Draft 7-8-05


CA Watershed Management Action Plan

Steering Committee Meeting 

July 7, 2005

AGENDA

Location:  1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento

Time:         9:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m.

Goal for Meeting:  

· To review progress on spring and summer action items, discuss problems and successes, identify next steps and adjust plan as needed

· To discuss relevant policy issues related to plan implementation 

· To identify and address administrative issues affecting plan implementation 

9:00 Introductions and Approval of Agenda  
9:10 Governance and Management 

Identifying Opportunities for Strategic Coordination 



· #2 Identifying common goals and priorities for coordination
       Bleier (Resources)

· # 3 Relevance of Goals to Ocean Program 

Fishman (Coastal Conservancy) 

9:30  Information to support activities and Demonstrate Watershed Health   

Making data and information available to public and other agencies

· Recent SWRCB policies for public and agency data

           Evoy (SWRCB)

· #2c    Resources Agency policies and implementation
      Ellison (Resources)

· #2a     Evaluate adequacy of in-house databases 
         
Ellison, Miller (SWRCB)

· #2b     Evaluate outsourced databases and funding options


Ellison

· #3      Complete standardized data layer of water bodies and watersheds 
Miller 

· #4
    Implement survey of CWC local data needs and sources.

Ellison 

10:10
Regulatory Coordination

Water Quality Actions and DFG Anadromous Fishery Program

· Coordinate TMDL work with coho recovery activities Harris (SWRCB), Newton (DFG)

· SWRCB certification of DFG Fishery Grants Program     Maughan(SWRCB) , Newton

10:40
Funding, Collective Investments and Economics

Grant program coordination 

· #1a,b  Grant program opps for interagency coordination            Evoy, Bleier, Fishman

· #2  Consolidated grant program process

                                      Evoy 

· #3 Agency coordination on Integrated Watershed Mgmt Grant Program 


                            Evoy, Bleier

11:00  Project Level Coordination, Local Involvement and Stewardship

Interagency coordination 

#1a,b Arundo control and other exotic species     


Fishman


#3  Watershed Assessment manual



               Henly (CDF)
Local Stakeholder Input Options

· Potential changes to Calfed Watershed Program 

            Lowrie (BDA)

· #5,6 Public comments and communications



Bleier, Brausch

11:30 Governance and Management  (Cont’d)

Performance Measurement   

· #4  Information, Regulatory Coordination, Funding and        Bleier, Brausch (CalEPA)

Project/Local Involvement Goals  

· #5 Demonstrate Watershed Health:  environmental indicators           Siebal (OEHHA)

Minutes

CA Watershed Management Action Plan Steering Committee Meeting

July 7, 2005

Attendees:  Cathy Bleier and John Ellison (Resources), Rick Brausch (CalEPA), Neal Fishman (SCC), Dennis O’Bryant (DOC), Jerry Johns (DWR),  Dave Spath (DHS),  Tom Howard, Barbara Evoy and Lauma Jurkevics (SWRCB), Syd Brown (State Parks/DPR), Russ Henly (CDF), Gail Newton (DFG), John Lowrie (CalFed), Al Wanger (Coastal Commission/CC) 

Action Plan Goal: Governance and Management 

Action Item #2 Identifying common goals and priorities for coordination 

Cathy Bleier reviewed draft matrix of watershed related goals and priorities which was developed by depts. from strategic, recovery and program plans and other documents. It will be used in short term by SWRCB for the Consolidated Grants process, and is also intended to foster coordination on other actions in Watershed Action Plan. 

· Syd Brown said that Parks and Recreation’s Natural Resources Division is finalizing a list of activities they would like to see on private and public lands within 42 Key Representative Watersheds (good condition watersheds by bioregion with park or other public ownership that could serve as bioregional examples).  These have been mapped, using CalWater 2.2 boundaries. Asked how this list relates to an earlier joint assessment of high priority parklands and restoration opportunities by DPR and State Lands, Syd explained that this list focused on watersheds in very good condition while the other looked at 303(d) listed watersheds.   

· Jerry Johns said DWR’s priorities are to encourage integration between integrated regional water management (IRWM) and integrated watershed planning.  DWR is asking IRWM grant program applicants to work with watershed groups.  Linking watershed programs to other water programs will improve opportunities for sustainable funding.  Watershed related regulatory priorities include flood work and ESA compliance (an interagency team is working on this) and fish Passage (DWR’s Fish Passage program is working closely with DFG and CalTrans).   There’s also a potential link with agriculture and urban water efficiency efforts to provide environmental benefits, eg recycling.  

· John Lowrie added that although no geographic priorities are identified for the Watershed Program, goals by watersheds, streams or sub basins can be identified for other CalFed elements.  He offered to help drill down into CalFed documents. 

· Cathy suggested that Boating and Waterways priorities need to be clarified.  Syd Brown and Neal Fishman said main issues relate to sand in the river, riprap structures and dams that block flow and sand.  More sediment needs to be moved to address beach loss, but it must be done in concert with DFG to avoid habitat and fishery impacts, and needs to address differences between coarse and fine beaches.  These are being addressed in the interagency Sediment Master Plan.

· Dennis O’Bryant (DOC) expressed satisfaction with their Watershed Coordinators grant program. Performance measurements are provided on-line at www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp.

· Al Wanger (Coastal Commission) elaborated on Critical Coastal Area priorities.  About 50 areas have been identified from the initial 101 on the CCA list.   30 high priority recreation beaches have also been identified.  With input from local stakeholders on coast, they have identified a short list of about 10 priority coastal watersheds (ie 2 or 3 in each of four regions of coast) of biological significance for pilot projects. 

· Russ Henly (CDF) elaborated on Prop 40 fuel reduction grants for minimizing wildfire watershed damage to watershed quality values. Focus is 12 or 13 Sierran Counties.  Priorities are driven by local groups (eg firesafe councils), non-profits and local governments.   GIS coverage of areas with catastrophic risk can be used as a guide. 

· Barbara Evoy: SWRCB hopes to combine information, organized by watershed, in an accessible database or document for current grants and then update this each grant cycle.  

· Gail Newton (DFG) suggested using on-line queryable database model developed for Fishery Grants program, identifying priorities to accommodate regional, basin and watershed scales.    

· Jerry Johns (DWR) would like to see it used to identify 10-15 activities we want to work on together and to report specific accomplishments and progress on those areas for the Action Plan.  

· Need to tie in with federal programs and agencies.  

Decision/Action: 

· Agencies will keep working with SWRCB to ID priorities for consolidated grants program. 

· We will spend additional time at next Action Plan Deputy meeting to identify short list of common priorities and potential projects for focused coordination.

Action Item #3 Recommendations About Watershed Priorities to Ocean Program 



Neal Fishman (Coastal Conservancy) summarized progress of Ocean Protection Council and Ocean Program.  The Council has met twice and established broad priorities, including sediment management, fisheries and habitat enhancement; ocean mapping and monitoring; and water quality. Specific watershed related projects include a sediment study of the Klamath River for fishery recovery.   SCC and SWRCB have contributed funding. 

Decision/Action:  Steering Committee will continue to look at dept priorities and make suggestions to the Ocean Protection Council when appropriate.

Action Item #5 Demonstrate Watershed Health

Cathy Bleier briefly covered this item for which Val Siebal (Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment) is lead.  A major goal of this action plan is to measure performance of state programs to protect and enhance watersheds.  OEHHA has invited agencies to discuss potential  key watershed indicators for this purpose  on July 27.  

· Dave Spath (DHS) explained interest in source water protection as follow-up to federal source water protection survey.  

· Jerry Johns (DWR) expressed need for indicators that will allow us to make more efficient investments.  He also recommended using existing technical and institutional data.  He suggested working with DWR’s Division of Planning and Local Assistance  w/re to integrating groundwater management programs and also using Bay Delta and Tributaries (BDAT) data system model which has been a successful model for integrating multiple agencies’ data (already part of Agency’s CA Environmental Data Exchange Network (CEDEN).  Jerry suggested considering “indices” that can be used as surrogates for environmental conditions.  He also suggested that our indicators and potential monitoring be used to show progress on the ground where we have worked together.  He suggested working with Mark Cowin and Carl Longley.

· John Lowrie said there has been a massive effort to identify indicators, and reiterated need to consider “indices”, ie amalgamations of parameters or data that can be interpreted from readily available sources (eg impervious surfaces from aerial photography).   

Decision/Action:  DWR, CALFED, DFG, CDF and DHS will participate in identifying indicators.  

Action Item #4 Performance evaluation of Action Plan items related to information, coordination, collective investments, local involvement

Cathy Bleier summarized discussion with Rick Brausch about how to track performance of Action Plan activities and to relate them to watershed health.  Performance measurements envisioned by directors, deputies and others interviewed in 2003 for the original strategic plan were broadly cast (see attachment).  

· Newton: Some dept. programs track outputs, e.g. miles of stream restored, however these do not necessarily tell us if we are making appreciable improvements to watershed health.  

· Lowrie: Perhaps we should try to look at relationships between watershed health and collective state investment rather than links between health and particular programs.  

· Fishman:  Problem with Strategic plan is that it’s about governance.  Public not interested in coordination, per se, but what key things we collectively got together and did.    

· Consider what AB 2117 report looked at to explore relations between local and state programs and interests re: shared investments.  

· Some point we have to decide whether what you’re collecting data that is relevant to other people’s data collection.

DecisionAction: 

· Cathy will recirculate draft list of accomplishments generated at start of Action Plan, and agencies will comment so we can show those..

· OEHHA and other agencies will consider program performance indicators along with environmental indicators, considering what data agencies collect, how it relates to environmental health, and whether some higher level indicator about collective investment is appropriate.

Goal:  Information to support activities and Demonstrate Watershed Health 

Recent SWRCB Policies for data availability 

Barbarba Evoy (SWRCB) reviewed Prop 50 requirement that all data collection funded by bond go into SWAMP and GAMA (surface and ground water monitoring databases).  This led to recent disagreements with USGS, UC and NRCS, since Farm Bill requires confidentiality of NRCS files.  Checking with state agencies, SWRCB found that DWR is aware of requirement. Looking at Coastal Conservancy, CALFED and DHS to make sure they are, too.  Depts. should contact Valerie Connor at 916-341-5573 with questions re: SWAMP or Lisa Babcock (916-341-5687) for Groundwater program.
· Clarification that well locations are kept confidential for security purposes.  

· DOC said they have made requirement clear to RCDs and told them that though districts were set up under statutes of NRCS, they are subject to the Public Records Act unless doing work under NRCS.    

Action 2c.  Resources Agency policies re: data

John Ellison reviewed recent Resources Agency policies and memos that require agencies to catalog information about all projects or data funded by the state.   Depts. concerns about the need to protect greater public interest by providing confidentiality in some instances resulted in clarification that they could develop policies and criteria to determine where full or partial access is appropriate.   Memo also asks departments to support or ensure compatibility with existing systems and interagency databases such as  BIOS, BDAT or CEDEN, Chico Funding database and NRPI (Natural Resources Project Inventory).  

· Syd Brown:  These are advisory; no funding for making info accessible. 

· Gail Newton: These databases don’t necessarily keep up with dept. needs or current expectations, e.g. NRPI needs to geographically local projects.  John shared recent Watershed Portal on-line improvement (GeoFinder) that offers integration with partner sites and allows drilling down to retrieve list of NRPI projects by watershed (though doesn’t “map” projects).
· Cathy Bleier raised issue of how Agency should document and maintain policies.  

Action/Decision:  John Ellison will post Resources Agency policies on Watershed portal

Action #2b     Evaluate value of outsourced databases and options for funding

John Ellison described efforts to determine value of interagency systems such as NRPI and Chico Funding database.  NRPI costs $75,000  per year to keep going, however it’s the only place with multiple projects from different agencies and levels of govt.  Initial feedback that it’s not being used by agencies, which continue to develop new systems.  Eg.

· Statewide Coastal Master Plan has component for IMS; that is being done has big bucks 

· Talk of building the CA Digital Atlas

Action/Decision:

· Ellison and Bleier will try to find out if stakeholder communities are finding it useful, and will work with Biodiversity Council to determine if the Feds and field staff find it useful.  

Action #3      Complete standardized data layer of water bodies and watersheds. 
 

SWRCB is still working on it.  

Goal:  Regulatory Coordination

Action 1a:  Coordinate TMDL work plans with coho recovery activities
       


Gail Newton reported that DFG coho activities and SWRCB TMDLs for the Klamath and Scott Rivers are being coordinated in Region 1.  Working in a limited geographical area.  

Action 2a: SWRCB Programmatic certification of small restoration projects

Staff cutbacks will delay implementation till next year.

Action 2b:  SWRCB annual programmatic certification of DFG Fishery Grants Program  


Gail reported that SWRCB completed certification in a very timely manner relative to field season.


Other relevant issues: certifying Imazopur  for Spartina eradication

Neal Fishman (SCC) brought issue forward need to expedite review of herbicide for spartina eradication in San Francisco Bay so that they do not miss critical seasonal application.  Gone to a DPR, but SWRCB is not meeting in August so they may not be able to get on statewide NPDES permit for aquatic herbicides.  Potentially a huge setback.  

Decision/Action:  SCC will contact Regional Board to try to get a local permit for using Imazopur for spartina eradication this season.
Goal:  Funding, Collective Investments and Economics

Action Item #1:  Coordinate funding programs across agencies.  

Barabara Evoy reported that agencies are working together on Consolidated Grant Program, however it is taking a lot of time, however.  Nontraditional objectives, relative to water board expertise, may be elgible as a result of incorporating other agency priorities.  Also invited agencies to participate in a funding fair in the Fall.  

· Gail Newton: Consider tying to conference schedules, eg Society for Ecological Conservation 

Action/Decision:  John Lowrie will work with SWRCB to include CalFed in funding fair.

Goal:  Project Level Coordination, Local Involvement and Stewardship

Action #1a Interagency coordination on Arundo control

Neal Fishman reported lots of cooperation. Most efforts are hitting headwaters first, but some are projects of opportunity.  Need map showing acreage and ownership to ensure comprehensive approach.  Seeking $500,000 in funding for map.  

Action Item #3  Watershed Assessment manual





Russ Henly (CDF) Available on CWAM website; CD.  CDF is put more money to get VOluem 2 completed.  $350,000 has been spent already.  Agencies reluctant to require that stakeholder use manual at this point.   Wants more transparency to the manual and pilots to establish stakeholder response.   

· One big data gap: tools to analyze a water budget for a watershed.  

· CALEPA wanted comments on national watershed mgmt manual, if promoting on national level, indicate complimentary features.  

Decision/Action:  CDF will bring more feedback on CWAM pilots so we can discuss options for improving it and providing consistent guidance for its use in the future.

Action Item #5:  Encourage discussions about watershed projects, programs and policies in regional forums.  

John Lowrie (BDA) updated group on “revitalization” of CalFed Program and its Watershed Program.  Likely downscoping to Delta issues such as supply, fish and levees.  Programs likely for reassignment include Drinking Water Quality program, Water use efficiency program, and Watersheds.   Many negotiations will occur publicly over next four months to redefine program and develop financing plan by November 1. The Program will be around through 2006 or 2007, since change supposedly would not take place until end of Stage 1.  There are different assumptions about fate of Watershed Program.  Some people assume objectives will be carried out as normal business elsewhere; the Legislature expressed interested in finding homes for functions, assets (Prop 50 funds) and stakeholder involvement. 

Cathy Bleier also noted a few comments from stakeholders were received (via CalFed watershed program listserve).  They included an offer from LA/San Gabriel Watershed Council to host a regional forum, concern about disconnect with state agency efforts on the ground, importance of  local efforts and agencies, and others (attached). 

· Cathy Bleier:  One of assumptions of the MOU is that stakeholder input on watershed programs would occur through related or regional programs such as CALFED, Southern CA Wetlands Recovery Program (SCWRP) and the Oceans Program. Since CalFed watershed subcommittee is currently the most significant forum (60+ people monthly), we will need to revisit this assumption if it goes away.    

· Neal Fishman:  Maybe use SCWRP for Southern CA issues, but it only encompasses the coastal region.  Ocean Council will have a full plate.  There is a joint venture in SF Bay but none of the groups could substitute for a statewide watershed council.  

Action/Decision:  

· Steering Committee will consider options for working with stakeholders, if needed, as these issues evolve.  

Action Item #6 Provide minutes, stakeholder comments and other materials on web (Watershed Portal) and through list serves. 
Preliminary website and materials provided for Action Plan.  CalFed and old CWC listserv used to solicit comments on Action Plan.



Action/Decision:  Cathy Bleier will continue to work with CERES to develop website for Action Plan implementation materials.
Items for Next Meeting Date 

· Identify common priorities and opportunities for focused coordination and action

· Update on efforts to establish pilot for demonstrating regulatory coordination of TMDLs, CEQA watershed cumulative effects analysis and document, THPs and other activities

· CA Watershed Assmt Manual – review of use and identification of issues, improvements

· Update on items to identify watershed environmental indicators and program performance 

