
 

 
 
 

 

AG E N D A 

 

A. Introductions  

B. Summary of Proposition One 

C. Overview of the SWRP Planning Grant 

a. Benefits of the Regional Approach 

b. Roles and Responsibilities 

c. Goals of the SWRP 

d. Project Criteria 

D. Schedule and Opportunities to Get Involved 

a. Watershed Values 

b. Project Submittal 

E. Working Groups 
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M E E T I N G    M I N U T E S 

 

The meeting started at 6:08 pm. Presenters and attendees introduced themselves 

Thomas Hunt, SHN Consulting Engineering Susan Haydon, SCWA 
Rick Seanor, City of Ukiah Sarah Dukett, Mendocino County  
Patty Madigan, MCRCD Tim Eriksen, City of Ukiah 
Pinky Kushner, Friends of Gibson Creek Andy Rodgers, RRWA 
Susan Knopf, Friends of Gibson Creek 
Chuck Striplen, Regional WQ Control Board 

Millicent Cowley-Crawford, RRWA 

 

A member of the public asked for clarification of the various groups that attendees 

represented; the presenters indicated that meeting minutes and a sign in sheet would 

be provided after the meeting for their reference. 

During the discussion of the grant background, a member of the public asked where the 

money awarded by the grant would be spent. Andy Rodgers talked about the split and 

match contributions that provide funding for the Storm Water Resource Plan (SWRP).  

A question was asked about whether the grant funding only covers the development 

of the plan; the presenters indicated that this is largely the case, although there is 

limited field work associated with Sonoma County Water Agency’s (SCWA) 

development of a planning template. 

A question was asked on the background of the Russian River Watershed Association 

(RRWA) and what projects the group has been responsible for in the past. The 

presenters and several agency representatives highlighted some recent activities. It 

was asked whether RRWA is responsible for construction activities; a clarification was 

made that RRWA facilitates programmatic work that assists the member agencies in 

developing a consistent approach. Member agencies do construction in collaboration 

with one another through RRWA. 

The representative of the Regional Board suggested a background discussion 

covering SB 985 (the purpose for storm water being reassessed as a resource) and 

provided this background discussion to clarify the reason for the SWRP. 
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At the conclusion of the SWRP overview presentation, the group discussed potential project ideas.  

A representative of the Friends of Gibson Creek suggested projects for Ukiah Creek and Gibson Creek 

Restoration and Public Education. The Friends of Gibson Creek clean up trash twice a year and have a 

public outreach brochure they put together through a small grant. They would like to make a new 

brochure as part of their ongoing efforts. There was a discussion of whether a trash capture project 

could work at these locations to reduce the trash burden. It was noted that State Street acts as a divider 

between the high trash and lower trash areas. The City of Ukiah noted that 6 tons of trash were 

removed last year and the homeless encampments are a significant contributor to the problem, as a 

homeless population live in the enclosed box culvert for shelter. There was a discussion of whether the 

creek could be daylighted, or the Leslie Street culvert fixed. 

It was noted that Mendocino County partially funds the Friends of Gibson Creek through the 

Mendocino RCD (RCD), and there was some discussion of whether either of these groups could be 

potential project sponsors. In addition, a partnership with Russian Riverkeeper was suggested, as this 

group performs similar work elsewhere in the watershed.  

A potential restoration project for Havana Harbor was mentioned. 

The representative of the RCD suggested an award for creek improvement be designed, to provide more 

encouragement for creek pride and cleanliness. 

There was some discussion about purchasing property for wildlife habitat restoration and restoring the 

natural shape of waterways. It was noted that Gibson Creek is all channelized and re-routed east of the 

Railroad tracks and could be restored to a more natural alignment and flow pattern. 

It was asked whether a setback ordinance could be considered to increase the space between homes 

and waterways, so that less impervious materials could allow some filtration before runoff enters the 

creeks. It was noted that there are some creek management ordinances, but also that they are not 

always followed. 

There was a brief discussion of gravel mining and the possibility of reducing or altering mining 

operations to allow for restoration. 

There was a brief discussion of the recent Courthouse Project and the difficulty in getting public input 

included in projects. 

There was a question as to whether projects could be plans. The representative from SCWA noted that 

the SWRP is focused on projects, but plans can be included in the prioritization; they may not end up 

getting funded through next year’s Prop 1 grants, as those will be geared to implementation. 

A question was asked about what weighting values would lead to a fish hatchery project and there was 

some discussion of what is reflected in each weighting value. 
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Considering outreach values, it was noted that Mendocino RCD has an outreach contract with the 

County and works with Redwood Valley Outdoor Education. 

It was noted by a member of the public that flooding should have a high value to the watershed because 

landowners suffer from flooding during storm events. 

The representative of the RCD mentioned that they have been working on projects to slow, spread, and 

sink runoff and it was noted that projects like these might be candidates for the SWRP in the future. 

There was a suggestion that a restoration project for Orr Creek and/or Forsyth Creek be considered. The 

RCD has developed these projects to a 65% level of design and includes 7 landowners on 10 acres. The 

negative declaration has been completed, although the 404 permit waiver would still need to be 

completed for this restoration’s work. 

It was noted that Redwood Valley (Valley) should be considered as a Disadvantaged Community (DAC). 

Although the State does not have any data on this area, the surrounding areas are DACs and it is well 

known that the Valley is disadvantaged. 

A waterline crossing Orr’s Creek was highlighted as an indicator that downcutting has been ongoing; 

gravel weirs are preventing sediment from traveling through the system, as well as preventing fish 

passage. The waterline (which comes from Well 3 in Ukiah) is in jeopardy and a project for restoration 

here could provide local jobs. 

The Friends of Gibson Creek suggested that the Doolan Creek restoration plan be considered for projects. 

It was noted that Redwood Valley has water supply reliability issues and that frost protection and 

irrigation present regulatory issues for diverters in spring and summer. 

It was suggested that when proposing projects like these that the priority groundwater basins be 

referenced to see if a benefit can be identified that will support the project. 

The representative from Mendocino County indicated that the Mendocino Russian River Flood Control 

District likely have additional project ideas for Millview and Redwood Valley. 

The meeting concluded just after 8pm. 
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