Text in Arial font is from DWR’s February 2007 comments on the Bay Area IRWMP.  The comments are arranged to align with Prop 50 IRWMP Standards.
Text in Times New Roman font is from the Prop 50 IRWMP Round 2 Standards.

Text in Calibri font is from comments on the Prop 50, Round 2, Step 1 application.

IRWM Plan Standards

Looking to the future for Prop 84, eligible projects must implement an IRWMP that does the following:
1) Identify and address the major water related objectives and conflicts within the region;

2) Considers all the resource management strategies identified in the California Water Plan;

3) Use an integrated, multi-benefit approach to project selection and design; and 

4) Plans shall include performance measures and monitoring to document progress toward meeting plan objectives

A. Regional Agency or Regional Water Management Group – Describe the regional water management group or regional agency responsible for development and implementation of the Plan.  Include the member agencies and organizations and their management responsibilities related to water.  Demonstrate that all agencies and organizations, including but not limited to, public agencies, not-for-profit organizations, and privately owned water utilities regulated by the Public Utilities Commission, that were necessary to address the objectives and water management strategies of the Plan were involved in the planning process.

Governance — With the additional explanation that you have provided, we are on a path toward beginning to have a better understanding of the overall organizational structure.  However, if others review the document in the future, scoring may be compromised if there is some confusion and lack of understanding of the organizational structure.  I think it would be useful to include some more detailed information on your specific governance structure.  It may be that an alternate explanation would help others in their understanding.  The current governing structure is identified for the development of the initial IRWMP; however, the structure does not appear to allow for continued development and oversight of the IRWMP.  Continued and active oversight is very important in the process as well as the identification of specific roles, responsibilities and a clear understanding of the decision making authority.  We think it would be beneficial to identify the process of how the IRWMP will be updated and improved upon once projects are implemented and how the review of the projects and impacts are evaluated?  How does data derived from the individual projects feed back into the IRWM planning cycle and possibly alter the implementation of the remaining projects?  What would the role and decision making authority of the Coordinating Committee be during implementation?  What is their oversight responsibility with or without the infusion of State capital funds?  At present, the IRWMP appears to stop if State funds do not materialize.  The goal of IRWMP planning should use an integrated, multi-benefit approach to project selection and design.  The IRWMP should drive the selection of appropriate projects (top down) rather than the projects directing the plan (bottom up).  There appears to be no governing structure to hold the parties together to implement the IRWMP without State funds.  We are not looking for a specific model of governance.  We are interested in governance structure that assures the IRWMP implementation beyond the grant program funding.  We will want to add a separate Governance section to all IRWMP’s in the future. 

B. Region Description – Explain why the region is an appropriate area for integrated regional water management.  Describe internal boundaries within the region (boundaries of municipalities; service areas of individual water, wastewater, and land use agencies, including those not involved in the Plan; groundwater basin boundaries, watershed boundaries, county boundaries, etc.), major water related infrastructure, and major land-use divisions.  Describe the quality and quantity of water resources within the region, including surface waters, groundwater, reclaimed water, imported water, and desalted water.  Describe water supplies and demand for a minimum 20-year planning horizon.  Describe important ecological processes and environmental resources within the regional boundaries and the associated water demands to support environmental needs.  Describe the social and cultural makeup of the regional community; identify important cultural or social values.  Describe economic conditions and important economic trends within the region.

In certain cases, individual agencies or organizations may participate in different regional efforts depending on geography, Plan objectives, or other relevant factors.  For such cases, the application should include an explanation of why participation in various regional efforts is appropriate.

A very important step in the IRWMP process is the identification of your region and demonstration why the region identified is appropriate.  While a region is identified, it would be beneficial if additional discussion could be provided regarding a justification why this region was selected and is appropriate for the IRWMP.  In the document it is stated that for the purposes of this IRWMP, the Bay area region is defined by the jurisdictional of the San Francisco Bay RWQCB.  A short discussion is provided that states that the region is defined as the RWQCB region 2 boundary and is a physically based watershed boundary that includes lands that drain to common receiving waters.  However, other areas outside the boundary do drain to the same common receiving waters but are not included in the region.  It would be useful to provide additional explanation of why the region you selected is the most appropriate.  It would be useful to reference the California Water Plan and how your defined region may relate to or may be consistent with the Water Plan.  It is not clear regarding the relationship to the split portions of counties (i.e. Napa, Solano, Contra Costa) to the IRWMP and has significant outreach occurred with these counties that demonstrates that they agree with dividing the county and/or being included in this region (i.e. Montara)?  Is there any water districts within the region that you have identified that are not participating in your efforts?  From looking at your region map it leads one to assume that everyone within your region is participating.  If there are voids in your region they should be identified and explained.  You may wish to add some additional discussion in this section regarding those issues.  A question to consider may be, will this splitting of counties add to conflicts in the region?  Also it is important to identify if there are any adjacent region overlaps with other IRWMPs.  Overlapping regions can create conflicts.  Does this county division create additional issues for the county in determining what to do with the portion of the county that is not included in this region?  Will the split county be participating in two separate IRWMP’s?  A discussion of each individual split county may be beneficial that includes a description of how the remaining portion of the county will be addressed, how the remaining portion of the county will be addressing IRWM planning, and who they will be participating with.  It is important to demonstrate that there is no overlap of IRWMP planning areas.  Additional discussion and demonstration of the counties acceptance in the region could be discussed.  It is important to remember that the question of “what is your region” is a very important question and who is and is not participating in the region that you have identified.
However, there is no recognition or mention of Tomales Bay.
C. Objectives – Identify Plan objectives and the manner in which they were determined.  The Plan must address major water related objectives and conflicts within the region, including at a minimum, water supply, groundwater management, ecosystem restoration, and water quality.

The objectives identified in the IRWMP are general and could be significantly improved by identifying the direction of the effort, an aim, or an end of action.  They are somewhat broad in nature and do not identify and describe a clear achievable measurement of success or comparison.  The objectives that are presented are general in nature, board reaching, and appear to be subsets of the main goals rather than objectives.  Objectives should be clearly enunciated with specific and targeted results or actions that related back in meeting the goals and objectives of the IRWMP.  Looking toward Prop 84, your plan will need to include performance measures and monitoring to document progress toward meeting specific plan objectives.  So a clear definition of objectives that are measurable objectives would be beneficial.  Specific performance measures and appropriate monitoring to evaluate progress toward meeting plan objectives should be discussed.  Objectives should be driven from the top down rather than from the bottom up.  There has been a lot of discussion that your process is a bottoms-up approach.  Projects are identified separately and then feed up to the plan.  We view the IRWMP process as a top down approach that leads the selection on the projects based on what is in the best interest for the region rather than the allocation of projects based on the number of individual participants.
D. Water Management Strategies – Document the range of water management strategies considered to meet the objectives.  Strategies to be considered include but are not limited to:
	Table 2 – Water Management Strategies**

	· Ecosystem Restoration*
· Environmental and habitat protection and improvement*
· Water Supply Reliability*
· Flood management*  

· Groundwater management* 

· Recreation and public access*
· Storm water capture and management* 

· Water conservation* 

· Water quality protection and improvement* 

· Water recycling*
· Wetlands enhancement and creation*
	· Conjunctive use

· Desalination

· Imported water

· Land use planning 

· NPS pollution control 

· Surface storage 

· Watershed planning

· Water and wastewater treatment 

· Water transfers


*
Pursuant to CWC §§ 79562.5 and 79564, these water management strategies must be considered to meet the minimum Plan Standards.

**
To be eligible for future funding pursuant to California Public Resources Code § 75026(a), Plans will need to consider all of the resources management strategies identified in the California Water Plan (http://www.waterplan.water.ca.gov/).
The water management strategies to be used are identified and the importance and existing effort are summarized.  A discussion of the strategies, the course of action by its hypothesis that a certain future position offers an advantage for acquiring some designated gain, was noticeably absent for many of the strategies listed.  Discussion on integration and synergistic effects of the water management strategies was largely conceptual in nature.  Example or elaboration on how one or more existing or proposed projects utilize the strategies cited would have been more useful than just identifying the strategies addressed.

E. Integration – Present the mix of water management strategies selected for inclusion in the Plan and discuss how these strategies work together to provide reliable water supply, protect or improve water quality, and achieve other objectives.  Include a discussion of the added benefits of integration of multiple water management strategies, as compared to stand alone alternatives.
Projects that may be funded pursuant to Prop 84 must be consistent with an adopted IRWMP must provide multiple benefits, and must include one or more of the following project elements: 
(1) Water supply reliability, water conservation and water use efficiency; 

(2) Storm water capture, storage, clean-up, treatment, and management; 

(3) Removal of invasive non-native species, the creation and enhancement of wetlands, and the acquisition, protection, and restoration of open space and watershed lands; 

(4) Non-point source pollution reduction, management and monitoring; 

(5) Groundwater recharge and management projects; 

(6) Contaminant and salt removal through reclamation, desalting, and other treatment technologies and conveyance of reclaimed water for distribution to users; 

(7) Water banking, exchange, reclamation and improvement of water quality; 

(8) Planning and implementation of multipurpose flood management programs; 

(9) Watershed protection and management; 

(10) Drinking water treatment and distribution; and 

(11) Ecosystem and fisheries restoration and protection.

If you have not done so already, I would suggest that you evaluate and compare each project with each of the above elements and demonstrate where each project provides multiple benefits.
F. Regional Priorities – Include short-term and long-term priorities for implementation of the Plan.  Discuss the process used to determine the regional priorities and the process for modifying priorities in response to regional changes.
A discussion on project inclusion into the IRWMP and its priority with respect to how each project will contribute to meeting the overall IRWMP objectives would benefit by additional detailed discussion.

The criterion is addressed but not thoroughly documented. The IRWMP describes the prioritization process, priorities for regional implementation, and a process for modifying the priorities. However, the regional priorities for implementation lack detail.
G. Implementation – Identify specific actions, projects, and studies, ongoing or planned, by which the Plan will be implemented.  Identify the agency(ies) responsible for project implementation and clearly identify linkages or interdependence between projects.  Demonstrate economic and technical feasibility on a programmatic level.  Identify the current status of each element of the Plan, such as existing infrastructure, feasibility, pilot or demonstration project, design completed, etc.  Include timelines for all active or planned projects and identify the institutional structure that will ensure Plan implementation.

It appears that the IRWMP does not have a means to implement projects identified.  Decision making on the implementation of the projects appears to depend on the project proponent and is largely independent from the IRWMP or its development.  There appears to be no mechanism, formal governance structure, or process established in the IRWMP that allows for monitoring the performance of the IRWMP implementation of changes to the IRWMP that may be necessary in the future, although it is envisioned that the IRWMP will serve as a living document and be updated as necessary.  Existing governance structures is anticipated to be enforce until only January 1, 2007 after which time discussion on a suitable long-terms institutional structure will be addressed.  A clear discussion of the governance structure that describes roles, responsibility, and more importantly the decision making authority should be addressed. 
The criterion is not fully addressed. Beyond the Letter Of Mutual Understanding and the Coordinating Committee, there is no long-term institutional structure in place to ensure full implementation of the IRWMP,and for monitoring plan and project performance. As such, the IRWMP states that a formal organization may be created later to oversee implementation of the projects. Further, the IRWMP states that local project sponsors are responsible for project implementation. The economic and technical feasibility of projects are briefly discussed on a per project basis and project time lines are provided. Also, the linkage/relationship between the proposed projects is presented briefly in the projects' status, but should have been more fully described.
H. Impacts and Benefits – Discuss at a screening level the impact and benefits from Plan implementation.  Include an evaluation of potential impacts within the region and in adjacent areas from Plan implementation.  Identify the advantages of the regional plan; including a discussion of the added benefits of the regional plan as opposed to individual local efforts.  Identify which objectives necessitate a regional solution.  Identify interregional benefits and impacts.  Describe the impacts and benefits to environmental justice or disadvantaged communities.  Include an evaluation of impacts/benefits to other resources, such as air quality or energy.

Long-termed impacts do not appear to be addressed.  The majority of the discussion (pages H-2 through H-11), focuses on the impacts and benefits of IRWMP projects, broken down into 26 sections pertaining to the Water Management Strategies listed in the Guidelines.  Specific IRWMP project benefits are discussed in table form pages H-13 through H-21 and project impacts are discussed in a general manner on page H-12 (Impacts cited are generally temporary impacts associated with construction).  Impacts and benefits related to EJ and DACs are described as not being completed to date (see page H-22).  While regional benefits (impacts?) are discussed on page H-24, a discussion of interregional impacts and benefits cannot be located, nor can a discussion of impacts and benefits to other resources.  One interregional benefit claim could be the benefit to areas of origin from the claimed decrees in imported water due to IRWMP implementation.
Critical water quality needs for disadvantaged communities within the region - You may wish to consider including a separate section that describes how you have addressed critical water supply needs for disadvantaged communities within the region.

The criterion is not fully addressed. The IRWMP includes a discussion of the project impacts and benefits related to the each of the Water Management Strategies. A list of all the proposed short term projects and their benefits are provided. The IRWMP briefly discusses the impacts and benefits to DACs. The IRWMP states that sufficient analysis of the potential benefits and impacts of projects with respect to DACs has not been completed to date. There was no discussion relating advantages of regional vs. individual local efforts and interregional benefits and impacts.
I. Technical Analysis and Plan Performance – Include a discussion of data, technical methods, and analyses used in development of the Plan.  Include a discussion of measures that will be used to evaluate Project/Plan performance, monitoring systems that will be used to gather performance data, and mechanisms to adapt project operations and Plan implementation based on performance data collected.

Data, technical methods, and analysis used in the selection of water management strategies are absent.  Existing data gaps were not identified.  The IRWMP does not introduce or adopt any existing monitoring efforts that will be used to evaluate project/IRWMP performance.  Although existing monitoring system was listed, its relationship to the IRWMP is vague and uncertain.  Results of those efforts do not appear to have any direct linkages to the IRWMP performance and would serve as advisory information.  As there are no institutional structure (governance) mechanisms to adapt project operation or IRWMP implementation, it is difficult to determine how data collected will be utilized. 
Performance measures and monitoring to document progress toward meeting plan objectives –IRWMPs would benefit greatly by including performance measures and monitoring to document progress toward meeting plan objectives. 

The criterion is addressed but not supported by thorough documentation. The IRWMP indicates that the coordinating committee has not committed to using any specific monitoring programs for assessing IRWMP performance. The IRWMP discusses in general terms the methods used to collect technical analysis and performance assessment data. The IRWMP does discuss the possible data gaps. The IRWMP does not document how the technical data were collected and analyzed. Measures used to assess performance of the individual project are listed.
J. Data Management – Include mechanisms by which data will be managed and disseminated to stakeholders and the public, and include a discussion of how data collection will support statewide data needs.  Assess the state of existing monitoring efforts for water quantity and water quality, and identify data gaps for which additional monitoring is needed.

If the Plan includes a water quality component, include a discussion of the integration of data into the State Water Board’s SWAMP and Groundwater Ambient Monitoring and Assessment (GAMA) Program.  Appendix E provides a listing of web links for accessing information on the State Water Board’s statewide data management strategies.

Individual project proponents will be responsible for data collection and will submit on a quarterly basis to each functional area Technical Coordinating Committee (TCC).  Annually, the TCC will compile the data and submit its finding to the IRWMP Coordinating Committee (IRWMP CC).  Periodically the IRWMP CC will assess how each project progress toward achievement of each functional area’s goals and objectives and update the IRWMP as needed.  Dissemination of data to the public will be established via an online database.  Data gaps are presented in this criterion (Table J-2) though not in the Technical Analysis and Plan Performance criterion.  A discussion of existing monitoring efforts is brief and the reader is referred to a different criterion for a further explanation (see page J-4).  Discussion on how the data collection will support statewide needs is absent except that data collection will be required to be compatible with SWAMP and GAMA.

The criterion is not fully addressed. The IRWMP briefly discusses how the data will be collected, managed, and distributed to the stakeholders and public. The IRWMP indicates that the collected data will be comparable with the applicable statewide data collection programs such as SWAMP and GAMA, but does not provide any specifics about integration of data or how data would support statewide data needs. The IRWMP does not discuss the existing monitoring efforts for water supply or water quality. Rather, states that there are several monitoring programs that currently exist that may be leveraged to support the IRWMP performance assessment.
K. Financing – Identify beneficiaries and identify potential funding/financing for Plan implementation.  Discuss ongoing support and financing for operation and maintenance of implemented projects.

Beneficiaries of IRWMP implementation are discussed.  Potential funding sources for projects are presented in Table K-1.  Potential project funding sources includes Prop 50 Chapter 8 funds and project proponent funds.  Funding for the IRWMP implementation is not directly addressed (see page K-2).  The IRWMP does not have a mechanism to fund oversight of implementation past existing funding.  Oversight and O&M cost will be the responsibility of the project proponents.  The effectiveness of the IRWMP past current development is uncertain.

The criterion is marginally addressed. The IRWMP indicates that the Bay Area population, local project sponsors, and stakeholders are the beneficiaries of IRWM implementation. The IRWMP lists potential costs of the individual projects, but does not identify the funding sources for ongoing support, operations, and maintenance of the projects. Long-term financing for IRWM administration and implementation is not addressed in any specific terms except that it would most likely rely on in-kind services or additional potential grant funds.
L. Statewide Priorities – Identify issues of statewide significance or State agency priorities that will be met or contributed to by implementation of the Plan, Proposal, or specific projects.  Describe how the Plan, Proposal, or specific projects were developed to meet issues of statewide significance or State agency priorities.

TMDL, WMI, and NPS priorities are discussed in greater detail than in the June draft IRWMP.  Individual projects are identified for specific Statewide Priorities and include a discussion on how the project will support Statewide Priorities. The degree of certainty that the proposal will adequately address the Statewide Priorities is clearer than presented in the June document.  A remaining concern is will recycling and water conservation projects actually reduce the demand for imported water?  While statewide priorities were considered in the evaluation process previously, it is expected that the term Statewide Priorities will be modified in the future and replaced with program proposal preferences.  Prop 84 states that DWR shall give preference to proposals that satisfy specific criteria.  We expect that statewide priorities will be redefined.  DWR will give preference to proposals that satisfy the following criteria: (1) Proposals that effectively integrate water management programs and projects within a hydrologic region identified in the California Water Plan; the Regional Water Quality Control Board region or subdivision or other region or sub-region specifically identified by the department. (2) Proposals that effectively integrate water management with land use planning. (3) Proposals that effectively resolve significant water-related conflicts within or between regions. (4) Proposals that contribute to the attainment of one or more of the objectives of the CALFED Bay-Delta Program.  I would suggest revisions to this section that focus and discuss the criteria identified in Prop 84

M. Relation to Local Planning – Discuss how the Plan relates to planning documents and programs established by local agencies.  Demonstrate coordination with local land-use planning decision-makers.  Discuss how local agency planning documents relate to the IRWM strategies and the dynamics between the two planning documents.  Discuss the linkages between the Plan and local planning documents.

Local agency planning documents are discussed, as is there relation to the IRWMP; however, the dynamics of the IRWMP in relationship to local planning would benefit from a two-way flow of information.  Regional water management issues are currently reflective of local planning needs However, as projects are implemented, local planning should reflect the regional water management issues and solutions.  This is not reflected in the IRWMP.
Integration of water management with land use planning – We would be looking for additional discussion on land use planning.  Preference will be given to proposals that effectively integrate water management with land use planning. This would be more than stating that the land use planning process in incorporated through a bottom up approach.  We are looking for how the proposal will effectively integrate water management with land use planning.  This may be best discussed in a separate section.

The criterion is not fully addressed. The IRWMP does not explain how local planning governments and their documents relate to the IRWMP, or how regional water management issues and solutions will be represented in local planning efforts. The IRWMP also does not explain how the proposed list of priority projects are related to the various planning documents developed by local agencies. The IRWMP only states that water resource management is an integral part of any planning document. The IRWMP discusses extensive targeted outreach efforts undertaken to engage the land-use decision makers in the IRWM planning process, but lacks detail on the outcome of the meetings.
N. Stakeholder Involvement – Identify stakeholders included in developing the Plan.  Identify how stakeholders were identified, how they participate in planning and implementation efforts, and how they can influence decisions made regarding water management.  Include documentation of stakeholder involvement such as inclusion of signatory status or letters of support from non-agency stakeholders, i.e. those who have not “adopted” the Plan.  Include 
a discussion of mechanisms and processes that have been or will be used to facilitate stakeholder involvement and communication during implementation of the Plan.  Discuss watershed or other partnerships developed during the planning process.  Discuss disadvantaged communities within the region and their involvement in the planning process.  Discuss efforts to identify and address environmental justice needs and issues within the region.  Identify possible obstacles to Plan implementation.

Definition of Disadvantaged Communities (DACs) and Environmental Justice (EJ) based on racial profiling should be reconsidered.  Projects should be addressing the goals and objectives of the IRWMP with relation to one or more of the water management strategies.  Projects that seek to improve DACs and/or address EJ concerns should have a higher consideration or priority than similar project without such consideration; however, all of the projects should fundamentally address the water management issues in the region.  A statement, definition, and/or policy about DACs and EJ should be identified in the IRWMP.  The lack of an overall framework for continuous development of the IRWMP renders the effectiveness of the planning past the current development in question.  State and federal coordination is discussed.  Table O-1 depicts possible State and federal regulatory permits regarding IRWMP implementation.  Specific projects that will improve the infrastructure within disadvantaged communities should be identified if available.
The criterion is addressed but not thoroughly documented. The IRWP includes a list of stakeholders, explains how they were identified, and participated in IRWMP development. Processes for stakeholder involvement and coordination including workshop attendance lists, outreach materials, workshop presentations, and comments are presented. DACs and EJ concerns are identified. Obstacles to IRWMP implementation are discussed. Coordination with state and federal agencies is also discussed. DAC participation in the planning process and ability to influence decisions has not been documented.

The criteria is not fully addressed. The IRWMP states that there are no cities or counties that meet the Prop 50 Guidelines DAC definition, but some isolated communities within larger municipalities are disadvantaged. As such, in the IRWMP DACs are identified and mapped via two criteria: segments of larger municipalities with less than 80% MHI and minority populations exceeding 30% of total population. Locations of wastewater treatment facilities and flood-prone areas in the region are mapped to identify potential environmental justice concerns. However, specific project benefits to DACs are not identified. The IRWMP indicates that the criterion is not fully developed and that they intend to initiate and provide on-going outreach to DACs and will address environmental justice concerns during implementation.
O. Coordination – Identify State or federal agencies involved with strategies, actions, and projects.  Identify areas where a State agency or other agencies may be able to assist in communication, cooperation, or implementation of Plan components or processes, or where State or federal regulatory decisions are required for implementation.

Other
You may wish to look toward Prop 84 and consider addressing in more detail the following: 

Resource management strategies identified in the California Water Plan – 

Each eligible project should consider all of the resource management strategies identified in the California Water Plan, Volume 2.  It may be beneficial to include a separate section on the IRWMP that provides a discussion on this topic.

Regional Flood Management 

With the passage of Prop 1E you may wish to review the portion of your plan related to regional flood risk and management.  This is currently a developing process at DWR.  However, it would be beneficial to keep track of developments in this area.
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