


Memorandum

To:  Neil Havlik, CSLRCD
Linda Chipping, CSLRCD
Bill Hoffman, MBNEP
Tim Duff, State Coastal Conservancy
Barry Hecht, Balance Hydrologics

From: Malcolm McEwen, CSLRCD
Date: Monday, January 21, 2002

Subject: Notes from Los Osos Creek Management Plan 1/17/02 meeting —
A Preferred Alternative is Found

In attendance: Neil Havlik, Linda Chipping, Bill Hoffman and Malcolm McEwen.
Preferred Alternative: Option 6 — Enhanced floodplains on both creeks

The alternative shown on the attached diagram represents what the group thought would
be the alternative with the greatest sediment capture potential and would also be
acceptable to the landowners involved. Briefly, the alternative consist of:

1. Installing a levee at some appropriate distance east of the existing levee on Los
Osos Creek, starting just downstream of the low-water crossing. The levee
extends to the property line with the existing wetland easement. A portion of the
existing levee on Los Osos Creek is removed downstream of the existing
crossing. Los Osos Creek will be allowed to flood onto the land between the new
levee and the old channel, and would form its own channel there.

2. A new levee will be installed at some appropriate distance west of Warden Creek,
with the upper portion defined by the southwestern boundary of the existing
wetland easement. This new levee would allow Warden Creek to flood while still
protecting agricultural operations in the center of the valley.

3. A land swap would work as follows: Mr. Eto would be trading his land west of
the new Los Osos Creek levee, Mr. Gota’s land west of the new Los Osos Creek
levee, and Mr. Gota’s land east of the new Warden Creek levee for 25 the land we
would buy from Mr. Martines (land between the new levees now covered by an
existing agricultural conservation easement).

Advantages of this Alternative:
To Mr. Eto there is a net gain of owned acreage.

Active sediment removal may be possible out of the old channel, once a new channel
forms within the new floodplain.

Issues requiring further analysis:

What is the expected “life” of this alternative, with regards to sediment capture? How
does this change if “active” sediment removal is allowed (with mining of the old channel
or mining of the new floodplain)?

Will the existing low-water crossing remain usable, or will a bridge be required?



We desire to keep the width of the new flood plains to a minimum, and expect the Los
Osos floodplain to be wider than the Warden Creek floodplain. How narrow is too
narrow?

What are the impacts of lowering the floodplain surface and using the materal to build up
the land between the levees?

Will the new channels in the new floodplain be formed “by nature”, will we encourage
the creek to find its way there with “pilot channels™, or will we attempt to fully “restore”
the channel meanders prior to allowing the creek into its new channel?
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Rejected Alternatives
The Following alternatives were considered, and were rejected for the reasons shown.

Option 1: Divert Los Osos Creek to Warden Creek

This alternative would have diverted Los Osos Creek down the alluvial fan in a
northeasterly direction, connecting to Warden Creek downstream of Warden Lake. The
alternative was rejected because:

o It takes up a lot of land

e Ifa “sill” were installed so that only the larger flows travel that direction, the old
channel would fill in with sediment because the flows there would be smaller.

e Changing the location of the creek in this manner wouldn’t be permitted.

¢ Los Osos Creek may not be stable in its new location where it crosses the valley.
Its eventual migration could threaten other lands.

Option 2: Remove levees and allow the entire area between the creeks to flood

The loss of farm land is not consistent with CSLRCD goals, and would probably not be
acceptable to the landowner, as there would be no land remaining to “swap”.

Option 3: Source control further upstream

This option is beyond the scope of the project.

Option 4: Continued mining of Los Osos Creek channel on Mr. Eto’s property

Fish passage problems at the downstream end of the mined portion (due to accumulated
woody debris) were seen as undesirable probable long-term effects of this option.

Option 5: Mine Los Osos Creek (as in Option 4) and allow Warden Creek to flood (as in
Option 6 — the Preferred Alternative)

Mining is undesirable for the reasons noted above. The load captured from Warden
Creek alone may be insufficient to justify the expenditure.

Other Issues
Several other issues were raised at the meeting, as noted below.

1. We should implement small scale manipulations to the existing wetland easement
to enhance sediment capture. Such manipulations might include clearing Wﬂlows
to create “distributaries”.

2. The consensus of the group was that Los Osos Creek’s natural location is to the
south and east of the knoll which is surrounded on three sides by the wetland
easement. The group believes that the creek channel will find its way back there
eventually and there is no reason to intervene in this natural process.

3. Any agreement involving landowners in the project area should include
agricultural easements on areas that may be candidates for inclusion into the
project at a later date. We should look beyond the current project and into the
future to a time when current landowners may want to get out of the farming
business. We should think towards the future by allowing for some options in the
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future. Namely, that would take the form of an agricultural or conservation
easement on the remaining (floodplain) property that Alan owns. The advantages
of a conservation easement is that it gives us more flexibility in the future to
either restore it or leave it in ag land. Ifit's an ag easement then there is the
expectation that the land will always remain in farm land. Also, the easement
should include the right of first refusal, in case Alan decides to sell it. If an
easement is negotiated then maybe there's a rationale for increasing the ratio of
the land lost to the land gained (to say 1.4:1 or 1.5:1) in Alan's favor.

Next Steps

Malcolm McEwen, Tim Duff, Neil Havlik, and Linda Chipping will meet with Mr. Eto in
the CSLRCD office on January 31%, at 10 AM to present the preferred alternative and to
gain feedback from him regarding his concerns and needs.
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