
Bay Area IRWMP Coordinating Committee
Meeting Agenda
January 7, 2008
10:00 – 1:00 pm
Elihu Harris State Office Building, Room 11, 1515 Clay Street, Oakland, CA

Meeting Objectives:

· Determine (process for electing) new Chairperson

· Agreement on IRWMP update funding and process
· Give direction to Planning and Process Committee re: project status survey and revising objectives

I. Roll call

II. Approval of 12/3/07 Meeting Summary
III. New Chairperson Election (Nadine)
IV. IRWM Plan Update Milestones and Issues (Tracy)
V. Planning and Process Subcommittee (Mark)
VI. Region Boundaries and Participants (Nadine)
VII. February 4, 2008 Functional Area Workshop (Melanie)

Bay Area IRWMP Coordinating Committee
Meeting Summary

December 3, 2007

1.  Roll Call-- The sign-in sheet is attached.  The following appointed representatives were present:

Nadine Hitchcock, Vice-Chair

Mark Boucher—Flood Protection/Stormwater

Jennifer Krebs – Watershed

Harry Seraydarian – Watershed

Paula Kehoe – Recycled Water/Wastewater

Melanie Denninger – Watershed

Fran Garland—Water Supply/Water Quality

Molly Petrick—Water Supply/Water Quality

2. Review Agreements/Action Items from 11/5/07 Meeting 
· The Chair and/or Vice-Chair need to make formal invitations to participate in the Bay Area IRWMP to Tomales Bay and the Coastside area.
3. Continuing Business
a. Prop 50, Round 2 Project Selection Work Group Lessons Learned
Regional project prioritization went well.  The group was able to combine regional projects and take a more comprehensive look at needs.  Some things that could have worked better were to have a clearer definition of “regional” (9-County or inter-county), have digital access to the IRWMP to allow editing, and to be able to use the website for inform the public.

The subregional  process got started, with meetings in some counties.  The project identification process and allocations seemed to work well.   Some of the things that could have been done better include having an approach to addressing multi-county or multi-jurisdictional projects, communicating the complexity of the process, and involving other agencies sooner.    It may have worked better to select projects by 3 or 4 sub-regions. 

There is momentum on integration, even with water supply.  The group wants to continue working, but needs direction.

· The CC should have the sub-regional project selection discussion sooner rather than later.

· The CC needs to prepare a schedule for updating the plan, consistent with Prop 84 timeframes.

b. Prop 50, Round 2 Call Back List Workshop
DWR staff reported that the Call Back List has been finalized.  The only change was to add San Luis Obispo.

Tracy and Carl participated in the workshop in Sacramento.  The feedback wasn’t too much different than DWR’s February 2007 feedback.   There are concerns that the complexity of the Bay Area works against staying a single region.

DWR staff recommended that the Bay Area keep an eye toward Prop 84, which will be pass/fail on the IRWMP rather than scoring.  The CC should provide input on the Guidelines to DWR, requesting they consider complexity.  DWR is committed to working with the Bay Area and improving communication.

· The CC needs to identify areas where the Bay Area’s complexity could make meeting Prop 84 Standards difficult and provide input to DWR on how the guidelines should address those areas.

c. Process and Planning Subcommittee Report
The Subcommittee discussed new participants, participant criteria, and the plan update, and developed recommendations for the CC.

New Participants – NGOs need sponsors to get grant funding, the timing of adding participants needs to be right, new participants need to bring resources with them, and the CC needs to reach out to the Tomales Bay and Coast regions.

Participant Criteria – The Subcommittee has a lot of questions related to what makes a participant that need to be addressed in the IRWMP update.  Are participants those proposing projects, signing the LOMU, active in a FA?  The CC discussion indicated there may be different levels of participation.  The CC also discussed the need to address how different aspects of the IRWM get funding, including plan updates/management, grant applications, and CC management.

Recommendations – The CC discussed the recommendation to send out a questionnaire on project status.  There seemed to be value toward understanding plan status.  The CC also discussed combining the questionnaire with the flier as public outreach.  There were some concerns about data management expressed.  The suggestion to use “SurveyMonkey” was offered.

· Participant criteria need to be addressed for Prop 84.

d. Website Committee Update
Website migration is underway.  There is some content that does not appear to have been posted on the old web site.  The consultant is reviewing metadata fields and is asking input on keywords.  

· David will send out a timeline for the website going live and being able to post meeting notices and minutes.

e. 4-Party Agreement Update
The agreement is getting signed, though no funds have been provided yet.  Melanie is moving forward with contracting, even though not all the criteria have been met for entering into a consultant agreement.   It was agreed that everyone needs to find ways to speed up the process.

4. IRWMP Update and Implementation Tasks
The CC discussed having Functional Areas give presentations at the Bay Area Water Forum as a means to better understand each area’s projects, priorities, and needs.  This could help the Bay Area with integration.

The CC reviewed and discussed DWR’s comments on the IRWMP goals and objectives.  DWR’s concern is that the objectives are not measurable/too general and that they need to be developed through a top down process rather than a bottom up approach.  The CC needs to understand the individual project/needs and use them to inform the development of the regional goals and objectives.

A question was raised about whether the CC should break into two groups – policy and business.  The need to better define Governance, and its relationship to funding, was also noted.  Also, the CC needs to review the regional definition.

· Melanie will coordinate the development of a Functional Area Workshop to discussion Functional Area issues, concerns, and goals and objectives.

5. Next IRWMP CC Meeting – January 7, 2008
· Agenda will include a discussion of the regional definition.

· Nadine will ensure Tomales Bay and the Coastside areas are invited to the meeting.

· Tracy will prepare a list of issues, milestones, decisions, and schedule.
IRWMP Coordinating Committee Chair and Vice Chair Roles
June 4, 2007

Recommended roles and responsibilities for a Chair and Vice Chair for the IRWMP Coordinating Committee are listed below.  These were crafted with the understanding that the Coordinating Committee will be evaluating a new governance structure over this next year and the selected Chair and Vice Chair will preside over the existing Coordinating Committee governance structure in the interim.

1.  The IRWMP Coordinating Committee (CC) will have a Chair and Vice Chair. The Vice Chair assumes duties of the Chair when Chair is unavailable.  In the event that the Chair and Vice Chair are not available to assume responsibility for a particular duty, they will jointly designate an acting Chair.

2.  The Term for Chair and Vice Chair is two years. If a new governance structure is not in place within one year, the existing Chair and Vice Chair will continue to serve, or the positions will be rotated, as determined by consensus of the Coordinating Committee.
3.  The Chair and Vice Chair will be from different functional areas to ensure the most diverse representation.  One should be from the Water or Wastewater functional areas and one from the Flood Control or Watershed functional areas. 

4.  The Chair and Vice Chair will be non-voting members of the CC.  Other CC members from their agency or district shall retain the right to vote as a representative of their respective functional area.

5.  The Chair and Vice Chair will represent all four functional areas and will work together to bring consensus among them.

6. The Chair will work with the Vice Chair to share the workload, including but not limited to:

· Set monthly meeting agendas and associated administrative matters;

· Facilitate meetings and discussions, work to address issues in-between meetings in consultation with representatives of the four functional areas;

· Represent the CC to outside agencies and outside the CC meetings as necessary.  This representation is limited to that authorized in advance by consensus of the IRWMP-CC;

· Meet with other regional agencies as needed to assure coordination with other regional planning and infrastructure programs; and

· Identify significant decision points regarding IRWMP issues and matters which demand a manager or greater level of authority and involvement, and communicate this need to the CC. 

San Francisco Bay Area IRWMP Update Milestones and Issues
Milestones
	Bay Area IRWMP Milestone
	DWR Milestone
	Date

	· Agreement to Update Plan

· Identify funding mechanism
	
	January 2008

	Prepare/Issue RFP
	
	February 2008

	Review Consultant Proposals
	Draft Guidelines, Standards, and Planning PSP
	March 2008

	Hire Consultant to Update IRWMP
	
	April 2008

	Comment on Draft Guidelines
	
	May 2008

	
	Finalize Guidelines and Planning PSP; Finalize Implementation Grant Process
	July 2008

	Submit Planning Grant Application ???
	
	September 2008

	Finalize IRWMP
	Implementation PSP
	December 2008 - ???

	Adopt IRWMP/Submit Step 1 Implementation Grant Application
	
	January 2009 - ???


Coordinating Committee Issues

General
· Will the Bay Area update the IRWMP?

· How will the Plan update be funded?

· Who will contract with the IRWMP update consultant?

· Who will prepare the RFP?  Who will review proposals?
Regional Water Management Group/Governance

· Should the Coordinating Committee break into two groups – one technical and one policy?

· Who has decision making authority?

· What is the definition of a participant and what do they need to bring to the table?

· Are there different levels of participants?

· What the roles and responsibilities of different participants?

· Is a formal MOU necessary?

· How will the CC oversee IRWMP implementation?  What is their oversight responsibility with or without infusion of State funding?

Regional Description

· Resolve overlapping regional boundaries/split counties – Napa, Solano, Contra Costa

· Who is and isn’t participating?  Does everyone concur with being/not being included?

Objectives

· Objectives need to be top-down, based on goals of IRWMP

· Specific and measurable objectives

· Identify the direction of the effort, and aim, or an end of action – what is Region trying to achieve?

Integration

· Move away from functional areas?

Regional Priorities

· Project Selection – Sub-regional or by functional area?

· When are projects added to the plan?

· Is the process developed by the PNP committee approved?

· Select projects based on what is in the best interest for the region rather than by participants

Implementation

· What requires re-adoption and what is ongoing implementation?

· Who will oversee implementation?  What is the long-term institutional structure to ensure implementation of the IRWMP?

· What is the process for monitoring performance of the IRWMP and updating the IRWMP as necessary?

Technical Analysis and Plan Performance

· How does data derived from the individual project feed back into the IRWMP planning cycle and possibly alter implementation of the remaining projects?

Financing

· Long term financing for IRWM administration and implementation is not addressed in specific terms

· The IRWMP does not identify the funding sources for ongoing support, operations, and maintenance of projects.

Other
· How will the IRWMP address climate change?

· What are interests in/how will the IRWMP address Regional Flood Management?
· What are interests in/how will the IRWMP integrate land use and water management?
Planning and Process Subcommittee

December 17, 2007 meeting, 10:00-12:00

14th Floor, 1515 Clay Street, Oakland, CA 
Meeting Brief and Action Items 

 By Paul Curfman /Mark Boucher 12/21/07

	WS-WQ
	WW-RW
	FP-SW
	Watershed
	Other

	Present

	Molly Petrick Thomasin Grim Bill Keene
	Brian Campbell


	Mark Boucher

Brian Mendenhall

Rick Thomasser
	Paul Curfman

Melanie Denninger

Dale Hopkins Jennifer Krebs
	Carl Morrison



	Absent

	Pat Costello


	Paula Kehoe

Cheryl Muñoz
	Carol Mahoney


	Nadine Hitchcock

Harry Seraydarian
	


1. We Reviewed last meeting’s outcomes and our recommendations to the Coordinating Committee (CC): 

a. Subcommittee members commented that the CC did not give our subcommittee clear direction on our recommendation to send a survey to project proponents.

i. We need to make a list of our actions and recommendations to the CC as well as our accomplishments to keep track of what we’ve done and what things we are expecting direction from the CC on.

ii. Tell the CC that subcommittees need clear direction and need to follow this up with clear requests for direction from the CC at CC meetings. 
iii. The CC meetings need to be focused on action and side reports, though interesting, need to be kept to a minimum. - ACTION ITEM 
b. The following is a list of items that need to be worked on and some comments that were made during the discussion:

i. Regional Clarification - Tomales Bay/Coastside/Napa – CC needs to continue to pursue this issue. 
ii. Tracking Proposition 84 guidelines

iii. Defining Participation – cost sharing? Agreements? (LOMU)

iv. Considering subregional approach

· There were past governance structure proposals that included subregions and a steering committee. 

· This structure is similar to other IRWMP regions.

· Regional balance in terms of funding – there needs to be a way to ensure the funding spread is balanced throughout the region. 

v. Schedule for next milestones (Tracy Hemmeter is working on this for the January 7 CC meeting)

· This time line will help us focus on what we need to work on as a subcommittee.

vi. Prioritization – The Project Selection Committee started something. We should continue with their work and not disband the committee.

vii. Integration – need to continue to build integration into the project definition and selection/prioritization process.
viii. Measureable Priorities/Objectives (performance metrics) 

· The current objectives in the Plan are more “Mom and Apple Pie” / “generic”. 

· If we break the region up into subregions we might get more focused objectives.

· Bringing the entire Bay Area into one set of objectives may water them down.

2. Reports from Carl Morrison 
a. December 11th conference call he participated in 

i. December 11th call – Other regions are not as together and far ahead of us as we think. Each has good and poor side. One has strict “pay to play” set up.  One had good website project tracking system. One has hired an executive director and NGO’s have a vote so they look for ways to bring money to the table.

ii. December 14th meeting in San Diego

· Has a Working Group of 25 people.  When work needs to be done, this Working Group gets together. This is similar to our PNP. 

· RMC is the consultant, of $25 M; $10Mto WS, $10M special districts (retail), $5M to environmental groups.

· Requires a quorum to vote and move actions. This is hard because their voting members do not always attend meetings.

· Don’t have final institutional structure either.

b. Carl talked about a Summit Round Table (conf. call)  

i. Next meeting in is Los Angeles

ii. Difficulty in contracting with State Board and DWR

iii. Coordination with regions in development of Prop 84 guidelines.

· Will give one large unified voice to the state as guidelines are formed and could help in swaying the State’s development of the guidelines.
3. Review of subcommittee’s scope, objective, goals and map out future topics.

a. After some discussion we determined that we could propose a scope of future work items for our subcommittee but need to ask the CC for approval/direction to work on those items.

b. The CC needs resources for updating the plan in a timely manner.
i. Primary purposes of the updates:

· Keep participants engaged

· Add new projects and participants

· Update the Plan
4. The “Big List” - The following is a list of items that need to be worked on as a future scope for our subcommittee. We grouped them under main subjects. They need to be incorporated into the timeline and milestones being prepared by Tracy Hemmeter. That is, as the schedule is being fleshed out, these items, and work associated with them need to be considered and prioritized and IRWMP members need to step up to work on them.  Report this list at the next CC meeting – ACTION ITEM
a. GOVERNANCE

i. Governance structure needed for long-term implementation, maintenance and monitoring 

· Possible Leadership or Steering Committee – Representatives on committee from each of the functional areas, representing managers or elected officials?  CC could invite others to attend.  (Possible Leadership Committee members:  New BAWAC Chair (replacing Stan Williams), Mitch Avalon (Bay Area Flood Control Agencies Association), Michelle Pla (BACWA), Nadine Hitchcock (Coastal Conservancy/Chair of CC).  CC would be advisory to this steering committee.
· Consideration of sub-regional issues and agency needs. 

· Participants – need to define the requirements. 

a. May do this as we go

b. Need to define financial requirements

c. Need to define agreements 

d. Need to define schedule for submitting new projects.
· Structure needs to encourage organizations to stick around

· PNP and other potential subcommittees need clear direction from the CC at CC meetings to make the scope of their efforts clear and results meaningful.

· The key to a good governance structure is that it needs the authority (backing of managers and elected officials) and the money to act.
b. UPDATE OF THE IRWM PLAN 

i. REGIONAL CLARIFICATION – We need to clearly address DWR’s comments about our region’s boundaries.

ii. OBJECTIVES AND NEEDS, AND PERFORMANCE METRICS  

· Need better performance metrics with measurable objectives, and needs and requirements of each of the member agencies
· Need to understand the requirements of each member agency
· Choose and prioritize projects based on needs and objectives 

· Consider and/or integrate sub regional interests
· Foster integrative projects 
c.  PRESENTATION OF FUNCTIONAL AREA DOCUMENTS AT FEBRUARY MEETING

i. Strengths and weaknesses of our FADs. 

ii. Adequacy and recommendations for Objectives and Needs  

iii. Address what is lacking, given Prop 84 guidelines about Climate Change and Land Use 

iv. Responses for DWR about our Prop 50 applications.
v. FEBRUARY 4, 2008 FUNCTIONAL AREA WORKSHOP combined with Feb. CC meeting
Purpose:  Exchange of ideas about needs and objectives for each of the functional areas. 

Discussion needs: 

vi. Strengths and weaknesses of our FADs.  

vii. Integration of Climate Change, Land Use and other new objectives into each functional area

5. Action Items to be worked on before the next meeting
a. Prepare for report to the CC.
b. Get “Big List” to Tracy for use in developing the time line.
6. What to report to the CC on January 7th 

a. We want/need clear direction from the CC at CC meetings.
b. Do we do the survey?  On Survey Monkey, the website, or other process?  

c. CC please update us on regional clarification:  Tomales, Coastside, and Napa

d. What are the Timelines and Milestones? (by Tracy H.)
e. Considerations and Process for preparing the IRWMP update (Share “Big List”)

a. Need to consider the governance issues as we plan and execute the Plan update. 

b. Need to start on objectives/needs and performance metrics

c. Breakout tasks into subcommittees

f. What topics does the CC want the Subcommittee to work on, if any.
Our subcommittee recommendation - objectives/needs and performance metrics
7. Next Subcommittee on Jan 7th Meet after CC meeting, from 

1:30 to 3:00 PM Room 1411, 1515 Clay St., Oakland, CA.


