
 
SF Bay Area IRWMP Coordinating Committee 

 
July 28, 2008 

1:00 to 3:00 p.m. 
 

Elihu Harris State Office Building, Room 12, 1515 Clay Street, Oakland, CA 
 
 
 
 

Agenda 
 
 
1. Roll Call of Appointed Functional Area Representatives 
 

2. Review Agreements/Action Items from 6/23/08 Meeting 
 

3. Updates 

a. Planning and Process Subcommittee 

• Region Acceptance Process 

• Regional and subregional approach options 

b. Website committee 

c. 4-Party Agreement and consultant contract status 

d. Roundtable of Regions 
 

4. Announcements 
 

5. Review action items 
 

6. Agenda and details for next IRWMP CC meeting  

 

 



 
Bay Area IRWMP Coordinating Committee 

 
Agreements and Action Items from June 23, 2008 Meeting 

 
 
1.  Roll Call (those present identified the functional area(s) that they associate with, but no 
distinction was made between voting and non-voting status) 
 

WS-WQ WW-RW FP-SW Watershed Other 
Molly Petrick, 
SFPUC; Andrea 
Flores, CCWD; 
Thomasin Grim, 
MMWD 

Renee Webber, 
NBWR 

Mark Boucher, 
CCCFC 

Harry 
Seraydarian, 
NBWA; Dale 
Hopkins, 
RWQCB; 
A.L.Riley, 
RWQCB; 
Melanie 
Denninger, 
RWQCB 

Paula Kehoe, 
SFPUC 
(neutral—filling in 
as chair in the 
absence of Paul 
Helliker and 
Nadine 
Hitchcock) 
 
Multiple FAs or 
no FA:  Rick 
Thomasser, 
Napa Co.; Carl 
Morrison & 
Assoc.; Dave 
Richardson, 
RMC Water & 
Environment; 
Terri Fashing, 
Marin Co.; Adam 
Parris, BCDC; 
Paul Curfman; 
Tracy Hemmeter, 
SCVWD 

 
 
2.  Review agreements/action items from 5-19-08 meeting 
 
 a.  Paul, Nadine, Carl and Thomasin were to have created a proposed set of rules and 
 procedures for distribution and discussion 6-23-08.   
  
 Action item: Since neither Paul nor Nadine would be able to attend the next meeting on 
 6-30, the three decided to postpone presenting the rules and procedures until the 7-28 
 meeting. 
 
 b.  With Carl’s leadership and several CC members participating, a letter with 
 comments/advice for upcoming Prop. 84 IRWMP guidelines was put into final form. The  
 letter reflected differing views of how to address climate change.  Paul is believed to have 
 forwarded the letter to DWR. 
 
 Action item:  Paul will be asked to provide the CC a copy of his transmittal email and/or 
 signed letter. 
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3.  Major items 
 
 a.  June 19 meeting between CC and DWR:  
  
 (The following notes were drafted by Harry, then edited by Melanie based on discussion 
 in the 6-23 meeting.) 
 
 Attendees 
 Paul Helliker, Mark Boucher, Molly Petrick, Andrea Flores, Harry Seraydarian, DWR- 
 Tracie Billington, Norm Shopay, Maria Pang, Eric Wong 
 
 *Norm Shopay kicked off the meeting since Tracie and Maria were late. 
 He wanted to know: 1) How does Water Forum relate to IRWMP CC (and 
 DACS)?   2) How are we doing on contract (prop 50)? 
 
  *Paul explained the history of the Water Forum and its relationship to IRWMP and Molly 

 provided additional detail on recent efforts. 
  *Eric’s main interest was the facilitation request for the Water Forum and   
  *Norm seemed most interested in DAC outreach and land use element. 
  *Maria arrived and handed out agenda which included Prop 50 Contract Status as 

 last item.  Maria indicated contract was at DWR for review and should be sent out 
 soon (?).  She noted when asked that there were no suggested changes to 
 paragraphs 18 and 19  

 
  Region Acceptance Process 
  *Paul summarized progress; 
  -meeting with Tomales Bay-prefer collaboration to competition, 
  -Contra Costa and Solano (may have projects outside Bay area that benefit Bay Area) 

 leaning towards collaboration 
  *Tracie indicated DWR supported larger regions, though she only said that in the  context 

 of discussing San Diego’s IRWMP. 
 
  Sub -regional approaches to project prioritization and funding allocations 

  *Paul stated preference for sub-regional approach 
  *Traci said they welcomed input on project prioritization and project selection   
  * Norm emphasized that Flood 1E priority may be different. 
  * Harry summarized process used in Bay Area for round 2 last year and  emphasized 

 “regional projects” and the need to allocate funds for that category 
 *Norm mentioned conversations with San Diego about sub-regional process and  his 
 suggestion to allocate a portion for “regional” projects. 
 
  Accountability for implementation projects 
  *Paul noted that IRWMP CC did not want to have responsibility for specific  

 projects. 
  * Tracie emphasized overall accountability and coordination as appropriate role. 
 
  FY 08/09 appropriations to DWR  
 *Mollie raised question about Prop 84 funding. 
 * Tracie summarized administrations proposal ($300 million next year and $805 million in 
 following year) and Assembly proposal for $100 million next year.  Tracie also noted that 
 DWR asked for $100 million for storm water and assembly raised to $140 million.  The 
 Senate rejected everything and now in conference and an issue was raised as to when 
 guidelines will be completed. 
 If limited IRWMP funding is appropriated, question about how to allocate it fairly  for 
 planning 
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 Modifying project list in plan 
 *Paul asked about expectations on administering projects -add, drop, frequency? 
 * Norm asked what do you want -monthly? quarterly? and indicated plan  originally said 
 every 5 years. 
 Paul and Molly clarified 5 years applied to updating plan not project list. 
  
 Flood protection/stormwater management  
 Norm referred to “Flood”  $(storm water) and that DWR may ask about flood 
 planning regions.  He then clarified that funding that 1E will be storm water with a flood 
 control element.  DWR is working on a map of flood zones (only central valley now). 
  
 Climate Change 
 *Paul reinforced Bay Area plan to include adaptation and mitigation to greenhouse gas 
 emissions. DWR does seem to want more in the climate change discussion than is 
 implied by legislative regarding Prop. 84. 
 
 Land Use 
 *Paul described water agencies present authorities and responsibilities under 
 legislation (SB 221 & 610). 
 DWR seemed to be acknowledging that water agencies are not in control of land  use 
 decisions. 
 * The group discussed the concept of a regional education program on land use and 
 water (supply and infiltration). 
 - Norm suggested that was not implementation since it wasn’t ‘ribbon cutting’.  The group 
 pushed back and supported a broader interpretation of implementation.   Maria was 
 helpful and suggested a “pilot” could be considered implementation. 
 
 Outreach, NGO participation, and DACs in plan 
 *Paul noted the challenge in giving NGOs the ability to participate. 
 * Norm asked how could we fund a local process. 
 Note! Norm was focused on disadvantaged communities specifically. 
 DWR willing to fund an inventory that identifies needs for DACs (using unallocated $). 
 
 Facilitation 
 Paul said that the CC doesn’t need it presently. 
 
 Regional acceptance process (RAP) 
 RAP guidelines may be available in July or August. 

 
 b.  IRWMP plan update 
 
 Agreement:  The consensus of those present was that while some functional area may 
 wish to modify its functional area document, most probably won’t except to possibly 
 update project lists. Consensus was that the IRWM Plan will be updated as a whole. 
 
 c.  Role of Planning and Process (PnP) Subcommittee 
 
 Agreement:  The PnP Subcommittee will: 
 1. Table its discussion of objectives/performance measures 

2. Work on preparing for the Region Acceptance Process, with the assumptions that we 
will: stick with the Region 2 delineation of the region, try to work out inconsistencies in the 
plan and in participation. 
3. Compare and contrast options for regional and subregional approaches for 
consideration by the CC. 

 3. Determine what assistance it would like from RMC in the above efforts. 
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4.  Updates 
 
 a.  Website Committee 
  
 It was noted that a project application appears on the new website.  Some of those 
 present favored accepting project proposals continuously, partly to encourage project 
 sponsors to be developing multi-purpose water management projects.  Others thought 
 that it is misleading to accept project proposals when we don’t know what the refined 
 plan objectives will be, when project funding will be available, or how projects will be 
 selected.  
  
 Agreement:  Those present agreed that we want to encourage multi-function projects, 
 but discourage false expectations. 
  
 Action item:  Mark will arrange for clarification to be posted on the new webpage 
 regarding submittal of project applications. 
  
 Action item:  Mark will provide the CC with options for listserv-type functions 
  
 b.  4-Party agreement and consultant contract status 
 
 Melanie reported that “the ink was all but dry on the contract”.  (Since the CC meeting, 
 there have been a couple of developments.  The Conservancy and the other 3 parties 
 have agreed to certain contract term revisions requested by RMC.  The last 
 condition precedent to the Conservancy entering into the contract has been met—Contra 
 Costa County and Zone 7 have an executed agreement under which the former provides 
 $20,000 for web-page migration and set-up.) 
 
 c.  Outreach to Tomales and Coastside 
 

Thomasin Grim reported that Paul Helliker had met with the Tomales Bay ICWMP group 
and that they had indicated that they wished to work collaboratively. 
 
Molly Petrick reported that the San Mateo Coast area doesn’t think they plan on 
competing with us. 

 
5.  Announcements 
 
 a.  EPA grant 
 
 Region 9 of the U.S. EPA has announced that it is accepting proposals for $5 million of 
 water quality projects.  See its website for details. 
  
6.  Review action items 
 
 See 2.a. and 2.b. and 4.a. 
 
7.  Agenda and details for next IRWMP CC meeting 
 
 The next meeting is scheduled for Monday, July 28, from 1:00 pm – 3:00 pm in Room 12 
 of the Elihu Harris State Building.  The Bay Area Water Forum meeting is expected to 
 take place in the same room from 10:00 am until about 12:30 pm (early start and finish).  
 Future BAWF and CC meetings are expected to be scheduled similarly on the 4th 
 Monday of the month. 
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From:  Paul Helliker 
To: Thomasin Grim 
Date:  7/22/2008 3:13:26 PM 
Subject:  Fwd: Comments on Prop. 84 guidelines 
 
Here is the e-mail that I sent to Maria Pang and Norman Shopay. 
 
>>> Paul Helliker 6/16/2008 4:52 PM >>> 
Hi, Maria and Norman - attached is a set of comments from the Bay Area IRWMP 
Coordinating Committee concerning suggestions on guidelines for Proposition 84 
implementation.  Thanks for the opportunity to provide these to you.  We look 
forward to working with you as you develop the guidelines. 
 
Thanks, 
 
 
Paul Helliker 
General Manager 
Marin Municipal Water District 
220 Nellen Avenue 
Corte Madera, CA  94925-1169 
(415) 945-1460 
Fax (415) 945-1152 
phelliker@marinwater.org  
www.marinwater.org  
 



Bay Area IRWMP Coordinating Committee 
Comments Regarding Proposition 84 Guidelines 

 
June 13, 2008 

 
1. Planning Grants.  Consideration should be given to developing planning grant guidelines 

that will encourage cooperation of regional planning efforts within a funding area.  Simply 
awarding planning grants to any qualified regional planning effort may well result in a 
fracturing of integrated planning in a funding area instead of prompting cooperation among 
multiple planning efforts.  In addition, the amount of a planning grant should be 
proportionate to the overall allocation to the funding area and, in the case of a subregion if 
such a grant is awarded, the size, population and geographic and institutional complexities of 
such subregion within the funding area. 

 
2. Complexity of Regions.  In funding areas where there are competing regional planning 

efforts, both planning and implementation grant guidelines should take into consideration the 
complexity of the region, meaning its geographical size, population, number of political 
entities and agencies, etc. 

 
3. Funding for disadvantage communities.  Bond funds specifically designated for 

disadvantaged communities in IRWMP regions should be awarded to the pertinent IRWM 
planning entity (or its contracting agency) to ensure that any DAC activity funded with such 
monies is coordinated with such IRWMP entity.  The DWR guidelines should also require 
strict accountability standards to ensure that DAC designated funding is appropriately spent 
on DAC planning efforts and projects.  DWR could provide project development technical 
assistance to DACs not in an IRWMP region so that they would be better prepared to 
participate in an IRWMP in the future.  Planning grant funds for DAC purposes should be in 
addition to any cap placed on what a planning region may receive so as not to create a 
disincentive to include DACs in regional planning. 

 
4. Relation to local planning.  IRWMP guidelines should recognize that water resources 

management agencies have limited control over land-use decisions.  The guidelines could 
suggest, however, that IRWMP entities coordinate directly with land-use agencies to 
integrate water resources management and a water element into their general plans. 

 
5. Use of implementation grant funds.  IRWMP guidelines should indicate that 

implementation grants should primarily be used to fund multiple-purpose projects that 
provide benefits to several water management elements. 

 
6. State deference to IRWMP project prioritization.  Proposition 84 bond language permits 

DWR to defer to the local region the development of project prioritization for funding.  
IRWMP guidelines should indicate that the DWR will, in fact, defer to the local project 
selection process as long as the projects meet the requirements for consistency with the 
purposes of the bond funds. 
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7. Clarification on Prop 84 and Prop 1E funding.  DWR guidelines should make it clear that 
Prop 1E funding under IRWMP programs is in addition to the Prop 84 allocation to the 
funding area.  Guidelines also should provide that applicants need not designate from which 
proposition funds are sought if both could apply.  DWR should make that decision, such as it 
does with the consolidated grant program, so that proposals are evaluated on their merits and 
not on the applicant selecting the right program for the funding sources. 

 
8. Grant contracts.  IRWMP guidelines should spell out the provisions, especially those that to 

date have been found problematic with Prop 50 grant recipients, that Prop 84 grant recipients 
will be expected to accept in contracts with DWR.  DWR also should recognize the 
significant difference in contracts with regions with many project proponents as opposed to 
single agencies with only one or several projects, and make revisions to contract language 
that reflects the differences.  An example is the “joint liability” provision.  DWR should be 
willing to enter into more than one contract per region, especially when there are several lead 
agencies and a variety of project types.  Multiple project contracts may be appropriate in 
situations such as when all projects are being led by agencies that already share 
projects/programs, in the same subregion, or are of a similar project type. 

 
9. Climate Change.  Proposition 84 did not include specific language related to the need to 

plan for impacts on water resources due to climate change.  However, various bills are being 
considered by the Legislature that would provide additional guidance to the Department in 
determining how best to integrate efforts to plan for and mitigate the impacts of climate 
change into statewide, regional and local water resources management planning.  These bills 
also attempt to augment the requirements being developed by the Air Resources Board to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, some of which may affect water resources management 
agencies.   
 
Water resources in California are likely to be significantly affected by climate change, 
whether it be in the form of increasing sea level elevation; greater intensity of precipitation 
events; flooding of streams, rivers and bays; deeper and longer droughts and a myriad other 
effects.  In preparing to implement the legislative guidelines related to climate change, we 
urge DWR to place much greater emphasis on the steps that a region is taking to identify 
impacts of climate change on water resources and to mitigate those impacts, than on the steps 
that water resources management agencies are taking to reduce their greenhouse gas 
emissions.  Such an approach would reflect the major consequences that climate change will 
have on water resources and on the Californians who rely on them, compared to the relatively 
minor impacts that water resources management agencies can have on greenhouse gas 
emissions in California and globally. 
 
While early responses to AB 32 have focused on simply reducing greenhouse gas emissions, 
state agencies and organizations increasingly understand and target the importance of 
adaptation strategies and mitigation mechanisms (e.g. wetlands restoration for flood 
mitigation, riparian corridor restoration for water quality improvement, urban reforestation 
for local micro-climate mitigation, overall watershed and stormwater planning to alleviate 
flooding and pollution impacts) as critical elements to AB 32 goals, given that significant 
climate change impacts are already underway.  Adaptation and mitigation are – and will 
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continue to be – key strategies for providing and restoring “natural buffers” that help our 
communities and natural resources survive the tremendous changes, constraints, and 
uncertainty that are implicit in climate change impacts (for further details, see such 
presentations and discussions as CA State Water Resources Board Item #5 report for 2/19/08 
Board meeting; Local Government Commission workshop on CEQA and Climate Change, 
3/20/08; U.S. EPA and CA Coastal Commission’s 2008 LID Stormwater Management 
workshop series, “Reigning in the Rain”). 
 
The “Prop 84 Draft of Language” for Proposition 84 IRWM Plan Standards, presented to the 
public on May 13, 2008 (“Changes made to IRWM Plan Standards from P50 through the P84 
Process”), includes language referring to climate change in several areas: 
 

• Region Description (p. 2):  “A description of major water related issues, including the 
effects of climate change…” 

 
• Water Management Strategies (p. 4):  “The effects of climate change on the IRWM 

management area must factor into the consideration of resources management 
strategies.” 

 
• Project Review Process (p.6):  “The IRWM [review process]…must include the 

following factors:…Contribution of the project in combating climate change (energy 
efficiency, reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, reduction of carbon footprint, or 
reduction in water demand) as opposed to alternative projects.” 

 
• Impact and Benefit (p. 7): “The IRWM Plan must contain and initial, screening level 

discussion of potential impacts and benefits of plan implementation.  This discussion 
must include, but is not limited to the following items:…Potential impacts and 
benefits to resources other than water such as air quality and energy.” 

 
• Climate Change (p.10): “Currently under review” 

 
We support DWR’s approach to including climate change-related considerations in these various 
sections of an Integrated Regional Water Management Plan.  However, we urge DWR to change 
the focus of the consideration described in “Project Review Process” concerning climate change 
to emphasize the extent that the proposed project provides adaptation to and mitigation of 
climate change-related impacts on water resources, rather than the extent to which the project 
reduces greenhouse gas emissions.  
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 San Francisco Bay Area IRWMP meeting with DWR-   June 19, 2008- 3:00 pm at DWR  
Attendees 
Paul Helliker, Mark Boucher, Molly Petrick, Andrea Flores, Harry Seraydarian,DWR- Tracie Billington, Norm Shopay, 
Maria Pang, Eric Wong(sp?) 
 
*Norm Shopay kicked off the meeting since Tracie and Maria were late. 
He wanted to know: 1) How does Water Forum relate to IRWMP CC (and DACS)? 

       2) Where are we doing on contract (prop 50)? 
*Paul explained the history of the Water Forum and its relationship to IRWMP and Molly provided additional detail on 

recent efforts. 
*Eric’s main interest was the facilitation request for the Water Forum and IRWMP CC. 
*Norm seemed most interested in DAC outreach and land use element. 
*Maria arrived and handed out agenda which included Prop 50 Contract Status as last item.  Maria indicated contract was 

at DWR for review and should be sent out soon (?).  She noted when asked that there were no suggested changes to 
paragraphs 18 and 19. 

 
Regional Acceptance Process 
*Paul summarized progress; 
 -meeting with Tomales Bay-prefer collaboration to competition, 
 -Contra Costs and Solano (may have projects outside Bay area that benefit bay Area) leaning towards collaboration 
*Tracie indicated DWR supported larger regions 
 
Sub -regional approaches to project prioritization and funding allocations 

*Paul stated preference for sub-regional approach 
*Traci said they welcomed input on project prioritization and project selection process and would delegate to local 

process. 
* Norm emphasized that Flood 1E priority may be different. 
* Harry summarized process used in Bay Area for round 2 last year and emphasized “regional projects” and the need to 

allocate funds for that category 
 
*Paul noted that IRWMP CC did not want to have responsibility for specific projects. 
* Tracie emphasized overall accountability and coordination as appropriate role. 
 
*Mollie raised question about Prop 84 funding. 
* Tracie summarized administrations proposal ($300 million next year and $805 million in following year) and 
Assembly proposal for $100 million next year.  Tracie also noted that DWR asked for $100 million for storm water and 
assembly raised to $140 million.  The Senate rejected everything and now in conference and an issue was raised as to 
when guidelines will be completed. 
 
*Paul asked about expectations on administering projects -add, drop, frequency? 
* Norm asked what do you want -monthly? quarterly? and indicated plan originally said every 5 years. 
Paul and Molly clarified 5 years applied to updating plan not project list. 
 
*Norm mentioned conversations with San Diego about sub-regional process and his suggestion to allocate a portion for 
“regional” projects. 
Norm referred to “Flood”  $(storm water) and that DWR may ask about flood planning regions.  He then clarified that 
funding that 1E will be storm water with a flood control element.  DWR is working on a map of flood zones (only central 
valley now). 
 
Climate Change 
*Paul reinforced Bay Area comments to include adaptation and mitigation to greenhouse gas emissions. 
 
Land Use 
*Paul described water agencies present authorities and responsibilities under legislation (SB 221 & 610). 
* The group discussed the concept of a regional education program on land use and water (supply and infiltration). 
 - Norm suggested that was not implementation since it wasn’t ‘ribbon cutting’.  The group pushed back and 
supported a broader interpretation of implementation.  Maria was helpful and suggested a “pilot” could be considered 
implementation. 
 
Outreach and NGO participation 
*Paul noted the challenge in giving NGOs the ability to participate. 
* Norm asked how could we fund a local process. 
Note! Norm was focused on disadvantaged communities specifically. 
DWR willing to fund an inventory that identifies needs for DACs (using unallocated $). 


