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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Coyote Valley Water Resource Investment Strategy is an initiative spearheaded by the Santa
Clara Valley Open Space Authority (Authority), in partnership with the Santa Clara Valley Water
District (Valley Water), to identifppportunities foinvestmenin water resource protection and
enhancement in Coyote Vallephis report is a product of that initiative and provides

overview of water resources in Coyote Valley, how they function, how they have changed, and
how largescale floodplain restoratiomd ecological enhancement activities in Coyote Valley

can provide integrated water resource benefits. This work aligns with the California Water
Resilience Portfoli o an-822Qbyexpldgrid3g@he Be@elitsdE x ecut i ve (
naturebasedsolutiors that retire obsolete infrastructure and restaterallandscape processes

to support green infrastructure in the fornreétored creekgxpanded floodplains, wetlands, and
riparian forests. It highlights that investments in the restoration and erhantof natural and

working lands in Coyote Valley can provide measurable water resource benefits while also
supporting the recovery and resilierafea landscape of statewide importance.

This technical report is conceptual in nature and is intendagséby land conservation
practitioners, land use planners, and water resource planners to suppeoemefiti water

resource and habitat restoration planning purposes only. It includes an initial set of stream and
floodplain restoration concepts that weapidly evaluated using owémensional/twe

dimensional (1D/2D) hydrodynamic flood models to estimate how they could supporsdatge
ecosystem restoration and provide a suite of water resource benefits.

Key findings from this report include:

1 Retiring or retrofittingnontcritical flood control infrastructure aragriculturaldrainages that
were built since the early 190006s es@me enhance
expansion of historic habitat areas, particularly within the Fisher Giamkplain and the
Laguna Secwaetlandcomplex.

1 Removing or retrofitting thignfrastructurecould increase the stormwater holding capacity of
the lowlying Laguna Seca wetland basihereby reducing peak flows into Coyote Creek
and buffering downstreaareas during flood events.

1 Realigning the mainstem of Fisher Creekhitewesterly lowlying area of the valley floor
and restoring it to a wide and shallow channel form would support$asje wetland and
riparian forest expansion that would be mordis to the effects of climate change.

1 Modifying barriers between the Fisher Creek and Coyote Creek floodplains could allow
floodwater from Coyote Creek to be attenuated iddier-lying Fisher Creek floodplain
during large flood flowswhile also crating opportunities for safe wildlife passage across the
Monterey Roadransportatiorcorridor.

Coyote Valley Water Resource Investment Strategy ES-1 ESA/171218.03
Restoration Design Concept Evaluation June 2021
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Executive Summary

1 These naturdased solutions can provide significant integrated water resource benefits that
complement, thougto not replace the need for, additional floodiavater management
approaches elsewhere in fBeyote Creekvatershed.

9 Of the restoration concepts that a were evaluated as a part of this effort, the Integrated
Restoration Design Concefstee chapter Hrovided the greatest benefits, including:

T Creatbnof 5,000 feet of additional channel within a ~5 mile long restored riparian forest
corridorwetland and riparian forest corridor that connects the Santa Cruz Mountains to
the Coyote Creek Parkway

T IncreagdFisher Creeltloodplain inundation during the 23-yr (estimated bankfull)
event by48% (69 acreysupporting a larger active riparian corridor.

T Reduedshallowflooding over lands actively used for agricultydepths less than
1-foot) by aboutl 6% (40 acreyprotecting water quality by reducing thetguatial for
water contamination from agricultural and urban runoff.

T Increagdflood depthsn lands propasd for restoratioidepthsabove 5 fegtby 670%
(80acre$, increasing the potential support substantially deeper wetland areas,
including perennialvetlands.

i Downstream Coyote Creek flood peaks are estimated to be reduced by-2fh o2
storms centered on Fisher Creek and Anderson Dam area, with up to a 0.6 feet reduction
of inundatian depth in channel, and estimated flooding is delayed®h@urs
potentially allowing greater time for evacuation of flooded areas

This work is preliminary andequires more study and coordination with willing landowners, local
and state agencies, alahd conservatiopartners to better understand thasibility, costs,

tradeoffs of this workEfforts likethe soonto-launch Coyote Valley Conservation Areas Master
Plan(CVCAMP) andrelatedwork will determinewhereinvestments in Coyote Valléy water
resourcesrefocusedand optimizedn coordination with ongoing land conservataxctivities,

local planning effortsand land management activities within Coyote Valley.
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CHAPTER 1

Background and Study Overview

Background

The Coyote Valley Water Resource Investment Strategy is an initiative spearheaded by the Santa

Clara Valley Open Space Authoritguthority), in partnership with the Santa Clara Valley Water

District (Valley Water) to identify important areas for water resource protection and

enhancement in Coyotlley. Thisinitiative was developed by the Authigrshortly after the

completion of thé u t h o Banta Glagad/alley Greenprint, which identified Coyote Valley as one

of t he Aansetvationifocug érsas for the next several decades due to its rich
conservation val uandungrdléled tpertaps greafeéthary they ared

anywhere el se withinjatihies dtednty 2t This findingtwasor i t y 6 s
partially supported by the Coyote Creek Historical Ecology Study, a report fundéaley

Waterwhichdocumentedtht ecol ogi cal restoration work in Co
significantofts i t e fl ood peak attenuation as well as wet
(Grossinger et al2006).

In 2015, the Authority anWfalley Waterentered a formal parénship and began looking at where

conservation and restoration work in Coyote Valley could help the agencies achieve their shared
integrated resource goals, and inform tlhaiig-termstrategic planning work, includingalley

Watets One Water planningpoess and i mpl ementati on of the Autho
GreenprintIn 2016, the Authority completed an initial screenriegel hydrological modelling

assessment of the benefits associated with conserving and restoring areas in Coyote Valley to

improve site conditions and reduce peak flows downstream. These findings were presented

during a joint Authority/District Board meeting
directed staff to initiate a second phase of work to look at the benefitssasdowrith specific

green infrastructure project investments in Coyote Valley engage partners in this woltk

November of 2018, the voters of San Jose passed Measubées@ster Preparedness, Public

Safety, and Infrastructure Bond that set aside @b@million dollars to conserve land in Coyote

Valley with willing landowners for the purposes of natural flood control and preventing water

quality contamination. This money was leveraged along with funding frodutierity and

Peninsula Open Space tYPOST)n 2019to secure a landmark $96 million dollar land

acquisition consisting of 93&cres in northern Coyote Valley, permanently protecting the

majority of land designated for campus industrial developmnehe heart of the Laguna Seca

wetlandand Fisher CreeKoodplain These lands another subsequetdndacqusitionsin

Coyote Valleywill be hetl and/or managely the Authorityandwill be thefocusof the Coyote

Valley Conservation Areas Master Pi@VCAMP)- a restoration master planningppesghat is

Coyote Valley Water Resource Investment Strategy 1-1 ESA/171218.03
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1. Background and Study Overview

expected to begin in summer 20t additionto this, theCoyote Valley Conservation Program
Areawascreated under Assembly Bill 948 2019, which establishgCoyote Valley as an area

of statewide significance and authodzbe Authority to oversee the Coyote Valley Conservation
Program to address resource and recreational goals of Coyote Valiese water resourse
investigations that are led by tAa@ithority areexpected teupportthe Coyde Valley

Conservation Prograandtherestoration and managementoohserved lands in Coyote Valley.

Study Overview

This report summarizes the resultsld second phase of the Coyote Valley Water Resource
Investment Strategy and was used to infpriority actionsthat were identied as a part of

Val | ey OwaWaeenCoyste Watershed repott includesan evaluation of existing

conditions, past modifications, genesgportunities for water resource restoration and

enhancement, and an assessment of specific restoration aésigativesThe goal of this report

was tobegin toevaluate the feasibility and benefitslafgescale floodplain restoration and

ecological enhancement activitiesCoyote Valleyand how they can provide integrated water
resource benefitiRkestoration design alternatives were primarily developed for areas within the
Fisher Creek Watershed portion of Coyote Valley which includes the foothills that drain the Santa
Cruz Mountains extending downstr eaeekCayotdci sher
Creekis primarily considered in the context of how it influences surface water and groundwater
characteristics in the Fisher Creek Watershed and how habitat and floodplain enhancements in the
Fisher Creek Watershedayresult in improved dowrnieam conditions in Coyote Creek.

Detailed twadimensional flood models were used to assess how different resta@tiogpts

could change surface water movement under a wide range of storm events, ranging from small
storm events that support aquatic iketls and riparian areas, to large storm events that could

result in widespread flooding in Coyote Valley and in urban areas downstream. The results from
this assessment were used to develop an initial set of restoration design concepts for Fisher Creek
and its floodplainthat support largecale ecological restoration across the valley floor, most

notably in the Laguna Seea&tland complex. These restoration concepts were then evaluated for
their ability to reduce flows in Coyote Creek gstimatenow corservation and restoration of

Coyote Valley could help buffer downstream areas from stormflows and flood events.

It is important to note thaie restoration concepitscluded in this report should be reevaluated as
site-level opportunities arise and addital studies are completedne notable example includes
work in support o£VCAMP, wherethe Authority will begina master planning process centered
around the restoration of the Fisher Cratkfloodplain,andtheLaguna Seca wetland.

Coyote Valley Water Resource Investment Strategy 1-2 ESA/171218.03
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CHAPTER 2

Current Physical Conditions

Coyote Valley is a18,500acre subwatershed of Coyote Creek in Santa Claoai@y,
California. | t 6a&re wajep ftoar gxiemaa ftom thg City of Madgan Hill to the
City of San Jose and is defined by the Santa Cruz Mountains to the west, and the Diablo
Mountain Range to the east. An overview of Coyote Valley ayddndscape features is
presented ifrigure 1.

The two primary streams in Coyote Valley are Coyote Creek and its tributary Fisher Creek
Coyote Creek flows into Coyote Valley from the Diablo Range and Fisher Creek from the Santa

Cruz Mountains. The creeks meet east of Tul are I
where Coyote Creek then continues to flow north through urban Saanbbs&o the San
Francisco Bay. Fi sher Creekbs watershed is separ

topographic divide on the valley floor that generally runs from north to south aloMptiterey
Roadcorridor. Western areas of the vallaytheFisher Creek subwatershack approximately

20 feet lower than the stream bed of Coyote Creek. A transect across the valley is shown in
Figure 2. Watershed subbasins are shown for Fisher Creek and Coyote Creek along with other
key hydrologic features iRigure 3

Land Use / Land Cover

The existing land use classes surrounding the current alignment of Fisher Creek within Coyote
Valley are a mix of cultivated crops, hay/pasture, developed open space, and low intensity
developed areas. The predominant lanc ase open space preservation agdcultue with
cultivated crops making up most of the surrounding land cover. Landuse/landcover categories
from the National Landcover Dataset of 2011 published by the fégtilution Landcover
Consortium (MRLC, 2011)ra shown irFigure 4.

Protected lands shown Figure 5 highlights the growing network of conserved lands within the
Coyote Valley Conservation Program Areseated undekssembly Bill 948 which establishes
Coyote Valley as an area of statewide sigaificeandauthorizeghe Authority to oversee the
Coyote Valley Conservation Programaddress resource and recreational goals of Coyote
Valley.
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2. Current Physical Conditions

Topography & Soils

Coyote Valley lies in mintermountain structural depresstogtween the Santa Cruz Mountains

and the Diabldrange, caused by block faulting associated with the Calaveradfizah(ra

1999. Over time, as Coyote Creek flowed from the steep, confined reaches in the eastern Diablo
Rangeit flooded across the valley floor, creating an alluvial fan as its floadresaleposited
sedimentfFigure 6). This alluvial fan development caused soils in the valley floor to be elevated

in the southeast, sloping downward toward the ratkt from Coyote Creek thelowest point

in the valley at a location known as the Lag@ea® the largest remaining freshwater wetland

in Santa Clara County. Sediments, and therefore soils, generally become finer as you travel across
the valley floor from soutleast (Coyote Creek) to noritest (Fisher Creekyjenerally resulting

in well-drained silt loam and sandy loam soils in the east and pdaa@red clay loam and clay

adobe soil in the wesFigure 7). Due to its large watershed, Coyote Creek, played the dominant

role in creating the soil profile in the valley as its flood waters drbgpéeiment over the valley

fl oor . At a smaller scal e, Fi sher Creeko6s dr ai ne
Santa Cruz Mountainglepositing coarser soils at the base of the foothills and continuously finer
soils toward the fringe&Vhile the majority of high percolation soils associated with Coyote

Creek generally diminish moving across the valley from east to west, pockets of gravelly loam

soils along the base tife Santa Cruz Mountains provide relatively high percolation capacity

relative to the Valley floor resulting ialevateddepositof coarser gravelly loam soils along the

slope breaks between the western foothills.

Soils data from the National Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) supports these patterns and
reveals that the sailin the valley are dominated by coarser type B (Hydrologic Soils Group) soils
adjacent to the Coyote Creek corridor trending towards finer clay domiyaiee€ and Bsoils

along Fisher Creek with some Class B soils at alluvial fans at the base of esfioarthe

Sant Cruz MountainsKigure 8). These data are helpful for understanding both the spatial

pattern of connectivity and infiltration rates between surface water and groundwater throughout
the valley as well atherestoratiorpotential forvarious habitat types. Depending on soil

moisture conditions, oak woodlands, oak savannahs, and grasslands are generally supported in
higher, bettedrained soils and wetlands and willow riparian woodlands in the lower poorer

drained soils.
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2. Current Physical Conditions

COYOTE VALLEY TOPOGRAPHY
(From SFEI)

Elevatiz% %t)

- 240
0 1 Mile
| | I ] Om Natfiond
SOURCE: SFEI 2017 Coyote Valley Restoration
Figure 6

Topography of Coyote Valley

Better drained east side
-~ [ Yf: Yolo fine sandy loam

\ [ Ys: Yolo silt loam
~

B —
Poorly drained west side ~

[ Dc: Dublin clay loam -~ ~
[C] Da: Dublin clay adobe

PP

Cosby and Watson 1923

SOURCE: SFEI 2017, modified by ESA Coyote Valley Restoration

Figure 7
Historic Soil Types
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2. Current Physical Conditions

Surface Water Hydrology

The two primary streams in Coyote Valley are Coyote Creek and its tributary FisherCirpeate
Creek flows into Coyote Valley from the Diablo Range and Fisher Creek from the Santa Cruz
Mountains. Fisher Creek is approximat8lgniles in length, flowing from the Santa Cruz
Mountains, across the valley floor through the Laguna Seca basin befossédtsconddvionterey
Roadand enters Coyote Creek. It drains approximaltélgquaremiles of primarily open

hillsides, farmland, and rural ranchettes with a mean annual rainfaltZB itches/year (NOAA,
2011).Fisher Creek is fed by five subwatershaaduding (from upstream to downstream)
Willow Springs Creek (1.2 smi), Fisher Creek Branch E (2.8-s1), Fisher Creek Branch D

(1.9 sgmi), Fisher Creek Branch C (1.5-8qj), and Fisher Creek Branch A (2.01su).

Flows on Coyote Creek are managed logl&rson Dam, which captures runoff from the 190 sq.

mile Upper Coyote Creek Watershed, and then releases water downstream into Coyote Creek.
Although historically anntermittentcreekwith reaches on the alluvial fan that likely dried up in

the summer (SEl, 2006) under current California Department of Fish and Wildlife permits,

Valley Water is required to deliver at least 2.5 cfs of flow to the Coyote Creek at Edenvale gauge,
resulting in perennidlow conditions. Valley Watereleasesdditional watefor groundwater

recharge at the Coyote Percolation Pond just downstream of the Fisher Creek cordisieratk

as along Coyote Creek itsefixcluding releases from Anderson Dam and the San Felipe pipeline,
the 9mile reach of Coyote Creek in Coyote Valldrains runoff from approximately 11 square

miles of the Coyote Valley floor and western foothills of the Diablo Range before it receives flows
from Fisher Creek and then exits the valley after it crosses under MetcalflRoad) large

events, where p&dlow on Coyote Creek is driven by overtopping from Anderson ®am

emergency spillwaypeak flow timing is not coincident between Coyote and Fisher Creeks. In
thistype ofeventFi sher Creekds peak ent er swellbefgrothee Cr ee k 8
second, larger peak passes through Coyote Creek in Coyote YPalbdyflow rates for Fisher and
Coyote Creeks for a range of flow scenarios are summarizeabla 1

Measured Streamflow

Fisher Creek contains two primary gages that record contirgtiesrstagemeasurements

(1) Fisher Creek at Laguna Avenue upstream of Bailey Ave and (2) Fisher Creek at Monterey
Road, just upstream of the confluence with Coyote Creek. From October 2011 to Apyil 2018
overlapping data were available at both gageswillg comparison between thewith the

caveat that the Laguna Avenue staggcharge relationship is believed to be less accurate than
the Bailey Avenue gauge, and the former gauge is used primarily for stage measufeatants
from the MontereyRoad gagevhich extend back to 1939 were also reviewed. Rigure 9

shows (andongertermrecords confirm), flow at Monterdyoadis relatively perennial, though it
became ephemeral during the severe drought in-2618y comparison, flow upstream at
LagunaAvem e was Vvery died,with bnjybhe flowsdf wentera2017 (which
included a flow that is believed to be approximately a 10 tgeHs event) generating prolonged
baseflow after the rainfall event. Within the October 2011 to April 2018 peficetord(which
includes the 20145 drought)Fisher Creek had no flow 71% of the time at Laguna Aveamae
28% of the timdurther downstrearat MontereyRoad Additionally, at MontereyRoad flow
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2. Current Physical Conditions

was below 2 cfs 50% of the time between 2011 and Z248f¢r the complete period of record).
Flow exceedance curves which represent the percent of the total flow record for which a given
flow is exceeded is shown at the two gageSigure 9, recognizing that the Laguna Avenue

flows may be less accurate thite Bailey Avenue values

The flow data indicate that upstream of Bailey Ave the flows are lower (average flow of 1.3 cfs)
and the channel is significantly more ephemeral than downstream. Downstream of Bailey Ave the
flows are generally higher (averagevilof 6.3 cfs at MonterelRoad and the drainage is more
perennial.

TABLE 1
EXISTING CONDITIONS DESIGN FLOW RATES ON FISHER AND COYOTE CREEKS

24-hour Peak flow (cfs)*

Annual chance

43% 20% 10% 4% 2% 1%

Representative return period (years)

Watershed Location 2.33 5 10 25 50 100

400 feet downstream of Caprista Court 50 100 150 220 280 340

Kalana Ave 120 230 330 480 600 710

Fisher | Richmond Ave 150 | 300 | 440 | 640 | 790 950
Creek Bailey Ave 290 | 550 | 810 | 1,160 | 1,430 | 1,710
Santa Teresa Blvd 330 630 920 | 1,320 | 1,630 1,940
At Coyote Creek 310 610 900 | 1,310 | 1,630 1,960

24-hour peak flow (cfs)*

Immediately downstream of Anderson Dam 0 0 0 0 0 0

2,000 feet downstream of Sycamore Ave
(USGS gage 11170000)

30 60 80 120 140 170

Coyote Immediately upstream of Highway 101 90 190 270 400 500 600

Creek 3,500 feet downstream of Coyote Creek Golf Drive 250 490 720 | 1,040 | 1,290 1,550
At Fisher Creek 220 430 640 930 1,160 | 1,390
Downstream of Fisher Creek 790 | 1,370 | 1,880 | 2,550 | 3,050 3,540

72-hour peak flow (cfs)**

Immediately downstream of Anderson Dam 1,770 | 3,580 | 5,400 | 7,990 | 10,040 | 12,150

2,000 feet downstream of Sycamore Ave
(USGS gage 11170000)

1,780 | 3,600 | 5,420 | 8,010 | 10,060 | 12,170

Coyote Immediately upstream of Highway 101 1,800 | 3,640 | 5,480 | 8,090 | 10,160 | 12,280
Creek I3 500 feet downstream of Coyote Creek Golf Drive | 1,860 | 3,730 | 5,600 | 8,260 | 10,350 | 12,500
At Fisher Creek 1,930 | 3,850 | 5,750 | 8,450 | 10,580 | 12,750
Downstream of Fisher Creek 2,030 | 4,010 | 5,980 | 8,740 | 10,910 | 13,120

* Storm centered on Fisher Creek
** Storm centered on Coyote Creek/Anderson reservoir

SOURCE: Valley Water HEC-HMS model (SCVWD, 2017)
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2. Current Physical Conditions
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Figure 9

Average daily flow (top) and flow exceedance curves
(bottom) for Fisher Creek at Laguna Avenue and
Monterey Road, October 2011-April 2018
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2. Current Physical Conditions

Existing Channels and Conveyance System

Fisher Creek

Upstream limit to Scheller Avenue

Fisher Creek upstream of Scheller Avenue to its upper limit at Old Monterey Road (~5.5 miles) is
a shallow sparsely vegetated channel with an average depth of 4 feet and a profile slope of 0.3%.
The channel has been modified and straightened along itsecaich runs through a mix of
developed and undeveloped reaches. Bed material is silt and sand dominated. Hillside drainages
from Willow Springs Creek and Fisher Creek Branch E join Fisher Creek in this reach.

Scheller Avenue to Bailey Ave

Fisher Creek &étween Scheller Avenue and Bailey Ave (~2 miles) ranges frot8X6et wide,
featuringa moderately incised chanrveth adepth of 46 feet, and a bed slope of 0.3%. The upper
extent of this reach marks the beginning of the artificial extension of Fisher Creek teatessted
downstream to Coyote Creek during the reclamation of Laguna Seca #1997 6evidenced by

the channel 6s transi t i oightdndiociseddornrfed byaattificimle | vy si nuc
agricultural drainages (notably Fisher Creek branches D, and C). Bed material in this reach is
sand and silt dominated. The channel is vegetated throughout most of this reach with a narrow
corridor of riparian treesanging in total width from 5000 feet. The main channel of Fisher

Creek passes under bridges at Laguna Avenue, Richmond Avenue, and then through a free span
bridge on two piers at Bailey Avenue. Fisher Creek Branch C and D join the main stem in this
reat. Drainage from Fisher Creek Branch A flows from the large meadow north of Baieywe

and west of the IBM campus into the straightenedmainedirainage ditch parallel to Bailey,

where flow is routed south through a culvert under Baileyiaiodmainstem Fisher Creek.

Banks for this reach of Fisher Creek are elevated approxintfetabove the westerly valley

low point, where floodwater water collects into Fisher Creek Branch C before it flows back into
Fisher Creek near Bailey Avenue. Thererasalefined levees along this reach, but there are

minor agricultural berms along some sections which can both limit sections of the creek from
flooding as frequently and inadvertently captanel holdstormwater on farm fields preventing

them from drainindpack to the Creekn addition, Laguna Avenue, and an old farm road
approximately 0.2 miles north of Laguna Avenue are raised, creatingestsberms in the low

lying floodplain west of Fisher Creek. These roads cause floodwater to accumulate anddyackwa
against these barriers during storm events before slowly draining through Fisher Creek Branch C
Thislikely providessome level of floodwater attenuatiasflows drainback into Fisher Creek.
Depending on groundwater conditions, this reach can hendveater fed, where the likelihood of
groundwater fed baseflows increases in proximity to Bailey Avenue. Key features for this reach
are shown irFigure 10.
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2. Current Physical Conditions

Bypass channel
Berms d/s of Bailey
_-Culvertunder Bailey

—_Fisheg CregkBranch A ~
e ——E——

ach € N Brj ?ge crossing at Bailey

Bra /

gy Creek -

risher ‘ -

7

Straightened ‘| Bridge crossing at
channel with Laguna Ave
90" bends . < 1 ! -

i

Bridge crossing at
Richmond Ave. .- % I L
5

o

Bevaton (& NAVD) (%)

‘,

Flow
direction’

‘4
»

Fisher Creek Brahch/D.. ¥

SOURCE: Google earth 3D view Coyote Valley Restoration

Figure 10
Key Features on Fisher Creek from Scheller Avenue to
Bailey Ave

Bailey Ave to Santa Teresa Boulevard

Fisher Creek between Bailey Avenue and Santa Teresa Boulevard (~0.9 miles) ranges from
70-90feet wide from top of bank to top of bank, with a heavily incised depth of 10.5 feet, and
low slope of 0.1%The bed material idominated by fine materials such as silt and sand. This
reach of Fisher Creek was constructed as a part of the reclamation of Laguna Secd 817916
and consists of a straightened channel with levees on eitlednediore flows pass through a dual
box culvert under Santa Teresa Boulevard. This channel was excavated below the groundwater
table,sendinggroundwatefed baseflows into Coyote Creealad lowering the local groundwater
table The levees along mainstem tk@sCreek were constructed to prevent sreaint flooding of

crops grown in the Laguna Seegatland. However, a section of the Fisher Creek Ithvaewas
originally constructed ~187 was breacheth 2007near the Santa Teresa Boulevard doi

culvert b allow a partially constructed bypass channel to enter Fisher Creek. The bypass channel is
approximately 0.7 miles in length and is not directly connected to any drainage at the upstream extent.
Immediately north of the bypass channel is the Laguna Seoddlso referred to by the California
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2. Current Physical Conditions

Division of Safety of Dams as Fisher Creek Dant)ich was constructed at the same time as the
bypass channel, and divides thedgimg Laguna Seca into northern and southern portotisgas a
barrierpreventing-isher Creek floodwater from flowing north inteelowest areas of the basin.

The Laguna Seca Dam was intended to maintain storage capacity to alloenangdlooding to

overtop steeplate weirs at three locations into the northern Laguna Seca Bhaisinvas designed to

help mitigate increases in flooding that would occur if the Valley fleasraised out of the

floodplain and developed. In their partially constructed form, the bypass chanmraace

increasing frequency of flooding in southéaguna Seca and reducing frequency of flooding in the
low-lying Northern Laguna Seca. During typical flow conditions, Fisher Creek flows through the
lower stage of the weir located at the inlet of the culvert under Santa Teresa Blvd, into the main
channeddownstream. During intermediate sized flow events (ifyear), flow backwaters into the

bypass channel and the floodplain that occupies the southern portion of Laguna Seca. During large
flow events, such as the 198ar event, floodwater backwaterimgd Southern Laguna Seca becomes
high enough to spill over the levee and into the northern portion of Laguna Seca. The northern portion
of Laguna Seca contains several agricultural ditelésh drain surface flows into a small box culvert
under Santa Tesa Boulevard into anoth&iangularflood detention basin. In addition to these
ditches, there are a series of subsurface tile drains that were installed during the reclamation
efforts thatmay alscssuppresshallow groundwater. Key features for this teace shown in

Figures 11 and12.

SOURCE: Google Earth 3D view Coyote Valley Restoration

Figure 11
Key Features on Fisher Creek from Bailey Ave to
Santa Teresa Blvd
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