 
2. APPROVAL OF ACTION MINUTES 

Meeting of August 27, 2009 (Chair) 
 
 
3. PUBLIC COMMENT 

In this time period, anyone may comment to the Board regarding any subject over which the Board has jurisdiction, 
or request consideration to place an item on a future Agenda.  No comments will be allowed involving any subject 
matter that is scheduled for discussion as part of this Agenda.  Individuals will be limited to a three-minute 
presentation.  No action will be taken by the Board as a result of any item presented at this time. (Chair) 

 
 
4. ANNOUNCEMENTS: 

 
a. State Water Board Clean Water Act 319(h) grant funding opportunity (Staff) 

 
b. 6th annual Watershed Education Calendar 2010 coming soon (Staff) 

 
c. Nomination and election of new Chair and Vice Chair at January 28, 2010 meeting (Staff) 

 
d. Others (Board/Staff/Public) 

 
 

5. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE DIRECTION:  
 
Review, discussion and possible direction to Staff regarding DRAFT 2010 Meeting Calendar 
(Staff/Board) 
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6. PRESENTATION AND DISCUSSION:  

 
Presentation and discussion on removal of a fish passage barrier in the Wing Canyon watershed, effort 
coordinated with cooperation from landowner, Napa River Steelhead, Napa Co. Resource Conservation 
District, Napa Co. Flood and Water Conservation District and others (Mike Forte, Fld. Dist./Napa River 
Steelhead) 
 
 

7. REPORTS, UPDATES AND DISCUSSION: 
 

a. Update on Zinfandel Lane Bridge fish passage project, and possible funding opportunity (Staff) 
 

b. Update on Napa River Rutherford Reach Restoration Project (Staff/Rick Thomasser, Fld. District) 
 

c. Update and discussion on Regional Water Quality Control Board and State Water Resources Control 
Board water quality control plans and policies affecting Napa County’s watersheds - sediment 
TMDL  being prepared for State Board approval, new wetland definition under consideration, and 
others (Staff) 

 
d. Report on State legislated Water Efficient Landscape Ordinance in effect January 2010 (Staff) 

 
e. Report on development of a Water Conservation Program for the unincorporated areas of Napa 

County (Deborah Elliot, Co. Public Works) 
 

f. Update on development of a voluntary Oak Woodlands Management Plan (OWMP) (Staff) 
 

g. Update on the implementation of Rural Conservation Programs in Napa County including new 
Natural Resource Conservation Service (NRCS) and USDA programs (Phill Blake, NRCS) 

 
h. Update on Integrated Regional Water Management Planning (IRWMP) efforts underway 

including development of a local plan to integrate water resource planning county-wide (Staff) 
 

i. Update on new WICC website launch scheduled for January 2010 (Staff) 
 
j. Others (Board/Staff) 
 

 
8. FUTURE AGENDA ITEMS  (Board/Staff) 

 
 

9. NEXT MEETING (Chairman) 
 

Regular Board Meeting:  January 28, 2010 – 4:00 PM  
Hall of Justice Building, 2nd floor Conference Room, 1125 Third Street, Napa 
 
No meeting in December – Enjoy the Holidays and we’ll see you in the New Year! 

 
 

10. ADJOURNMENT (Chairman) 
 
 

Note: If requested, the agenda and documents in the agenda packet shall be made available in appropriate alternative formats to persons 
with a disability.  Please contact Jeff Sharp at 707-259-5936, 1195 Third St., Suite 210, Napa CA 94559 to request alternative formats. 

 

    www.napawatersheds.org     
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SOLICITATION NOTICE 

CLEAN WATER ACT (CWA) §319 (h) 

NONPOINT SOURCE 
GRANT PROGRAM CONCEPT PROPOSAL 

APPLICATIONS ARE DUE BY 5:00 P.M. ON 
MONDAY, DECEMBER 7, 2009. 

The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board), Division of Financial Assistance 
is accepting applications for the Nonpoint Source (NPS) Grant Program (Grant Program). The 
Grant Program is used to support implementation and planning/assessment activities to improve 
water quality and restore beneficial uses in total maximum daily load (TMDL) watersheds 
identified by the NPS Program. Funds for this grant program are appropriated by Congress 
under Section 319 of the Clean Water Act (CWA 319) to restore waters impaired by NPS 
pollution.  These funds are made available via a grant agreement between the State Water 
Board and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA). 

Eligible Applicants include Public Agencies, Nonprofits Organizations and Indian Tribes.  For 
additional information refer to Attachment 1 (2010 CWA 319 (h) NPS Grant Program 
Guidelines). Eligible Applicants are encouraged to collaborate with local entities involved in 
watershed management. 

It is critical that you contact the Regional Water Quality Control Board and/or USEPA 
representatives (Appendix G) as you develop your proposal to ensure it meets eligibility 
requirements and the NPS Program Preferences listed below. 

Project Eligibility and Funding Availability 
Approximately $4.5 Million is available for the 2010 solicitation to support Implementation and 
Planning/Assessment Projects in watersheds identified as NPS Program Preferences (See 
Attachment 1, NPS Program Preferences).  The table on the following page specifies the project 
and match requirements, and funding amount.  A minimum match of 25% of total project cost is 
required, but may be waived or reduced for projects that directly benefit a disadvantaged 
community (Attachment I and Appendix D).

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/319h/docs/2008/appendix_g.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/319h/docs/2008/appendix_d.pdf
staff
Underline

staff
Underline

staff
Underline

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/319h/docs/2008/2010guidance.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/319h/docs/2008/2010guidance.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/319h/docs/2008/2010guidance.pdf


Project Types  Approximate 
funding Amount 

Project Funding 
Range 

Match 
Requirement 

Implementation Projects ­ that implement 
actions to restore impaired surface waters by 
controlling NPS pollution.  Implementation 
Projects include on­the ground NPS pollutant 
reduction projects that achieve quantifiable 
water quality benefits identified in TMDLs and 
that are identified in comprehensive watershed 
plans. Maximum grant project period is three 
years. 

$3,500,000  Minimum: $250,000 
Maximum:$1,000,000 

25% (total 
project cost) 

Planning/Assessment Projects­ that improve 
watershed plans by carrying out targeted 
planning/assessment efforts to better focus 
future implementation efforts to achieve water 
quality goals.  Planning and Assessment 
Projects include activities called for by TMDLs 
to direct and improve existing watershed 
planning efforts to be effective guides toward 
achieving water quality results.  Maximum 
grant period is two years. 

$1,000,000  Minimum: $75,000 
Maximum: $125,000 

25% (total 
project cost) 

Projects which include activities required under/are a part of National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit are not 
eligible for CWA 319 NPS Grant Program funding. 

Solicitation Process 
Guidelines (Attachment 1, 2010 CWA 319(h) NPS Grant Program Guidelines) for soliciting 
applications, evaluating proposals, and awarding grants were established by the State and 
Regional Water Quality Control Boards and USEPA. 

The CWA 319 NPS Grant Program Solicitation will be a two­step process. In the first step, 
applicants will submit brief Concept Proposals (CPs) using the State Water Board’s on­line 
Financial Assistance Application Submittal Tool (FAAST).  Applicants with the highest­ranking 
CPs will be invited to submit a Full Proposal (FP).  After a thorough review of all FPs, a 
recommended funding list will be developed and presented at State Water Board meetings for 
public comment and adoption. 

All applicants requesting funds from the CWA 319 NPS Grant Program must submit a complete 
electronic CP by 5:00 pm on Monday, December 7, 2009 using the State Water Board’s online 
FAAST system at https://faast.waterboards.ca.gov.  Late applications will not be accepted. 

To be considered complete, the submitted CP application must include all of the items in the 
checklist below.  Applicants should use this checklist to verify all required information is 
submitted using the FAAST.  Eligibility and program requirements for the CWA 319 NPS Grant 
Program included in this Solicitation Notice are based on the Guidelines, which is available on­ 
line at the State Water Board’s website (Attachment I).

https://faast.waterboards.ca.gov/
https://faast.waterboards.ca.gov/
staff
Underline

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/grants_loans/319h/docs/2008/2010guidance.pdf


“To educate and support community efforts to maintain 
and improve the health of Napa County’s watershed lands” 

2010 Draft Meeting Calendar 

Members: 
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Alexander Pader 
 

Alternate: 

Keith Caldwell 

 

Staff: 

Patrick Lowe,  

Secretary 

Deputy Director, CDPD 
 

Jeff Sharp, 

Watershed Coordinator 

Principal Planner, CDPD 
 

Laura Anderson, 

Legal Counsel 

County Counsel’s Office 
 

Sharon Borunda, 

Admin. Assistant 

Office Asst. II, CDPD 

Meeting Details 
 

Time: 

4:00 PM  
 

Location: 

Second Flr. Conf. Rm., 

Hall of Justice Building, 

1125 Third St., Napa CA 
 

These are public meetings, 

all are welcome to attend. 
 

Time and location may change 

as directed by the Board. 

- Regular Meeting Date 

Board of Directors 

www.napawatersheds.org 

 



 



Wing Canyon Fish Passage Barrier Removal 
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RUTHERFORD DUST RESTORATION TEAM (RDRT) 
NAPA RIVER RESTORATION PROJECT UPDATE 

November 2009 
 
 
 
 
 
LANDOWNER ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 
 
FRIDAY Nov 13, 3-5 pm, Grange Hall – The RDRT Landowner Advisory Committee (LAC) 
chaired by Davie Pina is open to all RDRT members.  The LAC provides oversight for all project 
elements, with a particular focus on long-term river maintenance.  If interested in attending future 
meetings, please contact Lisa Micheli, PhD, Rutherford Dust Napa River Restoration Team 
Facilitator, 415-264-2018. 
 
 
PHASE 1 "A" CONSTRUCTION WRAPPING UP 
 
Despite challenges in keeping all aspects of the project on track given the state budget crisis and 
holdups from agency partners, the Phase 1 project elements located on the east bank of the river 
from the Zinfandel Lane bridge through the Guggenhime, Quintessa, and Carpy Connolly 
properties have been essentially completed.  The early rain was a setback in terms of getting all 
features in place-instream fish structures scheduled for this season will be postponed until next 
year when the structures go in on the west bank of Phase 1 (Frog's Leap and Sutter 
Home/Trinchero Family Estates). Luckily some state funding was "backfilled" by Federal stimulus 
funding.  A slide show of the project and a discussion on lessons learned will be presented at an 
upcoming ‘all hands’ meeting planned for January. 
 
 
RIVER MAINTENANCE SEASON UNDERWAY 
 
As a result of the first annual maintenance survey completed in June and submitted landowner 
requests, the river maintenance team headed by the Flood District's Jeremy Sarrow has picked 
up a bunch of trash (mostly tires, and some more exotic items) and is busy treating a number of 
Pierce's disease host plant invasions and in-stream wood accumulations.  Jeremy will be 
reporting back to us accomplishments in a year-end report that will be made available to all 
RDRT members. 
 
 
ENGINEERS SELECTED FOR FINAL DESIGN OF PHASE 2 
 
Philip Williams and Associates (PWA) have been selected to generate final designs for Phase 2 
of the project, which will complete elements for Carpy Connolly, Frogs Leap, and Caymus slated 
for construction next year, and to work on final designs for the remainder of properties upstream 
of the Rutherford crossroad bridge.  The PWA team generated the original conceptual design so 
they are a team with significant prior experience on site.  The team got out this month to take a 
look at the channel and to plan baseline monitoring surveys to be completed by Gretchen Hayes 
to support final designs.  Phase 2 landowners are also working presently with engineers to map 
infrastructure.  A schedule is being developed for getting detailed input on final designs. 
 



 
 
 
$400,000 OF STATE FUNDS REQUESTED FOR PHASE 3 
 
While many potential funds for RDRT construction are still on hold due to the state budget crisis, 
the one opportunity offered by the California Department of Parks and Rec., was jumped on by 
the RDRT grant team. The team also plans to apply for the balance of work that will get project to 
the Rutherford Cross Road Bridge by the end of the year. 
 
 
RDRT ALL HANDS MEETING PLANNED FOR JANUARY, 2009 (date TBD) 
 
Coming up in January the RDRT will offer a holiday gathering, slide show, and discussion-and 
possibly a field trip to the Phase 1A site, pending logistics.  This meeting will introduce Gretchen 
Hayes, who has been working on RDRT project behind the scenes since 2004 and is now taking 
on more of a leadership role in landowner coordination and project oversight. Look forward to 
future updates and meeting coordination coming directly from gretchen@tesserasciences.com. 
 
 

Update provided by: 
Lisa Micheli, PhD 
Rutherford Dust Napa River Restoration Team 



STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL BOARD 
BOARD MEETING SESSION – DIVISION OF WATER QUALITY 

OCTOBER 6, 2009 
 
 

ITEM 6 
 
SUBJECT 
 
INFORMATION ITEM ON THE TECHNICAL ADVISORY TEAM’S WETLAND DEFINITION  
 
DISCUSSION 
 
In April 2008, the State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) adopted 
Resolution No. 2008-0026.  The resolution gave the Wetland Policy Development Team (staff 
from the State Water Board and the North Coast and San Francisco Bay Regional Water 
Quality Control Boards), specific directions on the process to follow as they developed a 
statewide policy to protect wetland and riparian areas (Policy).  The Resolution includes a 
requirement for staff to provide periodic progress reports to the State Water Board.  Today’s 
progress report is focused on a wetland definition recently presented to the Wetland Policy 
Development Team.  When incorporated into Phase I of the Policy, this definition would fulfill 
the Resolution’s direction to develop “a wetland definition that would reliably define the diverse 
array of California wetlands based on the United States Army Corps of Engineers’ (Corps) 
wetland delineation methods to the extent feasible.”  A wetland definition and Phase I of the 
Policy, to protect wetlands from dredge and fill activities, will be released to the public for 
comment after the Policy has been drafted and after undergoing scientific peer review. 
 
This wetland definition, found on page five of the document dated June 25, 2009, “Technical 
Memorandum No. 2:  Wetland Definition,” was developed by an independent Technical 
Advisory Team (TAT) consisting of distinguished wetlands scientists.  Extensive research was 
done on existing national and international wetland definitions.  After considering these, the 
Team decided that it would be best to develop a definition specific to California conditions. 
 
The Wetland Policy Development Team worked with the TAT and is in agreement with the 
definition.  The members of the Steering Committee (North Coast, San Francisco Bay, Los 
Angeles, and Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Boards’ Executive Officers) have 
also reviewed the TAT’s wetland definition and approved its release.  The Policy Interagency 
Coordinating Committee (ICC), made up of executive-level managers of Federal and State 
agencies, was also briefed on the TAT’s wetland definition on August 27, 2009.  ICC members 
generally agreed that this definition was scientifically sound, clearly written, and consistent with 
the Corps wetland delineation methods.  There were questions regarding how the TAT’s 
wetland definition would be implemented in the Policy.  Committee members generally 
supported eventual Water Board use of the TAT’s wetland definition. 
 
Largely driven by differences in climate, topography, and geology, California’s wetlands and 
other aquatic areas show a greater degree of regional and seasonal variation than is typically 
found in other areas of the U.S.  The TAT’s wetland definition adequately defines California 
wetlands by including a broader range of wetland conditions and also can be reconciled with the 
Corps’ wetland field identification practices.  Over the years, the Corps has adapted the 
standard identification practices to regional differences by issuing supplemental field guidance 
documents.  The addition of these guidance documents has resulted in better wetland 
delineations, but also a lack of consistency between its single-sentence definition and the actual 

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_decisions/adopted_orders/resolutions/2008/rs2008_0026.pdf
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/board_info/agendas/2009/oct/100609_6 att_wetlanddefinition_final3_.pdf
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practice.  The TAT’s wetlands definition is a single-sentence definition that would largely 
reconcile with the Corps’ actual practice of delineation including the supplements.  The 
document, “Technical Memorandum No. 2: Wetland Definition,” provides further information and 
presents the TAT’s wetland definition (see page five). 
 
State Water Board and North Coast and San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board staff continue to meet regularly to develop a policy document that includes the Phase I 
elements of a wetland definition; a wetland regulatory program based on the 404(b)(1) 
Guidelines, and a wetland assessment and monitoring plan for Water Board programs.  The 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board continues to develop its proposed 
Basin Plan amendment for peer review prior to a San Francisco Bay Water Board hearing in the 
spring of 2010.   
 
POLICY ISSUE 
 
This is an Information Item 
 
FISCAL IMPACT 
 
None (Information Item only). 
 
REGIONAL BOARD IMPACT 
 
None (Information Item only). 
 
STAFF RECOMMENDATION  
 
None (Information Item only). 
 
State Water Board action on the proposed Wetland and Riparian Area Protection Policy will 
assist the Water Boards in reaching Goals 1, 3, and 5 of the Strategic Plan Update: 2008-2012.  
Goal 1 is to implement strategies to fully support the beneficial uses for all 2006-listed water 
bodies by 2030; Goal 3 is to promote sustainable local water supplies; and Goal 5 is to improve 
transparency and accountability.    
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Recommended California Wetland Definition 
The TAT has developed a wetland definition for California that meets all the suitability criteria 
presented above. The recommended definition is: 

An  area  is  wetland  if,  under  normal circumstances, it (1) is saturated by  
ground water or inundated by shallow surface water for a duration sufficient to 
cause anaerobic conditions within the upper substrate; (2) exhibits hydric substrate 
conditions indicative of such  hydrology; and (3) either lacks vegetation or the 
vegetation is dominated by hydrophytes. 

Synopsis 
The recommended definition meets all of the criteria developed by the TAT for a California 
wetland definition. Future technical recommendations from the TAT regarding wetland mapping, 
classification, delineation, and monitoring will be consistent with this definition.  
 
The recommended definition reflects current scientific understanding of the formation and 
functioning of wetlands (Lewis et al. 1995, Mitsch and Gosselink 2000). Hydrology is the 
dominant factor in wetland formation because it controls the development of anaerobic chemical 
conditions, and thus strongly influences the abundance of plant species tolerant of such conditions 
(Voesenek et al. 2003) or indicative of them (Reed 1988). 

The recommended State definition uses field indicators of hydrological regimen, substrate 
condition, and plant community composition to distinguish wetland areas from other areas of a 
landscape. This is commonly regarded as the “three-parameter approach”1 to defining, identifying, 
and delineating wetland areas in the field (Tiner 1999). These are the same parameters 
incorporated into the wetland definition used by the USACE and the US Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) for Clean Water Act purposes (see code D in Appendix A).  
 
However, the recommended State definition recognizes that all three parameters may not be 
evident or present in some areas that provide wetland functions, beneficial uses, or ecological 
services at some times of the year or in some years (especially during prolonged dry periods), and 
that some of these areas lack vegetation and therefore may satisfy only two parameters (i.e., 
wetland hydrology and hydric substrates). The TAT determined that a modification for the 
vegetation parameter was necessary to address instances where the USACE definition is 
problematic. For example, the USACE methodology requires “positive” evidence that the 
vegetation cover is dominated by hydrophytes; areas that are not dominated by hydrophytes but 
that provide wetland beneficial uses and ecological services, such as tidal flats, playas, and non-
vegetated river bars, are not necessarily identified as wetland areas according to the USACE 
definition and delineation methodology. Therefore, the TAT established a vegetation parameter in 
the recommended State definition that requires dominance by hydrophytes (the condition required 
by the USACE definition) only when the wetland is vegetated.  That is, the recommended State 
definition identifies non-vegetated areas that satisfy the hydrology and substrate parameters, such 

 
1 The National Academy of Science recommends that ‘parameter’ not be used in this context. In order to be consistent 
with the USACE identification/delineation method, ‘parameter’ herein refers to wetland hydrology, substrate, or 
vegetation. 
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California Wetland and Riparian Area Protection Policy
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Memorandum No. 2:
Wetland Definition
Final, 25 June 2009
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