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Stream Inventory Milestone

by Michacl Rigney

It all started with what scemed to be a
simple question that nobody could answer.
How much riparian habitat was left in Santa
Clara County? The chance to answer that
question came in 1992 when the U.S Environ-
mental Protection Agency funded a series of
“demonstration projects” to develop innova-
tive techniques in watershed conservation.
CCRS proposed a novel approach to gather
information on the state of riparian resources
in Santa Clara County. This unique approach
would use trained volunteers to collect field
data on a variety of different habitat measure-
ments. Our project was one of only nine that
were funded through a special appropriation
from Congress. Armed with this initial fund-
ing we approached the Santa Clara Valley

Water District for additional funding. And
the rest, as they say, is history.

We are now in our third year of whal
will ultimately be a five to ten year program
to survey and document riparian habitat on
every major river and stream in the county.
The report on our first stream surveyed, San
['rancisquito Creek in Palo Alto, is being
published soon and teams of volunteers are
currently finishing work on the upper tribu-
taries of the Guadalupe River. What's more,
the process we began in Santa Clara County
is spreading to other parts of the Bay Area.
Groups of volunteers are starting “riparian
stations” in Napa and Sonoma counties.
These groups will begin gathering data using
protocols we developed at CCRS within the
next year.

It’s hard to believe that from the tenta-

tive beginnings on San
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Francisquito Creck
nearly two years ago,

a community-based
movement has evolved
to formulate ways to
insure that the habitat
our teams documented,
remains intact. In part
asaresult of our stream
inventory, a Coorli-
nated Resource Man-
agement Planis being
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The Heart of The
Matter

by Chris Fischer

One hundred and forty six citizens
spent two thousand, nine hundred and ten
hours collecting hundreds of data sheets’
worth of information on the wildlife, habitat
and pollution impacts on San Francisquito
Creck. That's an average of over 20 hours
per person! Impressive as these figures are,
they do not begin to tell the story.

“What I like best” confided one elderly
volunteer last summer, “is the shock on my
kids' faces when I tell them what I did last
weekend.” “My favorite part is learning the
names of all the animals and trees!” our
youngest recruit tells me. Everyone who has
participated has had a different answer to the
question “Why?" Yet there is one thing they
will all say: “I've never done anything quite
like this before!” And neither had we!

I enjoy looking back at the frantic, ex-
citing days in early 1993 when CCRS staff
members were trying to figure out how to
teach people from the ages of eight to eighty
how to collect scientifically valid data, in
areas not maintained for public use, for a
reasonable sum of money and still, some-
how, make it fun. At the time, it seemed
quite a challenge. In hindsight, it feels a bit
like a miracle that we ever succeeded.

The very first team was Water Chemis-
try, who to this day meets at 8 am Sunday
mornings to monitor the health of the stream.
The entire first year they never missed a
week, come rain, fog or heatwave. Two of
these original volunteers hold the record for

(onfinved on page 4 &



Director’s Note

by Michael Rigney. Exccutive Director

Recently, 1 began reading a book by noted conservation author
Tim Palmer entitled, Lifelines: The Case for River Conservation. This
is a marvelous book which brought back for me the essence of why
I became involved in river ecosystems and feel so strongly about
their protection and restoration. There are so many wonderful,
flowing passages in this book which evoke special meanings that
it's difficult to pick just one to share with vou. The one Thave cho-
sen, will hopefully tempt you and others like you who feel rivers
and streams arc integral to our sense of place and belonging, to
venture into these special places. The last paragraph of his section
called “Rivers of Life” talks about the “sensation™ of a river (some-
thing somewhat foreign to most of us who consider oursclves
scientists and who deal with empirical data).

“We have planned ineffectively for our rivers partly because
they are so difficult to describe in all their glory and promise. Even
ifwe could diagram the networks of lives depending on lives, the
descriptions lack the fragrance of springtime cottonwoods, the
chilled electrictiy of a splash on a summer day. the soothing hiss of
the riffle in our cars at night. The scents, the sounds, and the light
on the water at sunset might best trigder the impulse that a river is
worth saving.”

It is important to remember that people rarely make totally
rational decisions about conservation issues. At some point we
recall a magical moment in some stage of our life that conjures up
sights, sounds and smells. These lingering memories often tip the
scale in favor of making the right choice for the resource.

Some of the people who have been involved in our stream

inventory program have told me about the rush of childhood mem-

ories which came ﬂ-nnding back when they first ventured ing (e
creck to do vegetation surveys, or survey fish habitat. These meme
ries had been long supressed because. as adults, we no longer hy |
time to “play in the creek.” Rationally. we all justify the \\'(;rk weare
doing as “collecting good data on the stream ccosystem.” Bug deep
down in our subconcious. we remember the joy and exhilaration
of Noating in an inner tube. seeing a large trout dart under a log. or
hearing a chorus of frogs on a summer night.

Sometimes it is casy to become so entangled in the daily routine
of running an organization thatit’s difficult to gain perspective. When
life seems to revolve around meetings with agencies, writing grant
proposils, revising organizational structures, program development,
I sometimes fordet to look out the window at the creck.

Today T finally tore myself away from my computer terminal
and went for astroll along the creek. After the hard rains in January,
the leaves of the willows, elderberries and boxelders were breaking
loosc. Is it spring already?! The smell of humus in the making was
overpowering: the sharp calls of Audubon’s Warblers rang out every-
where as their feeding frenzy on newly ermerged insects shifted
into high gear; and overhead, Black-shouldered Kites were engaged
inacrial courtship displays.

1 will continue to collect data on the ecology of rivers and
streams, because that satisfies the rational part of me and others.

It is truly important work! But [ will continuc to take regular
walks along the creek because the sights, sounds and smells are
what brought me here in the first place.

How about you?

Stream Inventory Milestone
¥ (onfinued from page 1

Muytels of the Peninsula Conservation
Center, the CRMP (or “crimp” as its general-
ly referred to) is using our data as the basis
for determining which habitat features need
the most protection. We also hope that the
five dties within the San Francisquito Creek
watershed will use our habitat data to devel-
op land use policies which will allow this
fragile ecosystem to remain an integral part
of their communities.

It's also hard to believe the amount of
information that we have generated on the
characteristics of San Francisquito Creek, its
waters, wildlife and habitat. Audubon volun-
teers observed over 1,710 birds of 98 species
during their quarterly counts at the 40 points
from the Bay to Searsville Lake. Our vegeta-
tion crews counted, identified and measured

979 trees of 34 different species at those
same 40 points. Hip wader clad members

of our fisheries teams measured pools and
riffles to classify habitat for the rare steelhead
trout. Clambering up the steep sides of the
creek at each point, our dedicated channel
profile volunteers used simple techniques

to gather channel cross-sections for future
determinations of channel changes. Our ded-
icated water chemistry teams (the first teams
to begin work on this project) have gathered
two years worth of valuable information on
water quality. The habitat mapping and rep-
tile and amphibian survey teams walked the
entire length of San Francisquito (sometimes
more than once) to assess the quality and
type of riparian habitat and to look for elu-
sive frogs, salamanders and turtles. A previ-
ously unknown population of the threat-
ened California red-legged frog was discov-
ered by these keen-eyed observers.

After noting that many pollution prob-
lems and instances of illegal dumping con-
tinue to degrade the habitat quality of San
Francisquito Creek and most of the other
creeks in Santa Clara County, we dcvelopf‘d
another program to provide voluntecrs with
the resources to report these problems. Callcd'
the StreamKeeper Program, voluntecrs (many
of whom are also stream inventory volur
teers) were trained to recognize and rcpoﬂ
pollution incidents to the proper agcr_lﬂfi-qs

The Coyote Creek Riparian Stzmonr d
developed these programs {0 further (-)um;m
goal of understandingand protecting 1P
habitat throughout Santa Clard COU":I)@M
Armed with these new tools and dcbc "
army of trained volunteers, W¢ ha\'c[ [}%cir
to show communities oW importall
rivers and streams are and hoW thely: an '
members of the community, €41 plsgip
important role in resource Stewdrt
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GIS—More than pretty maps

by Michacl Rigney

ronmental data. We can begin to sec how

One of the new tools that environmental
scientists have at their disposal is a computer-
age blend of old fashioned maps and data
sheets made possible by today’s fast comput-
ers. Most of us are fascinated by maps—just
ask the National Geographic Society which
has one of the largest circulations of any pop-
ular magazine. Now we have the capability
to link familiar geography with sets of envi-

certain measurements of the world around
us relate spatially to others and we can begin
to ask questions of the data that relate to our
sense to our changing environment.

GIS (which stands for Geographic Infor-
mation Systems) combines digital forms of
maps with data stored in an clectronic data-
base. When categories of data are given a
geographic reference (either latitude— lon-
gitude orsome other X/Y coodinate system),
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Otahal, C. D. 1995. Sexual differences in Wilson's
Warbler migration. Journal of Field Ornithology
66:60-69.

Otahal, C. D. 1995, Sexual differences in spring
migration of Orange-crowned Warblers. North
American Bird Bander 19:140-146.

Both articles look at the differential
migration found among males and females
of the respective species and possible fac-

Two New Scientific Publications
Just Released by CCRS

tors which may contribute (o this differen-
tial migration.

ed. note: Chris Otahal, banding program bio-
logist, lias worked diligently on summarizing
our extensive banding database. These are
some of the first articles to come front his
analyses. We hope that many more exciting
works will be submitted for publication int the
near future. R

they can be laid over the top of maps of vari-
ous types just as you would overlay a draw-
ing on acetate over a drawing on paper. Dita
caninclude specificinformation gathered at
ascerices of points or data about an irregularly
shaped arca or line or combinations of all
three. Once these data are joined together in
the computer you have the capability of ask-
ing rather complex questions of the dataina
geographic context. For instance, il a particu-
lar creck has a variety of adjacent land uses
and we encounter sensitive wildlife habitat
along a section of creek, we can outline that
area on the computer. We can then plot a
certain size buffer zone around the habitat
and calculate the types of land uses which
would be affected. This type of computer
modelling has tremendous applications in
both the environmental sciences and in
urban planning.

The map shown here shows two differ-
ent data sets from our stream inventory and
how they relate to each other. In this case,
the percentage of native trees at each survey
point and the number of bird species observed.
[tis possible to quickly evaluate whether, in
a geographic sense, a trend toward a higher
complement of native tree species results in
greater bird species richness.

The advent of analytical tools stuch as
GIS and its partner GPS (Global Positioning
Satellite systems) will enable us to provide
data which is both meaningful and easily
understandable. It is not enough anymore,
to collect and analyze data—someone must
be able to use the data to make decisions
which will protect our dwindling natural
resources. And GIS is becoming an important
tool for increasing the impact of our data. 3R

Nesting Info Needed

Board member Steve Rottenborn is
doing research on the nesting habitat of
Red-shouldered Hawks in the South Bay
and would like any information on locations
of sightings, especially nesting sites occupied
this year or even in past years. He needs
to sec these nests before the young fledge,
so it would be good to let him know as
soon as possible. Steve can be reached at
(415) 497-9368.

Chris Fischer is secking information
about Belted Kingfisher nest locations. Call
Chris at CCRS (408) 2629204. R
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The Heart of the Matter

- *Continued from poge |

dedication— over two hundred hours cach
and counting! Slowly, over the course of the
first vear, more teams were added — the Bird
Census, Fisheries Assessment. Vegetation
Survey, Reptile and Amphibian Census,
Habitat and Pollution Mapping, and Stream
Channel Profiling teams. More volunteers
took onindividual tasks, such as rain gauging.
pollution documentation and reporting,
storm drain sleuthing, turtle watching and
ACCESS TCCONNAISSANCe.

It is amazing how stoically the volun-
teers suffered through our carly attempts to
develop reasonable protocols and training
procedures. Agency staffers and local profes-
sionals volunteered many hours to help us,
but it took us a while to ‘get the hang of
things. Rather than becoming discouraged,
the troops pitched in to help! Over fifty volun-
teers participated in a quality assurance and
training workshop and helped the staff answer
important questions on what worked and
what still needed some judicious ‘tweaking!

Stars were born on every team, as we
battled poison oak and clouds of mosquitocs.

Community
Creek Watch

hunted tirelessly for safe ways down into the
stream, and chatted for hours with curious
residents who discovered us behind their
back fences. Andwe saw some neat stuff.
After serving for two years on the Fisheries
team, one of the original volunteers wrote
that his favorite thing was: “Beingin places
1've never heen before, places that are so
near every day but so private, like Sin Fran-

asquito Creek i the Tasper Ridye Biologic )
Preserve —exploring Los Trancos ( .I'('I:I;
from end to end. making all kKinds of disc oy
cries inhidden canvons and exclusive plices
Just being there!™ Our discovenies included
some unexpected treasures. such as hundreds
of baby “par” steelhead trout. the nesting
location of red-shouldered hawks., artifacts
from the Stanford chapel destroved in the
‘06 carthquake. and a picce of fossilized
skull from a Miocene whale.

The best discovery ofall. though, was
thatit could work. Thatit did work! People
from all over the country watched this pilot
program to see it we could pullitoft, and
now they re exatingly using us as amodel in
their own arcas. Meanwhile, we're moving
on to new streams here in the Santa Clara
valley. Stevens Creek and the Guadalupe
River watershed are keeping us busier than
ever, and new volunteers are coming on
hoard every day. Butonce ina while [remi
nisce about tentatively setting off with the
first Fisheries team by the springtime banks
of San Francisquito Creck, wondering what
we'd find around the first bend. Whatan
adventure we've had! R
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San Francisquito Creek Community Creek Watch Volunteers

]
|

Bird Census

Jane Becker-Haven
Ann Bender

Bob Bucll

Karen Cooper
Dave Drake

Bob Elliott
Julianne Frizzell
Leda Beth Gray
Joseph Green
Chip Haven

Kvle Haynes

Bill Kirsher

Celeste Kirsher
Lawrence Kobernus
Winkic Lennihan
Sheila Marron
Chris Pendlcton
Red Pendleton
Charles Preuss
Elizabeth Rush
Leonard Rush
Gene Troetschler
Ruth Troetschler
David Weber
Sunia Yang
Fisheries Assessment
Patricia Anderson
Leland Baxter
Monica Bjorkman
Nick Brisbois

Tom Canning
Steve Dillon

Mark Dubro

Leslie Fergusen
Earl Ford

Tom Forrest
Nancy Hardesty

Jim Johnson
Ellen Macneale
Kate Macneale
Mitch Mathew
Scott McCarthy
Evan Parker
Cliff Pierce
Jim Pollock
Charles Preuss
Margaret Roper
Dr. Jerry Smith
Ann Turner
Linda Wagncr
Dave Wenrick
Lauric Williams

Reptile and
Amphibian Census
Leland Baxter
Rhett Butler
Anjuli Deb
Annuschka Deb
Steve Fend

Tom Forrest
Joseph Green
Kyle Haynes
Barbara Holden
Gerry Jennings
Mary Kenney
Lawrence Kobernus
Bronwyn Lewis
Mitch Mathew
Scott McCarthy
Tom Moutoux
Lynn Peters
Jim Pollock
Charles Preuss
Tom von Tersch
Saelon Renkes

John Rogers
Rich Seymour
Linda Wagner
Travis Walker
Mike Westphal
Vegetation
Debra Amshoff
Nick Brisbois
Chris Condos
Robert Elliott
Linda Elkind
Tom Forrest
Joseph Green
Leda Beth Grey
Bill Harrington
Al Huber
Jack Kempt
Mitch Mathew
Bert Manriquez
Scott McCarthy
Charles Preuss
Gale Rankin
Stacy Robenson
Matt and lackson
Slavik
Rosanne Specter
Jean Struthers
Sara Timby
David Wenrick
Habitat and
Pollution Mapping
Gary Anwyl
Kevin Cesar
Yi-Mei Chang
Winnie Chu
David Drake
Jeb Eddy
Robert Elliott

Dolly Gallagher
Leda Beth Grey
Shalesc Huang

Al Huber

Bill Kent

Lawrence Kobernus
Tom Kopely
Dennis Manikowski
Bert Manriquez

I.. Minson

Sheila Marron
Janice Newman
Stacy Robinson
Peggy Ruse

Chloe Silverman
Rosanne Spector
Pat Stroup

Water Chemistry
Monika Bjorkman
Chris Bloxam
Peter Bristol
Lisa Brown
Janet Davis
Dave Elsnuer
Eleanor Ely
Ellic Insley
Thomas Forrest
Tim Goode

Mike Hogan
Doug Hohbach
Dale Hopkins
Bill Hurley

Jim Johnson
Diana Koin
Clarice Olson
Robin Poskus
Charles Preuss
Theresa Rigney

Stan Souza
Cindy Wilbur
Profilers
Gary Anwyl
Kevin Bentler
Amanda Byer
Noelle Chambers
Yi-Mei Chang
Thomas Christenson
Anna Delroysario
Katherine Delse
TheresaFo
Romina Milman
Rain Gaugers and
Other Heroes
Trish Mulvey
Janet Davis
Donand Marilyn
Reissen
Dena Mossar
Dr. Allan Launer
Faculty & Students
of Palo Alto
High School
Kirk Stoddard
Dave DeSante

StreamKeepers
Larry Aronson
John Armold

Pat Cain

Jane and Owen David
Deke Descoteaux
Robert Dodge
David Drake
Donna Dueker
Ray Elliott
Donna Eriksson
Leda Beth Gray

Hank Haley ‘
Naomi Hamburger ‘
Stephanie Hart [
John Headlee ;
Barbara Holden ‘
Rufus Jeffris
Bill Kent
Ann Lambrecht
Jason Lee
Ruby and John
Lomax
Charlic Martin
Marjoric Martus
Dena Mossar
Tom Moutoux
Marj Ottenberg
Jennipher Paul
Lynn Peters
CIiff Pierce
Jim Pollock
Theresa Rigney
Eugene Spurlock
Chris Thomas
Chuck Thomas
Ann Tumer
Glenna Violette
Linda Wagner
Bob Wallace
Tom Warren
Ted Wassam

Bold = Volunteered
over 25 hours or one
continuous year to
project.

Bold Italics =
Volunteered over 100
hours to project.
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Revegetation Monitoring at CCRS

Bird utilization of a recreated riparian plot

hy Marvann Danielson and Rita Cohvell

In the winter ol 1986-87, CCRS began
aten-year monitoring program to assess the
wildlife use of an existing section of riparian
habitat and anewly created riparian plot of
4.3 acres adjacent to the riparian corridor.
The existing corridor is between 25 and 75
feet wide within the study site and supports
trees approximately 35-50 years old., shrubs
of'several specics, and various native and
alien herbs and forbs. The revegetation plant-
ing was a partial mitigation for loss of riparian
habitat in the Lower Covote Creek Flood Con-
trol Project. Plantings included plants typi-
cally found in a mid-level flood plain terrace
(Fig. 1). The plantings closest to the creck
included Western Sycamore, Box Elder, Blue
Elderberry. Oregon Ash, and California Bay.
Plantings further from the creek in heteroge-
neous clusters were made up of Valley Oak,
Black Walnut, willow sp., Oregon Ash, and
Blue Elderberry. Other species planted as
individuals or as single species groves were
Fremont Cottonwood, White Alder and Coast
Live Oak. Three permanent nets for bird mon-
itoring were located across this planted area.

One of the main goals of the mitigation
program was the re-creation of wildlife habi-
tat capable of supporting a complement of
species equivalent to that which existed prior
to the flood control project. To determine
whether these goals were being met required
an evaluation of both wildlife use and habitat
structure.

Two of the most important variables
influencing many woodland birds are canopy
height and canopy closure. Five years after

planting, the mean percentage of canopy
coverin the reveg plot is nearly 80% of that
in the riparian corridor. At this time the mean
canopy height was still fess than 50% of the
riparian corriclor.

The bird monitoring part of the wildlife
assessment program was done using three
different monitoring technigues: point count,
mist net transect, and breeding bird count,
Only results from the mist net transect work
is presented here. Three permanent transect
nets were set up extending (rom the riparian
corridor across the reveg arca and into the
overflow channel (see Fig. 1). Each net was
made up of cight to ten 12-meter nets placed
end-to-end and operated weekly, 5 hours per
day, year round. Five additional single nets
were operated in the riparian corridor (o
equal the number of nets in the reveg plot.
Each net was numbered individually and
each section of the long net was lettered so
captured birds were recorded by species for
cach section of the net, thus providing cap-
ture numbers for each study area. Constant
net use and time of operation throughout
the monitoring period permitted direct com-
parison of bird numbers and species.

Seven years of data collection have
shown that the reveg area is providing good
bird habitat, and even better than the exist-
ing riparian area. From 1987 to 1994 a total
ol 12,152 birds were captured in the existing
riparian and reveg areas. Except for the
1988-89 and 1989-90 scasons, more birds
were captured in the reveg plot thanin the
riparian corridor. However, in order (o better
characterize the bird communities utilizing
these habitats, it was necessary Lo compare

the number of species utilizing cach arca. To
statistically adjust for differences in sample
size and relative abundance of individuals of
cich species, we utilized rarefaction curves
(0 show the expected number of species as a
function of sample size in cach area. The data
indicate that after the first year the number
of specics (species richness) and the distribu-
tion of individuals among species (species
evenness) were essentially the same in both
plots. Species richness for the two plotsin
1988-69 is shown in Figure 2. There was
also an increasing number of specics present
in cach plot for cach successive year. Thus il
appears that the revegetation area is perform-
ing closc to the riparian area with regard to
habitat utilization by species, and this utili-
zation occurs very early in the restoration
process. The species composition in the two
areas has, however, changed over time.

A comparison of the ten species with
the greatest numbers of individuals captured
cach year shows that in 1987-88, the riparian
and reveg arcas had six species in common,
all ground gleaners. By 1993-94 the two areas
had cight species in common, with a mixture
of gound gleaners, foliage gleaners, and hawk-
ers. This suggests that the reveg area habitat
is approaching that of the riparian area in
providing habitat for a diversity of species.
In terms of numbers, however, the reveg
arca is presently 2.5 times more productive
than the existing older growth riparian arca.
This higher productivity may be the result
of new growth in the reveg area producing
foliage canopy more attractive to insects and
in turn more attractive to birds.

Continued on page 12 z

Figure 1. Pilot study site showing existing riparian corridor, revegetation site, mist net transects, and overflow channel.
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