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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Not included in this draft.

1 INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction and Overview

This section reviews the watershed planning process to date, the participants, funding, and the relevance of this management plan to watershed protection. This section will be expanded.

Funding for this project has been provided in full or in part through a contract with the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) pursuant to the Costa-Machado Water Act of 2000 (Proposition 13) and any amendments thereto for the implementation of California’s Nonpoint Source Pollution Control Program. The contents of this document do not necessarily reflect the views and policies of the SWRCB, nor does mention of trade names or commercial products constitute endorsement or recommendation for use.

[Watershed Work Group]

A list of the stakeholders with key interests in the watershed is attached as Appendix A.

1.1.1 Development of Action Recommendations

This section will discuss the creation of the vision, goals, and objectives (i.e., needs and expectations of the stakeholders) through the public process.  This section will be expanded.

The development of a vision, supporting goals, and strategies to achieve these goals are integral to the development of an effective watershed management plan.  This step begins to build the framework of the management plan and sets the stage for implementation of the plan.  Without coordination, groups may begin activities without an adequate understanding of the benefits or consequences.  The vision process brings the diverse interests in the watershed together and promotes exploration and discussion of what people want their watershed to be.

The process of creating these elements can also be significant as it relates to gaining support and commitment from key stakeholder groups.  To start the dialogue among the stakeholders, the County of San Diego conducted a series of three workshops in June 2002 prior to the selection of a consulting team to develop the San Diego River Watershed Management Plan (SDRWMP).  This approach provided an opportunity for the stakeholders in the San Diego River Watershed (SDRW) to provide their ideas and voice their concerns to the County regarding the development of the SDRWMP prior to consultant solicitation and selection.  An open public process has continued to be important throughout the various phases of the SDRWMP effort.  Specifically, it influenced the approach and design of the three stakeholder workshops held in July 2004.  

The 2004 workshop combined the early concepts of a vision for the SDRW with a compilation of existing data, and solicited input from communities throughout the watershed.  The vision articulated by the public and by the Watershed Work Group (WWG) is shown below.

“Enhance the quality of life in our communities by preserving and re-establishing the natural functions and features of the San Diego River Watershed.  These natural watershed characteristics will be sustained by protecting and conserving the water, land, and habitats of the San Diego River Watershed, while preserving its cultural heritage.”

The WWG created a set of principles to further clarify the vision statement.  The following principles are intended to help guide the activities, programs, projects, and other endeavors proposed to be taken to attain the vision set forth for the SDRW.

1.
For the protection and restoration of the natural watershed functions, management decisions are to be made by considering the watershed in a holistic manner.  This holistic perspective is to ensure decisions do not benefit one function or area at the expense of another function or area.

2.
Inter-agency and community coordination and cooperation is essential to the development, implementation, and maintenance of activities, programs, and projects throughout the SDRW.

3.
Management decisions are to be based on sound science, and the continued development and verification of research and findings are to be supported by the watershed’s stakeholders.

4.
An active and engaged citizenry is the core of successful watershed stewardship.  The development and maintenance of citizen stewardship will be incorporated into all watershed-based activities.

5.
The primary purpose and goal of every management activity undertaken in the SDRW is to protect, maintain, and improve the quality of life within the watershed.

The results from the public workshops and the WWG meetings were combined.  Only one statement was common to the two groups of voters and it was ranked first by both groups, which clearly underscores the importance of engaging and maintaining active participation in the WMP process by local and regional land use and planning authorities.  The following needs and expectations were found to have the highest resonance with the public; the numbers following the statements indicate the relative scoring given by the workshop participants.

1.
Land use and regional planning authorities need to be involved to implement ideas such as: limiting growth in order to protect water and habitat quality; integrating land use planning policy and ordinances to reduce runoff by infiltration and vegetation cover. Using swales and wetlands in new development to increase groundwater infiltration; improving water quality by land use policy to reduce contaminants from various land uses; reducing variances in planning and permits; acquiring land or conservation easements to create buffers in riparian areas; and converting impervious surfaces to grass parking areas (68 points).

2.
A coordinated and consistent effort toward the removal or exotics and invasive species is needed (47 points).

3.
The sum and goal of all policies should be to allow water to sustain natural communities and prevent health risks to humans from pollutants. (42 points).

4.
To preserve water quality, buffer zones should be established along riparian corridors to limit or prohibit industrial uses near water bodies (41 points).

5.
Encourage water conservation to increase water availability (38 points).

6.
Acquisition of land to create wetlands is the surest way to preserve and protect water quality (36 points).

7.
Water quality should be improved by creating extensive wetland areas.  Wetlands provide water filtration, nutrient and metals uptake, flood control, groundwater infiltration and recharge, and habitat (35 points).

8.
Strategies should be implemented to reduce or eliminate development in the flood plain to provide opportunities to widen channel segments that influence flooding (33 points).

9.
The success of riparian habitats is dependent on the stimulation provided by floods (30 points).

10.
The local school system is an untapped resource.  The WMP should include an outreach program that engages schools and gives students hands-on experience with preserving and protecting wildlife and water quality (30 points).

11.
The use of native vegetation needs to be promoted (30 points).

12.
Individuals and stakeholders need to be educated about several different issues related to watershed maintenance.  Some of these include appropriate landscaping for this region, nonpoint source pollution, manure management, septic/leach field impacts, runoff versus drainage, groundwater monitoring, and aquifer monitoring/rate of loss (24 points).

When the public and the WWG prioritized the issue statements, the composite top scoring statements were the following:

1.
Consistent implementation and enforcement of ordinances related to land development, construction practices, habitat protection, and storm water management need to be developed (30 points).

2.
Best management practices, such as the use of native vegetation, avoidance of impervious surfaces, and site design to control sources of runoff, needs to be increased (28 points).

3.
Setting aside land for habitat preservation is important (27 points).

4.
Educating residents about the relationship between everyday activities and water quality is important (27 points).

5.
Environmental education programs, such as water quality monitoring, should be included in the K-12 curricula (20 points).

6.
Exotic species management and removal, accompanied by revegetation of native plants, is critical to improving habitat throughout the watershed (19 points).

1.1.2 Watershed Management Planning Tools

This section will describe and discuss the past work products that have been assembled to help evaluate management option and to help develop the watershed management plan.  This section will be expanded. 

1.1.2.1 Planning Tools Developed for the SDRWMP

Stakeholder Input Report #1 (Needs and Expectations)

The List of Existing Data and Information Collected

The Watershed Characteristics Inventory Report

The Water Quality Report

Data and Information Management Plan 

The Watershed Assessment Report 

Stakeholder Input Report #2 (Strategy through Stakeholder Input)

1.1.2.2 Regulatory and Non-Regulatory Tools [FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES]

While regulatory policies and numeric limits are considered to be tools that can aid in the implementation of SDRW recommendations, they do not necessarily form the basis for establishing goals for improvements within the watershed.  Further, it should be noted that policies and limits that focus on relatively inconsequential characteristics within the watershed can often times detract resources from significant issues that fall outside of the standard regulatory framework.  A classic case in point can be seen when one considers the relative roles of two different impairments within the SDRW:  exotic species, a non-regulated issue, and total dissolved solids (TDS), a regulated water quality parameter.  It is almost certainly the case that the ubiquitous presence of exotic species has been the greatest single factor resulting in degradation of remaining riparian habitats, aquatic communities, and rare species within the lower San Diego River, yet no local, state, or federal regulatory program directly addresses this concern, and efforts to systematically address exotic species impacts are not uniformly supported as a priority.  Conversely, TDS within most of the SDRW has not been demonstrated to result in significant adverse effects to designated beneficial uses.  In fact, high TDS is a characteristic of the watershed derived naturally from the local geochemistry, hydrogeology, and water balance within the basin, as well as from imported water use.  Yet, significant efforts are directed to address compliance with numeric limits on TDS despite this naturally occurring condition.  It is logical that a watershed management plan with goals for tangible improvements in the watershed would prioritize actions on exotic species ahead of actions on TDS.  Unfortunately, where resources are limited, actions must first focus on legal compliance and secondarily on non-mandated activities to avoid legal challenges.  

Therefore, since it is important that the SDRWMP focus on measures to provide tangible benefits to achieving the defined goals and objectives of the planning effort, SDRWMP recommendations focus on actions that link directly to issues of concern within the watershed or portions of the watershed rather than specifically on the attainment of water quality objectives as required by the Basin Plan or other regulatory policy.  The SDRWMP identifies issues and outlines recommendations without regard to legal obligations for action.  This is not to say that beneficial uses have been ignored or avoided, as the issues of concern may intersect the regulatory compliance defined for a beneficial use.  

1.2 Study Area Boundaries

This section reviews the watershed boundaries as well as the delineation of the individual management areas. This section will be expanded.

1.3 Approach to Creating the SDRWMP

This section discusses the structure and strategy of the WMP and the decision-making process.  Topics include data and information management, education and outreach, and integration of existing planning efforts.  Other planning tools are included, such as land use plans, regulations, JURMPS, WURMPS, etc.  This section will also discuss the relationship of the SDRWMP to beneficial uses designated in the SDRW.  This section will be expanded.
1.3.1 Relationship of Watershed Management Plan to Designated Beneficial Uses [FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES] 

The establishment of an achievable vision and supporting principles that fit the natural capacity of the watershed is a crucial component in determining the action recommendations.  “Natural Capacity” means that not all watersheds are equal with respect to the characteristics of the beneficial uses they support or can support.  This is not to argue that designated or potential beneficial uses cannot be achieved or enhanced within the SDRW, rather, optimally achievable endpoints can and do vary for given beneficial uses between, and even within, watersheds.  An understanding of the variability of achievable beneficial uses is critical to establishing action priorities.  Because the same beneficial uses are identified for vastly different systems, an erroneous conclusion that similar conditions ought to exist in all areas that have equivalent beneficial use designations might be made.  However, this conclusion may be both unrealistic and undesirable.  Therefore, the SDRWMP evaluates the opportunities for meaningful management benefits and makes recommendations for actions based on the achievable beneficial uses.  Where applicable, an effort is made to place the beneficial uses in context of management recommendations and highest priority is given to actions that would result in the greatest improvements within the achievable range of conditions.

1.3.2 Data Management

· Meta Data

· Access to Data 

· Issues Associated with Comparing Data

· Increased Number of Data Points

· Data Manager

1.3.3 Education and Outreach

· Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs)

· SDRWMP to Aid in Grant Applications

· Brochures

1.3.4 Integration with Planning Efforts

· Utilized Information Obtained from Other Planning Efforts

· Not in Conflict with Jurisdictional Urban Runoff Management Programs (JURMPs) and Watershed Urban Runoff Management Programs (WURMPs)

· Reinforces Similar Actions Taken by Others

2 Characterization of the Watershed

2.1 Brief Description of the Watershed 

The SDRW is the second largest watershed (440 square miles) in San Diego County and has the highest population (approximately 509,000).  Important water resources in the watershed include five water storage reservoirs, a large groundwater aquifer, extensive riparian habitat, coastal wetlands, and tidepools.  Approximately 58 percent of the SDRW is undeveloped, primarily in the upper reaches; the highly urbanized area is found in the lower reaches.  The undeveloped lands, including the Cleveland National Forest and Mission Trails Regional Park, host a wide variety of habitats and endangered species like the Arroyo Toad, Least Bell’s Vireo, and the Southwestern Pond Turtle (Project Clean Water website, www.projectcleanwater.org/html/ws_san_diego_river.html).  

Topographic elevations in the SDRW range from sea level at the mouth of the river to 6,512 feet at the eastern edge of the watershed.  The San Diego River originates in the mountains northwest of the historic town of Julian and runs southwestward through an unincorporated, largely uninhabited area of San Diego County before entering El Capitan Reservoir.  Downstream of El Capitan Reservoir, the river flows westward through the Cities of Santee and San Diego and past Famosa Slough to the San Diego River Estuary.  Famosa Slough and the estuary are extremely productive wetland habitats.  The river discharges into the Pacific Ocean just south of the jettied entrance of Mission Bay in the community of Ocean Beach.  Primary tributaries to the San Diego River include Boulder Creek, Cedar Creek, Conejos Creek, Chocolate Creek, Los Coches Creek, San Vicente Creek, and Forester Creek, as shown in Figure 1.  

The size and complexity of the SDRW suggests that the assessment of its resources can be made by dividing the watershed into three major sub-basins, or management areas: The El Capitan Management Area; the San Vicente Management Area; and the San Diego Management Area (Figure 2).  Since the watershed can be divided into these management areas from geographic and land use perspectives, and because these sub-basins are essentially hydraulically disconnected, there is a great opportunity for watershed assessment, planning, and protection to address issues on either a watershed wide basis or by management area.

Threats to the watershed resources found in the SDRW include:  water quality degradation; excessive extraction of groundwater; proliferation of invasive species; runoff containing excessive levels of nutrients and sediments; flooding; aggregate mining operations; and habitat loss and modification.  Many human activities generate these threats.  Automobile use contributes to polluted runoff from roads and the deposition of metals and airborne pollutants.  Environmentally insensitive housing and commercial developments and farming techniques can compromise wetlands and increase sediment transport to the river and its reservoirs.  Gravel mining alters the hydrology and contributes to TDS and turbidity issues, especially in the lower watershed.  The demand for water supply in the watershed requires large quantities of imported water.  Groundwater extraction and damming of the river and its tributaries can have a profound influence on the quantity and quality of surface waters in the watershed.

A complete description of the watershed is found in the SDRW Assessment (Anchor et al. 2004).

2.2 Surface Water Hydrology

This section will be expanded.

2.3  Surface Water Quality

Generally speaking, the water quality in the upper watershed is of much higher quality than the lower watershed.  The upper watershed’s water quality is high due to the undeveloped nature of that area.  The lower watershed’s surface water quality is generally poor; this is due to over 50 years of development and hydromodifications that have adversely impacted surface water quality (Porter 2003).  Programs that directly regulate water quality or assess ambient water quality are fully described in the SDRW Assessment (Anchor et al. 2004).

Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) requires the State of California to identify surface waters that fail to meet designated water quality standards as described in the Basin Plan.  The SWRCB updated California’s 303(d) listings of non-complying (impaired) water bodies most recently in 2002.  Water bodies and pollutants/stressors in the SDRW that are part of the federal section 303(d) impaired water bodies listing are shown on Figure 3.  As part of the 303(d) listings, the state prioritizes the impaired water bodies for the development of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) studies to bring the water bodies into compliance with the designated Basin Plan water quality standards.  The state also publishes a Monitoring List that is not part of the formal federal section 303(d) process.  The state Monitoring List includes water bodies that should be closely monitored for potential impairment by the constituents that are listed.  Water bodies and pollutants/stressors on the monitoring list for the SDRW are also summarized in Figure 3. 

El Capitan Management Area.  Runoff in this management area is primarily from undeveloped land; however, it does receive runoff from the community of Alpine through Chocolate Creek.  There currently are no water bodies in the El Capitan Management Area on the federal section 303(d) impaired water bodies list.  The state Monitoring List sites benthic community effects, benzene, chlordane, eutrophic conditions, exotic species, Methyl Tertiary Butyl Ether (MTBE), and trash as potential concerns in the management area.  Water bodies within the El Capitan Management Area on the state Monitoring List include Boulder Creek, Chocolate Creek, King Creek, and the San Diego River (Upper).

San Vicente Management Area.  All surface water in this management area flows into and is impounded in San Vicente Reservoir.  Land uses here are more variable than the El Capitan Management Area, but this area is comprised of a large amount of undeveloped land.  Runoff in this management area is primarily from undeveloped land.  Current surface water monitoring conducted within the San Vicente Management Area includes dry weather, stream bioassessment, reservoir monitoring of San Vicente Reservoir, reservoir source water protection, and a special study focused on source water protection of nitrate, TDS, and bacterial indicators.  There currently are no water bodies in the San Vicente Management Area on the 303(d) impaired water bodies list.  The state Monitoring List cites eutrophic conditions as a potential concern at Padre Barona Creek.

San Diego Management Area.  This management area only receives water from the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas through closed distribution pipelines to urban users, or on the rare occasions when the reservoirs spill.  The management area includes the Cities of Santee, El Cajon, La Mesa, and San Diego.  Most of the land on the southwestern half of the San Diego Management Area is heavily urbanized, and the most pronounced water quality problems in the SDRW occur here.  Deleterious effects of urbanization include the following:

· Increased impervious surfaces causing increased runoff and pollutant loading and poor natural pollutant assimilation.

· Alteration of river morphology and natural pollutant assimilation and buffering zones.

· Increased input of nutrients and pesticides from landscaped areas.

· Increased input of trash and other floatables.

· Local groundwater contamination from spills and leaks of hazardous materials.

· Accidental discharges of raw sewage.

· Increased erosion and siltation as a result of construction and other activities/practices.

· Increased TDS as a result of poor irrigation practices and imported water use.

· Stream modifications by aggregate mining with associated adverse changes in hydrology and habitat loss.

Water quality in the SDRW is fully discussed in the Water Quality Report (Anchor et al. 2003) and the Assessment (Anchor et al. 2004).

2.4 Groundwater

El Capitan Management Area.  Groundwater resources within the El Capitan Management Area are developed from fractured rock and shallow alluvium.  Yields from individual wells are limited by the amount of storage in contiguous fractures and the amount of water that can recharge the fractures.  Only a limited amount of recent data are available to characterize groundwater quality within the El Capitan Management Area.  Historic data, however, demonstrate that groundwater quality is generally good, but varies with location, well depth, and sources of recharge.  One exception to the good quality groundwater within the El Capitan Management Area is a site near Julian that is contaminated by gasoline leakage from an underground tank.

San Vicente Management Area.  Groundwater resources within the San Vicente Management Area are principally developed from fractured rock or shallow alluvium/residuum that exists along major tributary streams.  Recharge to the shallow alluvium/residuum and fractured rock is from streamflow infiltration, percolation of precipitation, and percolation from applied waters.   

No comprehensive surveys of groundwater wells have been performed in the San Vicente Management Area, but water agency supply records and population data indicate that hundreds of private groundwater wells exist within the management area.  Well yields from the fractured rock and shall alluvial aquifers are limited by local recharge.  

Imported water use, increased development, and other salt and nitrate loads within the northern portion of the San Vicente Management Area indicate the potential for increased groundwater concentrations of TDS and nitrate.  

San Diego Basin Management Area.   The San Diego Basin Management Area is dominated by large alluvial aquifers, including the Santee/El Monte Basin, El Cajon Basin, and Mission Valley Basin.  Each of these aquifers are recharged by streamflow infiltration, infiltrating precipitation, and infiltrating applied water.  The Santee/El Monte Basin is the most important aquifer in the San Diego Management Area from both groundwater quality and groundwater production standpoints.  

Groundwater TDS and nitrate concentrations within the Santee/El Monte basin are highly variable, and depend on well location, local hydrologic conditions, and local nitrate sources.  TDS concentrations typically increase with distance downstream within the Santee/El Monte Basin.  Groundwater within the upstream portion of the basin is usable as a source of potable supply without the need for treatment.  Only limited water quality data are available for groundwaters within the Mission Valley Basin and El Cajon Basin.  Historic data, however, indicate high TDS concentrations in both Mission Valley and the El Cajon Basin.  Additionally, a portion of the Mission Valley aquifer is contaminated by fuel spills from the Mission Valley Terminal (fuel storage depot). 

2.5 Surface Water Supply

El Capitan Management Area.  Outside of the community of Alpine, groundwater serves as the exclusive source of water supply to homes and businesses within the El Capitan Management Area.  Groundwater supply is provided by individual wells, wells connected to public water systems, and wells connected to non-public water systems.  Groundwater also serves as a source of water supply within the Capitan Grande Indian Reservation.  

More than two dozen public water systems and several non-public water systems develop water supplies from groundwater within the El Capitan Management Area.  With private wells developing an average of one-quarter to one-half acre-feet per year (AFY) each and public agency wells developing more, total groundwater pumped by within the El Capitan Management Area is estimated at several hundred AFY.  

No surface water diversions occur along the surface streams of the El Capitan Management Area, but water supply is developed from two surface water reservoirs within the El Capitan Management Area.  Cuyamaca Reservoir is owned and operated by the Helix Water District.  El Capitan Reservoir is owned and operated by the City of San Diego and is used as a source of supply for the City’s Alvarado Water Filtration Plant.  Helix Water District also owns a portion of the storage capacity within El Capitan Reservoir and can transfer water to El Capitan by releasing water from the upstream Cuyamaca Reservoir.  Storm runoff is the primary source of inflow to the reservoirs.  Surface springs also contribute flow to the reservoirs.  

San Vicente Management Area.  Groundwater provides the exclusive source of water supply for the developed areas of the San Vicente Management Area (except for the northern portion of the area which is served by the Ramona Municipal Water District).  Groundwater also serves as the primary source of supply within the Barona Valley.  Over the past several years, private well owners in the vicinity of the Barona Indian Reservation have experienced declining water levels.  Both on- and off-reservation development of the area and the recent drought conditions have likely contributed to these water level declines.

Well yields from the fractured rock and shall alluvial aquifers are limited by local recharge, but aquifers within the San Vicente Management Area are generally sufficient to provide water supply to sparsely developed rural areas.  No surveys of groundwater wells have been performed in the San Vicente Management Area.  Water agency supply records and population data, however, indicate that hundreds of private groundwater wells exist within the management area.  While no collective data are available on the quantity of groundwater developed by the wells, typical residential water uses and well yields from similar aquifers indicate that total groundwater production by the private wells may be many hundreds of AFY throughout the San Vicente Management Area.

Groundwater also serves as the primary source of supply within the Barona Valley.  Over the past several years, private well owners in the vicinity of the Barona Indian Reservation have experienced declining water levels.  Both on- and off-Reservation development of the area and the recent drought conditions have likely contributed to these water level declines.  As a result, water is currently being trucked on-site, and the Reservation is negotiating with the City of San Diego for water supply from San Vicente Reservoir.

Water supply is also developed from San Vicente Reservoir, which is owned and operated by the City of San Diego.  San Vicente Reservoir receives runoff from the entire San Vicente Management Area, but imported water typically comprises the majority of water in the reservoir.  The City of San Diego discharges imported water to the reservoir and withdraws water on an as-needed basis for municipal use.  Water from San Vicente Reservoir is used as a source of supply to the City of San Diego Alvarado Water Filtration Plant.

San Diego Basin Management Area.  Groundwater from the Santee/El Monte Basin serves as a source of municipal supply to Helix Water District, Lakeside Water District, and Riverview Water District.  Additionally, a significant number of private wells exist within the Santee/El Monte basin.  

No public water supplies are being developed by municipal agencies within the Mission Valley basin and El Cajon basin.  Groundwater pumping by private well owners within the Mission Valley basin is estimated at 500 AFY, primarily for golf course irrigation.  While no public water supply is currently being developed within the Mission Valley basin, the City of San Diego is exploring the potential for water supply development through groundwater demineralization.

Two surface water reservoirs exist within the San Diego Management Area.  The City of San Diego owns and operates Lake Murray.  Lake Murray serves as a forebay to the City of San Diego Alvarado Water Filtration Plant.  Water within Lake Murray is comprised almost exclusively by imported water and water transferred from San Vicente and El Capitan Reservoirs.  Helix Water District owns and operates Lake Jennings, which serves as a forebay to the Helix Water District R.M. Levy Water Filtration Plant.  Lake Jennings is fed by imported water and water transferred from El Capitan Reservoir. 

2.6  Biological Resources

Not included in this draft.

2.7 Land Use and Planning

Not included in this draft.

3 Watershed Issues of Concern

It also reviews the issues of concern that were developed through the watershed assessment and the public process.  Issues of concern are identified as watershed-wide or associated with individual management areas, and they are discussed in context of watershed elements.  This section will be completed in next draft.

3.1 Surface Water Hydrology

· Hydromodification

3.2  Surface Water Quality

3.3 Groundwater

· Groundwater Management

3.4 Surface Water Supply

3.5  Biological Resources

· Habitat Degradation

· Exotic Species Control

3.6 Land Use and Planning

· Mechanism to Promote Interjurisdictional, Broad-based, Watershed-wide Cooperation [not included in this draft]

This section also describes the influence of human activities on watershed processes, such as impervious surfaces, hydromodification, and invasive species, as well as natural influences such as the Cedar Fire.

4 ACTION RECOMMENDATIONS

4.1 Summary of Recommended Actions

Text and table showing the recommended actions, their priority level, which watershed elements are addressed by the actions, implementation responsibilities, and the relationship of the action to other activities.

4.2 Action Recommendations

Based on the results of the assessment of the watershed, public meetings, and on the feedback during the ongoing WWG meetings, the following actions have been identified as high priority.  Additionally, projects and activities identified by the stakeholders fall within these broad actions.

4.2.1 Hydromodification

Summary of Problem

Human modifications (e.g. dams, stream channelization, culverts, roads, driveways, and urban development) to the surface water hydrology have been shown to result in higher flood elevations, increased flood frequency, loss of habitat, decreased groundwater recharge, and elevated base-flows from irrigation return flow and urban runoff.  The SDRW is likely being affected in a similar manner due to the presence of the El Capitan and San Vicente dams and the significant level of urban development; the fact that it is the most populated watershed within San Diego County increases the risks associated with hydromodification.  To address these issues, the primary contributors to the problem must be addressed in a comprehensive and coordinated manner.

Contributing Elements

· Modification of the Hydrology of the San Diego River and its Tributaries

· Land Development

o
Impervious Surfaces

o
Irrigation Return Flows

4.2.1.1 Early Action Recommendations

Develop regional mapping procedure for determining impervious surfaces.

Develop land use to impervious surface relationship and use it to model potential future impervious conditions within the SDRW.

Establish monitoring stations.

Identify and map existing hydromodifications throughout the watershed.

Develop a watershed modeling framework and goals.

o
Develop modeling and assessment goals.

o
Delineate sub-basins and catchments.

o
Identify data gaps and develop program to fill them.

4.2.1.2 Long-term Action Recommendations

Integrate impervious surface criteria into land development review process.

4.2.2 Groundwater Management

Summary of Problem

El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas.  The task of characterizing groundwater availability and quality (and how groundwater influences beneficial uses) is difficult within the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas.  Because groundwater is derived from fractured rock aquifers and shallow alluvium, a high degree of variability occurs in water quality and well production rates.  Additional factors that add to the difficulty in characterizing groundwater availability and quality include:

1.
A limited amount of water quality and groundwater availability data are developed within El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas.

2.
Existing groundwater monitoring efforts are not coordinated or standardized.

The limited available data indicate that groundwater quality is generally good within the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas.  The potential exists, however, for groundwater quality within the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas to be compromised as a result of locally high concentrations of TDS, nitrate, or organic constituents.  

Due to the nature of the aquifers in the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas, groundwater production at any location is restricted by the amount of locally-available recharge and aquifer storage.  When pumping exceeds available recharge, groundwater levels in wells decline and shallower wells may go dry.

San Diego Management Area.  A significant amount of historic groundwater quality data exists within the San Diego Management Area, but only a limited amount of recent groundwater quality data have been collected.  The most recent comprehensive well surveys within the San Diego Management Area occurred during the 1990s, but the surveys have not been updated.  

Groundwater use within the San Diego Management Areas is generally limited by poor water quality; groundwater quality complies with state and federal drinking water standards for TDS only in the eastern portion of the San Diego Management Area (El Monte basin).

Within the Santee basin, El Cajon basin, and Mission Valley, groundwater quality is compromised by high concentrations of TDS.  Higher concentrations of nitrate also occur in localized areas.  Iron and manganese concentrations exceed drinking water standards in portions of the Santee Basin.  Additionally, a number of local sites within the San Diego Management Area have been identified that are contaminated by toxic organic chemicals.

Contributing Elements

El Capitan and San Vicente Management Area.  A number of factors contribute to the lack of adequate data on groundwater quality and availability within the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas, including: 

· Required public water supply monitoring is infrequent and focuses on a limited number of drinking water parameters.

· Different water agencies or groundwater well owners have different means of collecting and recording data.

· The limited amount of water quality monitoring information collected by private well owners is normally kept confidential.

· Groundwater monitoring associated with contaminant spills is typically limited to shallow groundwaters in areas surrounding known contaminant sources and focuses on suspected spill contaminants.

· No system for coordinating, collecting, and compiling available water quality information currently exists within the El Capitan Management Area.

Groundwater quality within the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas is generally good.  Contamination of groundwater by high concentrations of TDS or nitrate within the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas, however, can result from:

· Irrigation/Fertilization Operations

· Septic Tank Discharges

Additionally, organic constituents may be introduced to aquifers of the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas as a result of spills from underground tanks.

For aquifers regulated solely by the County of San Diego, development is limited by the County of San Diego Groundwater Ordinance to insure adequate groundwater availability.  The principal groundwater availability problem within the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas occurs in the Barona Valley, where Indian Reservation lands are regulated by a different jurisdiction not subject to County of San Diego groundwater controls.
San Diego Management Area.  Factors that contribute to the lack of adequate water quality and availability data within the San Diego Management Area include:  

· The limited number of public water supply wells within the San Diego Management Area.

· Required public water supply monitoring is infrequent and focuses on a limited number of drinking water parameters.

· Different water agencies or groundwater well owners have different means of collecting and recording data.

· The limited amount of water quality monitoring information collected by private well owners is normally kept confidential.

· Groundwater monitoring associated with contaminant spills is typically limited to shallow groundwaters in areas surrounding known contaminant sources and focuses on suspected spill contaminants.

· No system for coordinating, collecting, and compiling available water quality information currently exists within the San Diego Management Area.

Groundwater TDS and nitrate concentrations within the San Diego Management Area may be impacted by:

· Salt Imports Associated with Imported Water Use

· Irrigation/Fertilization Operations

· Septic Tank Discharges

· Wastewater Discharges

· Urban Runoff

· Agricultural Runoff

Organic constituents may be introduced to aquifers of the San Diego Management Area as a result of spills from underground tanks.

Iron and manganese concentrations in groundwaters within the San Diego Management Area are believed to naturally occur within the aquifer.  

Imported water is available throughout the San Diego Management Area.  Adequate supplies of groundwater currently exist within the San Diego Management Area.  Excellent quality groundwater exists in the El Monte Basin and the eastern portion of the Santee Basin, but groundwater use in other portions of the San Diego Management Area is currently limited to irrigation use as a result of higher TDS concentrations.  Several public agencies (e.g. Padre Dam MWD and City of San Diego) have explored the potential for implementing demineralization treatment as a means of rendering the groundwater in Mission Valley and the western Santee Basin fit for potable use.

4.2.2.1 Early Action Recommendations

El Capitan, San Vicente, and San Diego Management Areas.  A centralized, coordinated groundwater data collection effort is recommended to allow for more complete characterization of groundwater availability and quality within the El Capitan, San Vicente, and San Diego Management Areas.  Such a centralized, coordinated groundwater data collection effort should include:    

Researching County of San Diego and California Department of Water Resources records to identify active wells within the SDRW.

Performing field inspections to update well locations and groundwater use.

Identifying which wells have known screening depths.

Identifying existing water quality monitoring being performed by each well owner.

Selecting additional groundwater wells as being representative and appropriate for long-term monitoring and use in characterizing regional groundwater availability and quality within the San Vicente, and El Capitan Management Areas.

Securing well owner approval for performing monitoring on the selected representative wells.

Implementing a program of periodic monitoring of the selected wells for (1) depth-to-water and (2) water quality monitoring for key groundwater contaminants of concern.

Compiling existing information collected by well owners and supplemental information collected as part of the regional groundwater monitoring program into a centralized database.

Groundwater quality within the SDRW can be protected by minimizing the use of fertilizers and pesticides and inuring that fertilizer and pesticide use is optimized to the soils and local conditions.  To achieve this protection, recommended near-term action items include:

Requesting that the County Agriculture Department collect and provide information on fertilizer use and nutrient loads within the watershed.

Requesting that the University of California Cooperative Extension gather information on fertilizer use and management strategies.

Coordinating with the U.S. Natural Resource Conservation Service, County Department of Agriculture, and Farm Bureau for educating growers on (1) the use of liquid (irrigation fed) fertilizer systems, (2) proper fertilization use and strategies, and (3) and best management practices for erosion control and storm runoff protection.

Continuing and expanding ongoing education programs to include information to educate residents and growers on proper fertilizer techniques and best management practices.

Additional recommended near-term actions items include:  

Continued regulation and oversight of septic tank waste discharges by the Regional Water Quality Control Board and County of San Diego.

Continued regulation of land use by the County of San Diego in accordance with the County’s Groundwater Ordinance.

Coordination between the County of San Diego and SDRW Indian Reservations in regulation of groundwater use.

Continued oversight and regulation of storm runoff by the Regional Water Quality Control Board.

4.2.2.2 Long-term Action Recommendations

El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas.  Long-term action  recommendations for the El Capitan and San Vicente Management Areas include reviewing collected well, groundwater use, and groundwater availability data to determine if:

Revision of the County of San Diego Groundwater Ordinance is required.

Further regulation of wastewater dischargers are appropriate.

Revision of the Basin Plan is warranted.

San Diego Management Area.  Long-term action recommendations for the San Diego Management Area include reviewing collected well, groundwater use, and groundwater availability data to:

Develop updated salt balance estimates for the principal alluvial aquifers of the San Diego Management Area and project future water quality trends.

Determine if further regulation of wastewater dischargers are appropriate.

Determine if physical projects should be considered for enhancing groundwater supply or groundwater quality.

Determine if revision of the Basin Plan is warranted.

4.2.3 Habitat Degradation

Summary of Problem

Habitat loss is considered to be the number one threat to conservation of biological diversity on a global scale, and on a regional scale, habitat conservation needs have been well recognized.  These needs are being addressed through multi-jurisdictional planning efforts such as the Multiple Species Conservation Plan (MSCP) and similar federal lands programs.  Because these efforts are well underway and, by all accounts, appear to be working to acquire and protect important habitat areas, including those within the SDRW, this SDRWMP action focuses on identifying synergistic benefits that would add value to conservation actions currently undertaken through existing programs.  In particular, this action aims to bridge gaps between species conservation efforts targeted by the regional plans and strategic conservation and habitat restoration efforts that would assist in the enhancement of beneficial uses within the watershed.  

In particular, regional habitat conservation planning has generally focused on habitat types and presence of target species for conservation.  This approach does not specifically link hydrologic functions or aquatic habitat needs with the conservation objectives.  Therefore, it is key that land and habitat resources along drainages and riparian fringe areas be considered for acquisition and restoration to serve multiple planning objectives.

Contributing Elements

· Need for assessment of the current regional habitat planning efforts relative to opportunities and gaps in coverage that would benefit accomplishment of SDRWMP goals and objectives.

· Need for coordination of conservation and restoration efforts to leverage the efforts of regional conservation programs and efforts under the SDRWMP to accomplish joint objectives.

· Need to conduct a gap analysis of present conservation efforts and local land-use plans to identify how well these efforts serve the needs of the SDRWMP.

· Need to evaluate opportunities to fulfill habitat restoration and beneficial hydrologic modification within the watershed by looking to joint land uses with conservation areas.

4.2.3.1 Early Action Recommendations

Complete a watershed-wide evaluation of present conservation efforts and identify gaps in coverage that are considered important to fulfilling objectives of the SDRWMP.

Evaluate conservation lands or targeted lands for opportunities to conduct beneficial restoration that would support SDRWMP goals.

Seek opportunities for joint acquisitions, restoration, and management of lands where a program value is recognized.

Prioritize habitat restoration opportunities where parallel efforts are underway to enhance watershed functions.

4.2.3.2 Long-term Action Recommendations

Identify recommended land-use policy changes that would enhance protection and restoration of riparian and riparian fringe environments.

Promote regional conservation program objectives that would support multiple purpose benefits that favor accomplishing SDRWMP objectives.

Develop programmatic partnerships between land-use agencies and environmental stewards that would leverage the capabilities of partners for acquisition, restoration, and management to accomplish multiple goals.

4.2.4 Exotic Species Control

Summary of Problem

Invasive exotic species pose one of the greatest threats to the conservation of biological diversity on a global scale.  In addition, exotic species infestations can significantly alter hydrology, erosion and sedimentation, and water quality conditions within affected areas.  Invasive plant species are early colonizers of disturbed habitats and are often competitively superior to the native species.  One aspect of many invasive plants species is that it forms dense monotypic patches that reduce available space for native species; as a result of the loss of habitat complexity, habitat for invasive exotic animal species is created.  In turn, impacts to natural communities by invasive exotic animal species include unbalanced predation of native species, competition for limited resources, and introduction of vectors for pathogens and parasites. 

The SDRW suffers from major infestations of both exotic plants and animals, and their impacts to the system are apparent.  Although widespread interest in the effects of invasive exotic species has increased dramatically in the last several years, a coordinated effort to address the problems they create has yet to be developed or institutionally supported to the extent necessary to implement meaningful action in most areas.  Further, response to exotic species requires several parallel actions to be undertaken at appropriate scales and within appropriate venues to be effective.

Contributing Elements

Principal exotic species needs to be addressed within the SDRW include the following:

· Need for a programmatic approach to address infestations.

· Need for adequate fiscal and regulatory support to implement control or eradication programs.

· Need for adequate outreach and regulatory support to curb new introductions.

· Need for institution of an on-going surveillance and response program.

· Need for proper recognition and prioritization of exotics infestations within the context of governmentally administered regulatory programs.

4.2.4.1 Early Action Recommendations

Complete a watershed-wide inventory of exotic species infestations and prioritize response actions.

Develop a systematic response plan that integrates surveillance, control and eradication, introduction controls, public and private outreach, and funding programs, and that defines effective management areas and milestones to measure success.

Initiate pilot eradication efforts in strategic areas to perfect methodologies and expand public and governmental interest, support, and participation.

 Pursue local jurisdictional support to modify local codes and ordinances in a manner that bans the use of invasive species in landscaping or other locally authorized activities.

Clear out exotic vegetation and actively maintain “exotic plant free areas.” 

In areas where potentially impacted endangered species (least Bell’s vireo, arroyo toad) occur, initiate an exotic animal (cowbirds, predatory fish) removal program that includes the on-going maintenance of reduced exotic species abundance.

Develop a list of ongoing exotic species (plant/animal) eradication/control projects and programs that need support.

4.2.4.2 Long-term Action Recommendations

Initiate land management programs that promote the restoration of natural ecological and hydrological processes because healthy ecosystems exert resistance to future invasions of some exotic species.

Develop based land use policies that permit compatible human activities that do not increase the risk of exotic species introductions such as, prohibiting activities outside of designated areas and trail systems (hiking, bike or horseback riding), the use of live bait for fishing, and the release of animals (fish, frogs, turtles) in the wild.

Develop an education program for general public about the detrimental effects of nonnative invasive species to natural habitats and the benefits of preserving open space with natural functioning ecosystems.

Restore and manage habitats with an ecosystem approach for endangered species (least Bell’s vireo, arroyo toad) because other sensitive species would also likely benefit as well.

5 WMP Plan Implementation Strategy and Structure 

This section sets out the implementation strategy for the actions identified in the WMP.  Timing, responsible entities and other participants, funding sources, and other elements necessary for implementation are discussed.  This section will be provided in the next review draft.

5.1 Introduction

5.2 Implementation Structure Guidelines

The needs and expectations of the Watershed Work Group and public in implementing the actions, the benefits of cooperative watershed planning, and potential future permitting needs are discussed in this section.

5.3 Implementation Schedule

A schedule which has been developed by the Watershed Work Group is included in this section.

5.4 Conflicts 

This section of WMP discusses conflicts with existing land use policies; conflicts between designated beneficial uses and watershed characteristics; water quality reporting requirements as affected by the Cedar Fire.
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