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SFC-JPA Board Meeting 
November 15, 2001 
Agenda Item 8.a.ii 

 
 

SUBJECT:   Searsville Lake/Dam Workgroup 
 
Prepared by:   Kevin Murray, Cynthia D’Agosta and Michael Fox 
 
BACKGROUND: 
 
February 2000: Stanford University, as an Associate member of the JPA, presented to the Board, 
the concept of having a ‘Searsville Lake Sediment Impact Study’ done.  The board recognized the 
importance of the issue and directed staff to work with Stanford to develop the project scope of 
work. 
June 2000: The Board approved the scope of work along with an addendum stating: “If the results 
of the Searsville Lake Sediment Impact Study indicate that the downstream environment can 
tolerate the addition of upstream sediment load, a subsequent study will be requested from State 
or Federal funds to study the feasibility of complete removal of the dam.” 
July 2001: The draft study results were presented to the Board.  The board accepted the staff 
recommendation that additional detail work on the document be completed to address concerns 
expressed by others and that the document be brought back to the board for acceptance.  The 
Board also accepted staff’s recommendation that a JPA-directed workgroup be formed to 
investigate options for moving forward with Searsville Lake studies. 
 
The workgroup met on September 11th (meeting shortened and rescheduled), October 2nd, 
October 11th, and October 23rd.  The workgroup results and recommendations are being presented 
this evening. 
 
Workgroup Members: 
Alan Launer, Stanford Center for Conservation Biology 
Bill Bennett, CA Department of Water Resources 
Cynthia D’Agosta, SFC Joint Powers Authority 
David Rizk, Town of Woodside 
Herman Karl, USGS 
Jason Christie, Santa Clara Valley Water District 
Jim Johnson, San Francisquito Watershed Council 
Joe Teresi, Palo Alto Public Works 
Kent Dewell, Town of Woodside 
Kevin Murray, SFC Joint Powers Authority 
Kris Schenk, City of Menlo Park 
Matt Stoecker, San Francisquito Steelhead Task Force 
Michael Fox, Stanford Facilities Operations 
Pat Showalter, San Francisquito Watershed Council 
Philippe Cohen, Jasper Ridge Biological Preserve 
Steve Rothert, American Rivers 
Ted Frink, CA Department of Water Resources 
Walt Callahan, San Mateo County Flood Control District 
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WORKGROUP REPORT: 
 
Goals and Objectives: 
The over-arching goal of the group is to: Compile and identify options for next actions and/or 
research steps with regards to Searsville Lake and dam.  The common motivation for people at 
the table is: Recognition that the lake/dam is a dynamic system who’s changes affect the entire 
watershed; that change to the system in imminent; and that all have a desire to achieve the most 
educated and fair solution(s) to managing this impending change. 
 
The group has recognized the following objectives for reaching solution(s) and will incorporate 
consideration of all when recommending research and study options: 

• Minimize the action(s) effects on flooding in the downstream area. 
• Minimize the action(s) effects on flooding in the Family Farm Rd. neighborhood. 
• Be sensitive to the studies and educational activities being performed at Jasper Ridge 

Biological Preserve. 
• Recognize the possible effects on water table and water quality. 
• Minimize negative impacts to desirable aquatic and terrestrial habitat and native biota 

during construction activities. 
• Understand and consider comparative values of different historic, current and resulting 

ecosystems such as: 
- Effects on native species inhabiting the reservoir, Jasper Ridge Biological 

Preserve, and those species throughout the entire watershed that are impacted by 
the presence of and actions to Searsville Dam/Reservoir. 

- Protect and/or improve habitat conditions for federally listed native steelhead 
trout. 

- Avoid increasing the range of exotic species, and encourage reducing or 
eliminating exotic species where feasible within the scope of actions 

 
Baseline Information 
The workgroup discussed studies, model process guides and other resources that it regarded as 
baseline information for next steps.  It was suggested that a library of existing information be 
created and housed in the JPA offices for use in future efforts related to the dam, sediment in the 
watershed and related issues. 
 
Alternatives: 
The workgroup created the following list of alternative scenarios for further investigation: 

• Allow lake to fill in. 
• Lower dam 12 feet. 
• Remove dam. 
• Manage the system to maintain the lake. 
• Modify dam for flood control. 

 
Workgroup participants provided comments with issues and concerns for each alternative.  These 
comments were placed into a matrix (attached) to be used as a baseline for next steps.  The 
Workgroup recognized, and discussed at length, the need for a public process to evaluate 
alternatives.  It was determined that designing a process was beyond the scope or timeframe of 
the group.  It was recommended that a subgroup be convened to design the process. 
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Recommendations: 
 

1. Searsville Lake Sediment Impact Study: 
a. The workgroup considered the following question posed by Stanford: "Do the 

sediment study results present a roadblock that would preclude lowering or removal 
of the dam?"  The group concluded that the draft study results do not present a 
roadblock to lowering, removal or other alternatives that would result in the full 
sediment load passing downstream of the Searsville Dam site. 

b. The workgroup is recommending that technical staff from the USGS, DWR and/or 
SCVWD conduct independent peer reviews of the models and numeric data to verify 
the study results after the report is finalized. 
 

2. Upstream Flood Relief: 
Concerns regarding flooding upstream of Searsville Lake were raised and discussed.  The 
workgroup is recommending that the JPA express support for short-term flood relief 
through a process by which representatives from Family Farm Road Association, 
Woodside, Stanford, and the JPA convene to explore project options and scenarios.  This 
subgroup is to begin immediately, and will report back to the reconvened workgroup for 
consideration and evaluation of process and discussion of the acceptability and 
reasonability of the results. 
 

3. Next Steps: 
Members of the workgroup representing the State Dept of Water Resources (DWR) 
presented and offered to take the lead to conduct a study of alternatives including those 
identified by the workgroup, subject to State budget constraints.  To initiate this, Stanford 
would have to approach DWR to develop a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) for a 
‘pre-feasibility and alternatives analysis study.’  The study would take about 1-year and 
would be done in a ‘pre-CEQA’ fashion so as to be useable as studies progress.  The 
workgroup is recommending that the JPA Board express support for such a study. 
 


