SF Bay Area IRWMP Coordinating Committee Meeting Summary
October 25, 2021
Conference Call Dial-in Only
1. Roll Call – Appointed Functional Area Representatives Present
Water SupplyWater Quality

WastewaterRecycled Water

• Mark Seedall,
CCWD
• Steve Ritchie,
Chair, SFPUC

• Cheryl Munoz,
City of
Hayward,
representing
BACWA
• Florence
Wedington,
EBMUD
representing
BACWA

Flood ProtectionStormwater

Watershed

Communities/
Tribes

• Josh Bradt,
SFEP
• Brenda
Buxton,
SCC

Others Present:
Imelda Bautista, META
Devon Becker, ACWD
Marco Berger, Multicultural Center of Marin
Jonathan Cordero, Association of Ramaytush Ohlone
Julia Dowell, Greenaction
Maddie Duda, Lotus Water
Natasha Dunn, SFEP
Terrie Green, Marin City Climate Resilience and Health Justice
Ryan Hirano, Woodard & Curran
Janice Hunter, Greenaction
Jennifer Krebs, representing Sonoma Water
Darcie Luce, SFEP
James Muller, SFEP
Taylor Nokhoudian, SFPUC
Michelle Novotny, SFPUC
Olivia Ortiz, META
Charles Polc, DWR
Elke Rank, Zone 7
Kanyon Sayers-Roods, Association of Ramaytush Ohlone
Alex Tavizon, CIEA
Charlie Toledo, Suscol Intertribal Council
Chelsea Spier, DWR
Jing Wu, Valley Water
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2. Status of Prop 84 Rounds 2-4
Natasha Dunn reported she and James Muller attended a hybrid virtual site visit for Project 10 Redwood
City with DWR and the local project sponsor. Prop 84 Round 2 will be closing at the end of the year.
For Round 4, Mr. Muller will be set up meetings with DWR on the late bloomer State Coastal
Conservancy projects (Project 7 Mt View Shoreline and Project 8 Eden Landing). Brenda Buxton is
retiring and so she is doing a knowledge transfer to new project manager.
Jennifer Krebs provided an AQPI update. The project received an extension for the grant to 2023. The
project is on track with billing and invoicing. NOAA recently submitted a quarterly report that goes
through June. Sonoma Water is reviewing the report and also working on contract extensions. The
Rocky Ridge radar is coming along and potentially will be installed in December. The San Francisco radar
is likely going to be installed next year. The project is looking at sites to locate a new C-Band radar. The
agreement with Scripps has been signed. Scripps is working on a plan for operations post-grant.
3. Discussion of Actions to Improve Equity in Bay Area IRWMP
James Muller indicated that the effort to finalize the Coordinating Committee governance structure is
ongoing. Discussions will be occurring at the Technical Advisory Committee meeting following this
meeting.
Taylor Nokhoudian commented on the statewide equity effort with the Roundtable of Regions. Katie
Burdick representing Yuba IRWM will be leading a series of interviews with representatives from both
community and agencies.

4. Status of Prop 1 IRWM DACTIP
SFEP recently submitted an invoice and progress report to DWR through June-July 2021. SFEP will be
submitting another invoice and progress report soon to get up-to-date. SFEP will likely be requesting a
grant extension to the end of 2022 because the tap water quality testing program was delayed due too
delays with contracting with Simple Lab. The extension would allow the outreach partners at least 6
months to do the tap water quality testing. Simple Lab informed SFEP they are experiencing new delays
setting up their systems.
Imelda Bautista and Olivia Ortiz presented on META’s needs assessment. META is focused mainly in East
San Jose and engaging the Latinx community. East San Jose is largely made up of Latinx and Vietnamese
working class families and students. META’s goal is to communicate with the community and do
outreach. META is a women-owned business, made up mostly of single mothers.
META’s needs assessment process started with surveys. They conducted the surveys in 3 languages from
April to May 2021. A total of 260 surveys were conducted. The 2nd effort included focus groups. They
held 2 meetings. The focus group participants were asked: what do you think of the quality of water in
East San Jose? Participants responded that the water has a chlorine flavor, the clarity of the water is
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yellow, and there’s a bad odor. Most people think it’s not safe to drink tap water and therefore, prefer
to buy bottled water.
The community also expressed concerns with trash contaminating water ways, old pipelines, and the
cost of water being high because the community is buying bottled water.
Community members expressed the need for solutions such as the city providing info on the quality of
the tap water, including whether there are chemicals in the water. They are also seeking programs to
help pay water bills, information on how people can save water and change out inefficient fixtures,
conduct water quality testing, and keep sewers clean during storms to prevent flooding.
Steve Ritchie asked who is the water purveyor. San Jose Water Company is the water provider. They
reached out to META to answer their questions.
Michelle Novotny commented in the virtual meeting chat that most water utilities are prevented from
providing more low-income rate relief programs by Proposition 218. Electric utilities do not have the
same restrictions. There are a lot of folks thinking about how to create a new approach to provide rate
relief and various state proposals are under way.
Charlie Toledo congratulated the project on their work and agreed with the sentiment that water is a
human right.
Maddie Duda presented on the regional needs assessment report. The final report will be submitted to
the state at the end of December. The findings on regional priorities are consistent across the outreach
partners. This represents a powerful picture of systemic disinvestment in these communities. The top
priorities identified are drinking water, flooding, illegal dumping/trash, contamination/pollution, and
access to green space. Ms. Duda highlighted how each of these environmental issues connect to public
health. The needs assessment prioritized a strategy focused on community and Tribal led solutions. The
report will include recommendations for best practices for integrating equity into IRWM. Ms. Duda
encouraged the Coordinating Committee to review the recommendations.
The next steps for the outreach partners include holding further conversations, gathering data to
understand context, conducting feasibility studies and engineering plans, and developing funding
proposals.
Ms. Toledo asked when the findings will be made public? She made the comment that this isn’t just a
report; these issues are impacting people’s daily lives.
Mr. Muller encouraged the Coordinating Committee to consider this information coming from
communities we serve to improve how we engage communities, how we plan to engage with
communities, and how to be successful in managing grants with many different partners.
Taylor Nokhoudian asked how discussions have evolved to fund projects dealing with trash cleanup with
water specific funding as historically that hasn’t been possible. At the next Coordinating Committee
meeting, Ms. Duda plans to discuss how to fund services for people experiencing homelessness. She also
commented that this work is elevating how intersectional these issues are. Trash and water are
intimately tied, particularly on the impacts to human health.
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There was a comment that Caltrans funding for trash cleanup is available now. Also there is a Clean
California grant program for funding trash cleanup. Ms. Duda and Ryan Hirano are doing a good job of
connecting the outreach partners to grant opportunities outside IRWM.
There were no updates to share on capacity building and project development.
Alex Tavizon reported the needs assessments for the Tribes were finalized as of mid-October. The next
phase of work will focus on a Tribal led process of creating a map of the Tribal villages and organizations
throughout the Bay Area to help agencies to understand whose lands they occupy and who should be
contacted. The map is not intended to be used as finalized territory boundaries and it will be adapted
over time.
Mr. Tavizon introduced Charlie Toledo from Suscol Intertribal Council, a new Tribal outreach partner.
Mr. Tavizon also reported he attended the Napa pow-wow and talked with Tribal communities from the
North Bay about this program. They were asked to fill out a small survey to understand their concerns
about water. Mr. Tavizon report they have 20 Tribal partners wanting to participate in tap water quality
testing.
Action Items:
•
•

Mr. Tavizon will present on the findings from the Tribal regional needs assessment at the
December Coordinating Committee meeting.
Ms. Duda will present on the needs assessment from the outreach partners representing
people experiencing homelessness at the December Coordinating Committee meeting.

5. Status of Prop 1 Implementation Funding
Quarter 3 progress report will be submitted at the end of next month. There are 2 agreements making
their way through contract review. There will be an event for Project 2 Lower Walnut Creek this Friday.
Devon Becker provided update from the Planning and Process Committee (PPC). The PPC has been
meeting periodically. The Prop 1 Round 2 Proposal Solicitation Package (PSP) is expected to be released
in November or December. DWR is planning on 2 solicitation periods, one in the spring and one in the
fall. The Coordinating Committee previously discussed and would like to apply in the fall. The PPC is
putting together a memo detailing the process for how projects will be scored and prioritized. The PPC
won’t develop the final scoring process until DWR releases the final PSP.
Action Items:
•

The PPC will provide the draft memo detailing the process for how projects will be scored
and prioritized for the Coordinating Committee to review at the December meeting.
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6. Status of 4-Party Funds
There were no updates from Mr. Muller. It is still in process to transfer funds from Marin Water to
SFEP/ABAG/MTC.
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BAIRWMP Coordinating Committee Meeting ‐ Update on IRWM Prop 84 Grand Rounds 2, 3, 4 and Prop 1 Round 1

KEY
Project entirely closed out except for ongoing Post‐Performance Reports
Project with significant concerns

Monday, December 6, 2021 ‐ For Discussion
Prepared by N. Dunn and L. Perry. Reviewed by J. Muller

ABAG/DWR Grant Agreement #4600010575 ‐ Round 2
Quarterly Status: @28 uploaded end of November to DWR
Payments: SFEP awaits payment for Project 10
Amendments: None
Site Visits: None
Grant Term: December 31, 2021

Project # and Title
Project Sponsor
Solano County Water Agency
01_Bay Area Regional Water Conservation & Education Program
EBMUD
02_East Bayshore Recycled Water Project Phase 1A (Emeryville)
Marin Municipal WD
03_Lagunitas Creek Watershed Sediment Reduction & Managements
Marin RCD
04_Marin/Sonoma Conserving our Watersheds, Agriculture BMPs
County of Napa
05_Napa Milliken Creek Flood Damage Reduction & Fish Passage Barrier Remo
Sonoma Valley Cnty San Dist.
06_5th St. East & McGill Road Recycled Water
07_Oakland Sausal Creek Restoration
City of Oakland Pub. Wks.
County of San Mateo
08_Pescadero Water Supply & Sustainability
City of Petaluma
09_Petaluma Flood Reduction, Water & Habitat Quality for Capri Creek
10_Bayfront Canal/Atherton Channel Flood Improve & Habitat Restore
Redwood City
SFPUC
11_Regional Groundwater Storage & Recovery Phase 1A
12_Richmond Breuner Marsh Restoration
East Bay Regional Park Dist.
Roseview Heights Mutual Water
13_Infrastructure Upgrades for Water Supply & Quality
SFEP & Oro Loma San Dist
14_SF Bay Climate Change Pilot Projects
SFO/City of San Francisco
15_SF Airport Reclaimed Water Facility
16_San Jose Green Streets & Alleys Demonstration
City of San Jose
Contra Costa Water Dist.
17_San Pablo Rheem Creek Wetlands Restoration
City of St Helena
18_Upper York Creek Dam Removal & Ecosystem Restoration
Point Blue Conservation
19_Students & Teachers Restoring a Watershed (North & East Bays)
20_Grant Administration
ABAG

Construction
Implementation
Status

Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
75%
Complete
Complete
Withdrawn
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
Complete
N/A

Project
Engineer's Cert
Completion Site of Completion Submission Date
Visit Date
Rcvd (Y/N)
for Final Invoice
Mar‐19
N/A
Submitted
Nov‐16
Y
Submitted
Nov‐17
Y
Submitted
Nov‐17
Y
Submitted
Feb‐18
Y
Submitted
Nov‐17
Y
Submitted
Apr‐17
Y
Submitted
Mar‐19
Y
Submitted
Feb‐18
Y
Submitted
Oct‐21
N
Nov‐21
Jun‐17
Y
Submitted
Apr‐17
Y
Submitted
Withdrawn
Withdrawn
Withdrawn
Apr‐17
Y
Submitted
Jul‐20
Y
Submitted
May‐18
Y
Submitted
Apr‐17
Y
Submitted
Jan‐21
Y
Submitted
Feb‐18
N/A
Submitted
N/A
N/A
Dec‐21

Project Completion Report Status
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Draft #1 Dec 2021
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Withdrawn
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Approved by DWR
Draft Dec 2021

ABAG/DWR Grant Agreement #4600011486 ‐ Round 4
Quarterly Status: Q37 uploaded end of November
Payments: No update
Amendments: Formal amendment request sent to DWR to extend projects 7, 8 and 9
Site Visits: None
Grant Term: March 31, 2022

Project # and Title
01_Grant Administration
02_Anderson Dam Seismic Retrofit
03_Marin 2020 AMI Phase II
04_East Palo Alto Groundwater Supply
05_Coastal San Mateo County Drought Relief Phase II
06_SFQuito Creek Flood Damage Reduction & Ecosystem Restore Phase 2
07_Mt View Shoreline Portion of SBSPR
08_Eden Landing Portion of SBSRPR
09_Novato Creek Flood Protection and Habitat Enhancement

Project Sponsor
ABAG
Santa Clara Valley WD
Marin Municipal WD
City of East Palo Alto
San Mateo RCD
SFQuito Creek JPA
State Coastal Conservancy
State Coastal Conservancy
State Coastal Conservancy

Construction
Implementation
Status

N/A
Withdrawn
100%
100%
Complete
Complete
0%
0%
90%

Project
Engineer's Cert
Completion Site of Completion Submission Date
Visit Date
Rcvd (Y/N)
for Final Invoice
N/A
N/A
Dec‐21
Withdrawn
Withdrawn
Withdrawn
Aug‐21
N/A
Submitted
Aug‐18
Y
Submitted
Aug‐21
Y
Submitted
Dec‐19
Y
Submitted
None to Date
N
None to Date
N
None to Date
N
Dec‐21

Project Completion Report Status
Dec‐21
Withdrawn
Draft #2 in review
Draft #3 with LPS
Final Approved by DWR
Final Approved by DWR

Draft #1 March 2022

Critical Milestone achieved since last meeting.
*Grant Funds as documented through invoices submitted to DWR. MTC Financial records may differ

Construction Status Breakdown

Funds (as of Q25)

Complete:
Underway:
Sig. Concerns:
Withdrawn:

Total Grant: $20,000,000
Total Match: $13,470,177.66

Retention
Requested
(Y/N)
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Withdrawn
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N

18
1
0
1

Retention
Paid (Y/N)
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N
Y
Y
Withdrawn
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
Y
N

Grant Funds Spent*: $19,693,337.54 (98.5%)
Match Funds Documented: $13,470,177.66 (100%)

Post‐Performance
Report # Submitted
#3
#3
#3
#2
#3
#2
#3
#2
#1
None to Date
#3
#3
Withdrawn
#2
#1
#3
#3
None to Date
#2
N/A

Anticipated Date Retention Release Invoice Issued to DWR
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Dec‐21
Closed
Closed
Withdrawn
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Closed
Dec‐21

Construction Status Breakdown

Funds (as of Q18)

Complete:
Underway:
Sig. Concerns:
Withdrawn:

Total Grant: $21,469,025
Total Match: $22,395,709

Retention
Requested
(Y/N)
N
Withdrawn
N
N
Y
Y
N
N
N

4
1
2
1

Retention
Paid (Y/N)
N
Withdrawn
N
N
Y
Y
N
N
N

Grant Funds Spent*: $9,383,635.44 (43.7%)
Match Funds Documented: $12,747,949 (55.6%)

Post‐Performance
Report # Submitted
N/A
Withdrawn
None to Date
None to Date
None to Date
#2
None to Date
None to Date
None to Date

Anticipated Date Retention Release Invoice Issued to DWR
Mar‐22
Withdrawn
Jan‐22
Jan‐22
Oct‐21
Closed

Mar‐22

ABAG/DWR Grant Agreement #4600013831 ‐ Round 1
Quarterly Status: Q3 uploaded end of November
Payments: None during this reporting period
Amendments: None during this period
Site Visits: None
Grant Term: March 31, 2025

Project # and Title
00_Grant Adminstration
01_RD1 System Fish Passgae Improvements
02_Lower Walnut Creek Restoration
03_North Bay Water Reuse Program Phase II
04_Calistoga Water and Habitat Project
05_Bay Area Water Conservation
06_River Oaks Stormwater Capture
07_Upstream San Francisquito Creek Flood Protection Project
08_San Francisco Zoo Recycled Water Pipeline

Project Sponsor
ABAG
Alameda County WD
Contra Costa Flood Control
Sonoma County Water Agency
City of Calistoga
EBMUD
City of San Jose
SFCJPA
SFPUC

Construction
Implementation
Status
N/A

86%
75%
7%
70%
5%
28%
8%
12%

Project
Engineer's Cert
Completion Site of Completion Submission Date
Visit Date
Rcvd (Y/N)
for Final Invoice
N
N/A
None to Date
N
N/A
None to Date
N
N/A
None to Date
N
N/A
None to Date
N
N/A
None to Date
N
N/A
None to Date
N
N/A
None to Date
N
N/A
None to Date
N
N/A
None to Date

Project Completion Report Status
Draft 1 Expected 2/1/2025
Draft 1 Expected 7/31/2022
Draft 1 Expected 2/28/2022
Draft 1 Expected 6/30/2024
Draft 1 Expected 12/15/2023
Draft 1 Expected 10/31/2024
Draft 1 Expected 11/31/2024
Draft 1 Expected 11/31/2024
Draft 1 Expected 11/31/2024
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Construction Status Breakdown

Funds (As of Q2)

Complete:
Underway:
Sig. Concerns:
Withdrawn:

Total Grant: $22,750,000
Total Match: $23,440,554

Retention
Requested
(Y/N)
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

0
3
0
0

Retention
Paid (Y/N)
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N
N

Grant Funds Spent*: $270,194.00 (1%)
Match Funds Documented: $5,743,380 (24.5%)
Post‐Performance
Report # Submitted
N/A
None to Date
None to Date
None to Date
None to Date
None to Date
None to Date
None to Date
None to Date

Anticipated Date Retention Release Invoice Issued to DWR
Jun‐25
Nov‐22
Jun‐22
Oct‐24
Apr‐24
Feb‐25
Mar‐25
Mar‐25
Mar‐25

Proposed Governance structure additions/changes created by CIEA with the collaborations
of the Tribal Advisory Committee:
** Each of the Tribal representative seats has a designated alternate.
Name

Functional Area

Agency

Alternate Tribal Rep

Tribal

Alternate:

Tribal

Alternate:

Tribal

Alternate:

Overview of Tribal Governance
This document was constructed by the Tribal Advisory Committee of the Bay Area IRWM and
the goal of this document is to state what the Tribal Representatives structure will be within the
Coordinating Committee (CC), the governing structure of the San Francisco Bay Area. Tribal
representatives will be selected, participate in discussions, cast votes alongside other voting
members of the CC, and be responsible for attending necessary meetings to discuss Tribal issues
and concerns in relation to improvements for the Tribe, regional lands, and water. One of the
main objectives of the Tribal representatives will be to take leadership and assist the Tribes’
inclusion in the “IRWM Plan” and to participate in the selection of projects for funding
submissions and decision making process of the CC. It will also be necessary to select alternates,
in the case that these voting members are unable to attend a CC Meeting.
An important question that continues to be brought up is how should we compensate Tribal
members for their participation in the CC. We would like to develop a strategy towards
sustained Tribal Representative engagement in the CC and Bay Area IRWM structure as a
whole. SFEP is planning to administer the Four-party Agreement Funds and, as approved by the
entities that funded the Agreement, pay for the time and commitment for those Tribal
representatives who attend the CC meeting[s] and subcommittee meetings. Each person
representing the Tribes in either Coordinating Committee meetings or subcommittee meetings
will receive a stipend per meeting.
While the Coordinating Committee plans to allocate three seats to Tribal members from the Bay
Area IRWM region, the Tribal Advisory Committee (TAC) with support from CIEA, will
collectively decide how to appropriately establish a nomination and voting process in allocating
the three seats. TAC members will work collectively through this process with a respectful
approach that is mindful of members’ values. Through this process, TAC members can discuss

working relationships, the process, as well as any information pertinent to the issue at hand.
CIEA will also conduct outreach and include the Tribes of the Bay Area that chose not to
participate in this process to let them know that if they choose to participate at a later date, that
we will support them and that they retain that ability and right as the original Peoples of the Bay
Area, their traditional territory. Throughout this process, CIEA and/or the Tribal Representatives
will communicate decisions made with all Bay Area Tribes regardless if they have a seated
Representative in the CC.
Layout and Structure of Tribal Governance Body
Each of the Bay Area Tribes and Tribal groups exerts their authority to manage water according
to their own traditional policies, laws, mandates and capacity. Tribes and Tribal groups are
separate and independent sovereign nations within the territorial boundaries of the United States.
This sovereignty is inherent and flows from the pre‐constitutional and extra‐constitutional
governance of the Tribe. Tribal governmental structures recognize the sovereign and political
independence of Tribal nations and its members. This right is also recognized by the State of
California. Pursuant to the Executive Order B‐10‐11, the State “recognizes and reaffirms the
inherent right of these Tribes to exercise sovereign authority of their members and territory.” The
Bay Area is the ancestral territories of several Bay Area Tribes who have an inherent
responsibility for stewarding their ancestral territories whether they currently have the capacity
to or not. Therefore, Bay Area Tribes’ jurisdiction goes beyond the gathering, fishing, and
hunting rights, which each individual Tribal member retains.
The Tribes’ purposes is to fully participate in the San Francisco Bay Area IRWM’s Coordinating
Committee (CC) to continue in their traditional roles of stewarding and caring for the land like
their previous generations have since time immemorial. Through their participation in the CC,
the Tribes want to be a part of the decision-making body in order to provide feedback on how
their traditional lands in the San Francisco Bay Area will be affected or changed. This will be the
first time since the CC began that Tribes will be a part of governance structure and will give the
Tribes an opportunity for their perspectives to be heard and for these to be part of decisionmaking. As we continue this process, not only will the Tribes be able to speak and be a part of
the decision-making body, it will also have the added benefit of providing information to Bay
Area water agencies so that they will begin to understand the importance of bringing Tribes into
project development early, before planning has been completed.
During the Tribal Advisory Committee meeting, the Tribes agreed upon a six-month term for
each CC representative. The three seats set aside for Tribal Representatives will be divided
between the Muwekma Ohlone Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area, the Amah Mutsun Tribal
Band, and a third seat that will be filled by consensus selection from the other Bay Area Tribes.
The two Tribes with named seats have these in order adjust for marginalization and past
experiences working with local agencies and governments, wherein outside entities have pit
these two Tribes against others in the area. For each participating Tribe they will designate
which Tribal members or people are designated to speak on behalf of the Tribe to the CC
members. These seats are not guaranteed to be given to each of the Tribes in perpetuity, rather
decisions for interested Tribes or members will based on continued participation. Each of the
representatives’ seats need to have an alternate designated, as chosen by the Tribe, in the case

that the representative cannot attend the CC meeting, their alternate will attend to ensure that
there is always Tribal presence at all meetings. Those who do choose to represent have agreed to
speak on behalf of their Tribe and to continue to make spaces for those Tribes that have not been
able to attend so far, including the following Tribes of the North Bay: Federated Indians of
Graton Rancheria, Kashia Band of Pomo Indians of Stewarts Point Rancheria, Lytton Band of
Pomo, Mishewal Wappo of the Alexander Valley. During the first six months of service the
Tribal Representative, the TAC and CIEA will reach out to those Tribes who have chosen not to
participate. Even though they are not participating at this time, this does not mean they are not
welcomed to attend or participate in the TAC or CC at any point in time because both entities are
open to all Tribal members of the San Francisco Bay Area. We expect all participants who are
either CC Representatives or Alternates to attend every meeting, whether virtual or in-person
(when possible). We also expect to hold meetings for these members so they can coordinate and
build consensus amongst themselves.
We estimate that it will can take 5-10 hours a month being a part of the CC, which includes
research, attending (2hrs) meetings every 4th Monday of the month, etc. We expect members
who want to be CC members to be active participants and when questions arise that they cannot
answer or provide feedback on without the authority of their Tribes, that they will bring the
question to their Tribal Chair and bring these issues to the Tribal Advisory Committee for
deliberation.
The San Francisco Bay Area Tribes who have seated Representatives in the CC will be
compensated for their time through the Four Party Funds if they are not compensated through the
DACTIP grant for their participation. At this point in time, we are considering stipends between
$100-$150 for each participant per meeting to be paid by the Four Party Funds when the DACTI
Grant is closed and is no longer able to pay for Tribal members’ participation. This amount is
subject to change based on the funding available for DAC/Tribal participation. Due to extraneous
costs, the stipends given to the representatives will be padded with the amounts related to but not
limited to mileage, childcare, and other expenditures that can be incurred from doing this work.

December 1, 2021

Bay Area Integrated Water Resources Management Plan
Planning and Process Committee
Subject: Project Screening Committee Decision Criteria Memo
Dear Coordinating Committee:
The purpose of this memo is to document the process that will be used by the Project Screening
Committee (PSC) to select projects for the San Francisco Bay Area region’s Proposition 1, Round 2 Grant
Solicitation Proposal and to publicize the final list of recommended projects. In the event the PSC
encounters an unforeseen issue outside the guidance of this memo or within it, the PSC will address the
issue internally and bring the final recommendation to the CC for approval.
The PSC is a volunteer body composed of members active on the Bay Area Integrated Regional Water
Management (IRWM) Coordinating Committee (CC) and representing local public agencies, tribes,
disadvantaged communities (DACs) and Economically Distressed Areas (EDAs), and other stakeholder
organizations.
To reduce the administrative burden on the Round 2 grant proposal administrator, the PSC will target
approximately 10 eligible projects for the Proposition 1 Round 2 Grant Proposal, but may add additional
projects to meet regional needs and/or to spend all available grant funds. In addition, the PSC will
balance funding distribution by including at least one project from each Functional Area (Flood
Protection-Stormwater, Wastewater-Recycled Water, Water Supply-Water Quality, Watershed-Habitat,
DAC) and one project from each Subregion (North, South, East, West) in the Funding Area, as defined in
the 2019 Bay Area IRWM Plan Update, if such projects could be considered competitive (i.e. top 33% of
ranked projects). The PSC will also elevate eligible projects that provide benefits to tribes/DACs/EDAs
through the General Implementation Project funding as well as the 20% minimum reserved for
tribes/DACs/EDAs.
Project Scoring and Selection Process
The PSC will convene through a series of preparatory Zoom/Teams/BlueJeans meetings and a final
Zoom/Teams/BlueJeans ‘Scoring Review and Project Selection’ meeting. To ensure the scoring and
selection process is fair and equitable, PSC members considered to be directly affiliated with a project
proponent will not score their own project. In addition, project scores that are not submitted by the
agreed-upon internal deadline will not be included in the review process. Similarly, PSC members who
are not present at the final ‘Scoring Review and Project Selection’ meeting must defer to the final
decision of the convened PSC.
Review Process:
•

PSC will use the Department of Water Resources (DWR) Round 2 Grant Implementation
Proposal Solicitation Package (PSP) Project Level Evaluation scoring criteria in
combination with additional regional scoring criteria approved by the CC to evaluate all
project submittals. This quantitative scoring process will be referred to as the

PSC Decision Criteria Memo

•

•
•
•

“Combined Criteria” and will have a 41-point scale. The Combined Criteria is presented
in Attachment 1.
Each individual PSC scorer will compile point scores for each project based on the
Combined Criteria, and then these individual scores will be sorted by rank (with 1 being
the highest scoring project on the 41-point scale). Final project scores will be calculated
by average rank, thus avoiding skew and outliers (i.e. fairness issues with universally
high-scorers versus universally low-scorers) to provide all scorers with an equal voice.
The project with average rank closest to 1 will therefore be the top choice.
PSC will review the updated highest-ranked projects for Functional Area representation.
PSC will review the updated highest-ranked projects for Subregion representation.
PSC will review the updated highest-ranked projects for Tribal/DAC/EDA representation.

Managing Conflict of Interest
As mentioned above, to ensure the scoring and selection process is fair and equitable, PSC members
representing agencies or organizations that have submitted a proposal will not score their own projects.
In addition, the accepted ground rules for the in-person ‘Scoring Review and Project Selection’ meeting
will include a verbal agreement by all present not to lobby the group or advocate on behalf of their
project, and to only provide additional information about a project if requested. Lastly, no member of
the PSC will receive any additional information on how to put together a competitive project application
compared to other applicants: the review process will follow the “Combined Criteria” scoring criteria
exactly and any additional selection requirements will be based on preestablished direction from the CC.
DWR caps Proposition 1 Round 2 grant administration costs at a maximum of 10% of the total grant
request (or $2.275M for Round 2). This 10% maximum includes the combined grant administrator costs
for administration of the regional Proposal as well as any administration grant funding requests within
the individual projects. The PSC will set aside a 5% placeholder value for grant administration costs; the
CC and grant administrator will come to an agreement on the total administration cost and how these
costs will be allocated among the selected projects in time for project proponents to include these
updates in the Pre-Application Submittal materials due to DWR.
Communication and Transparency with Project Proponents:
The Planning and Process Committee (PPC), in collaboration with the PSC, will hold a workshop (for
applicants to ask questions and for the PPC and PSC to provide an overview of DWR’s eligibility criteria
as well as the Combined Criteria used in scoring. The PSC will also provide the following materials to the
CC to be posted on the public-facing Bay Area IRWM website:
•

•
•
•
•

Links to the 2019 Bay Area IRWM Plan Update, the Project Solicitation Package (PSP) for
Proposition 1, Round 2, and the Proposition 1, Round 2 IRWM Grant Program
Guidelines.
A definitions sheet of key terms used in DWR's IRWM scoring criteria. For example,
what the term “leveraged funds” means.
The scoring criteria to be used by the PSC to score Proposition 1 Round 2 projects (the
Combined Criteria)
The PSC Decision Criteria Memo (this memo)
The PSC Lessons Learned Document from Proposition 1, Round 1 Grant Program

PSC Decision Criteria Memo

•

•
•

A comprehensive list of what applicants must submit to PSC as well as the
dates/schedule for submission. This will include the Project Information Form (PIF) as
well as all additional materials required for project review including detailed budgets,
project schedules, and proof of DAC eligibility (if submitting as a DAC).
The final list of projects recommended by the PSC, as well as a breakdown of grant
funding between all recommended projects, to be posted upon approval by the CC.
The final PSC spreadsheet showing the aggregated point scores for each project
submitted, but not individual ratings per reviewer per project.

The PSC will also require an email address for a Point of Contact from applicants for questions/feedback
to be submitted along with the project application. The PSC will send confirmation emails to these
addresses upon receipt of the required project application materials. Once the scoring process is
complete, the PSC will present a list of recommended projects to the CC for final approval. The PSC will
provide feedback on categories, where full points were not received, to applicants within one month of
announcing funding decision. This information will be captured at the final PSC review meeting by a
designated scribe so that it is available as determined necessary.
Internal PSC Requirements:
The CC will approve the members who will serve in the PSC. The CC will also consider potential
compensation for community representatives to participate. The CC will also approve whether a small
team of PSC volunteers can help eliminate any proposals that do not meet DWR eligibility criteria to
save the larger PSC members time scoring them. Once the PSC for Proposition 1 Round 2 projects is
formed, the PSC will host a technical training for all PSC members that will introduce the materials and
technology to be used to review and score project applications. PSC members will be instructed on how
to how to access, add information to, and save the shared Google Docs. The PSC will have a mockup
scoring session to ensure all scorers can access the shared Google Docs and successfully enter the full
range of scores for a hypothetical project.
Sincerely,
Brian Mendenhall
On behalf of the Planning and Process Subcommittee

PSC Decision Criteria Memo

DWR Scoring
Criteria
Scoring Criteria Proposal Level
Evaluation
Q#

1

Questions
Does the proposal support the intent of IRWM? Is coordination and
/or collaboration within and between agencies, regions, and/or
Funding Areas discussed? Are any efficiencies or mutual solutions
realized discussed?

2

If the IRWM region has been identified as an area where
contaminants listed in AB 1249 exist, does the proposal contain
project(s) that address the contaminant(s)?

3

Does the proposal include one or more projects that provide safe,
clean, affordable and accessible water adequate for human
consumption, cooking and sanitary purposes?

Evaluation Guidance and Scoring; the application must contain:

Leg Citation Form/Question Maximum Points
No.
Available
10531;
Proposal

A reasonable explanation of how the overall proposal supports the
79741(b)
Summary/ 8
intent of IRWM as discussed in the 2019 Guidelines and the IRWM Planning
Act. (1 point)

A reasonable explanation of how the overall proposal demonstrates
3
coordination and/or collaboration within and between agencies regions,
and/or Funding Areas. (1 point)

A sufficient description of any efficiencies or mutual solutions realized.
(1 point)
A reasonable explanation of how the project(s) addresses AB 1249
contaminants (nitrate, arsenic, perchlorate, or hexavalent chromium
contamination). (1 point)
If the requirements of AB 1249 do not apply to the applicant’s IRWM
region(s), full points awarded.
A reasonable explanation of how one or more projects meet a specific
need(s) of a community to provide safe, clean, affordable and accessible
water adequate for human consumption, cooking and sanitary purposes.
The applicant will receive one
(1) point for each project, up to a maximum of two (2) points.

10541(e)(14) Proposal
Summary
/PIF/D.5

106.3 (AB
685)

1

PIF/D.6
2

Maximum
Possible Proposal
Score

6

Scoring Criteria –
Project Level
Evaluation
Q#

Questions

Evaluation Guidance and Scoring; the application must contain:

Leg
Citation

Does the project address the critical needs and/or priorities of the
IRWM region as identified in the IRWM plan?

A reasonable explanation of how the project addresses at least one goal(s)
and/or objective(s) in the IRWM Plan. (1 point)

Is the project sufficiently justified by the description given in the
narrative of Section D.1? Does the narrative include requisite
referenced supporting documentation such as models, studies,
engineering reports, etc.? Does the narrative include other
information that supports the justification for the proposed project,
including how the project can achieve the claimed level of benefits?


A logical, reasonable, and clear project justification narrative in Section NA
D.1 in the PIF. (1 point)

The narrative includes requisite referenced supporting documentation
such as models, studies, engineering reports, etc. (1 point; full points if
N/A)

The narrative includes other information that supports the justification
for the proposed project, including how the project can achieve the claimed
level of benefits. (1 point)
79741(a);

A reasonable explanation of how the project addresses or adapts to
79742(e)
climate change. (1 point)

A reasonable explanation of how the project addresses climate change
vulnerabilities assessed in the IRWM Plan. (1 point)

Form/Question
No.

Maximum Points
Available

Meeting Needs of
the Region/
Nexus to the
IRWM Plan
4

5

6

Work Plan,
Budget, Schedule,
and Grant
Agreement
Readiness

Does the project address and/or adapt to the effects of climate
change? Does the project address the climate change vulnerabilities
assessed in the IRWM Plan?

79707(a)

PIF/B.2
1
PIF/D.1

3

PIF/B.4
2

Does the Work Plan include a complete description of all tasks
necessary to result in a completed project? Are all necessary and
reasonable deliverables identified?

7

8

9

Tasks that will likely lead to a completed project and a brief description of NA
those tasks and deliverables necessary to be submitted to DWR.

The Work Plan appears to be sufficiently complete, with all deliverables
identified, and reasonable given the intent of the project. (3 points)
- The Work Plan is generally complete and/or deliverables generally listed,
but it appears pertinent information is missing or gaps in the scope of work
are identified. (2 points)
- The Work Plan is sparsely filled out, with minimal information and/or
minimal deliverables listed. (1 point)
Collectively, are the Work Plan, Schedule, and Budget thorough,
Tasks that will likely lead to a completed project and a brief description of
reasonable, and justified; and consistent with each other?
those tasks
Considerations include:
and deliverables necessary to be submitted to DWR, including:

Does the project description clearly and concisely address all

A Project Description that clearly and concisely addresses all required
required topics listed in section C.1 of the PIF, including summarizing topics listed in Section C.1 of the PIF, including summarizing the major
the major components, objectives and intended outcomes/benefits of components, objectives and intended outcomes/benefits of the project. (1
the project?
point)

Are the tasks shown in the

Tasks shown in the Work Plan, Schedule and Budget that are generally
Work Plan, Schedule and Budget consistent?
consistent with each other indicating the project can be completed on time
and within budget. (1 point)

Are the costs presented in the Budget backed up by and

Costs presented in the Budget are supported by and consistent with
consistent with supporting justification and/or documentation?
supporting justification and/or documentation (such as hourly rates,

Is the Schedule reasonable considering the tasks presented in
consultant fees, etc.). (1 point)
the Work Plan?

A Schedule that is reasonable considering the tasks presented in the
Work Plan, which indicates the project will likely be completed by the end
date
listed inSponsor
Attachment
6. (1access
point) rights, easements, or other access
Does the project sponsor have legal access rights, easements, or

Project
has legal
other access capabilities, to the property to implement the project? If capabilities to the property. (2 points)
not, does the project sponsor provide a clear and concise narrative

Project Sponsor does not currently have legal access rights,
and schedule to obtain the necessary access?
easements, or other access capabilities to the property but provides a
sufficient narrative with a reasonable schedule to obtain said access. (1
point)

Attachment 4

3

NA

PIF/C and
Attachments 46

4

NA

PIF/D.11
2

Project Benefits
and Program
Preferences
10

Does the budget leverage funds with other private, Federal, or local
fund sources?
Is the primary benefit* claimed in Table 3 of the Project Information
Form logical and reasonable given the information provided in the
Work Plan?
*For Decision Support Tools, non-physical benefits will be considered.

11

12
13

14


Project Budget contains non-state cost share and/or other fund
sources. (1 point)

A properly completed Table 3 for at least one (and up-to two) benefit(s) of
each project.
For physical (quantitative) benefit(s):

Does the type of benefit claimed match the intended outcome of the
proposed project as described in the narrative (Section C.1.). (1 point)

Is the benefit description and quantitative measure of benefit logical
and reasonable given the information provided in the Work Plan? Does the
claimed benefit use industry standard units of measure (as described in
D.2)? (1 point)
For non-physical (qualitative) benefit(s):

Does the type of benefit claimed match the intended outcome of the
proposed project as described in the narrative (Section C.1.). (1 point)

Is the benefit description and qualitative measure of benefit logical and
reasonable given the information provided in the Work Plan? (1 point)
Does the project provide multiple (more than one) benefits?
Is a secondary benefit claimed that meets all of the physical or nonphysical benefit criteria of Question 11? (1 point)
Does the project provide benefits to more than one IRWM region
A sufficient description of the benefits to more than one IRWM region
and/or Funding Area?
and/or Funding Area. The description must include an explanation of the
benefits to various IRWM regions and/or Funding Areas. (1 point)
If the proposed project addresses contamination per the

A reasonable explanation of how the project provides safe drinking
requirements of AB1249, does the project provide safe drinking water water to a small disadvantaged community as defined in the 2019 IRWM
to a small disadvantaged community?
Guidelines. (1 point)

Full points awarded, if the project does not have contaminant issues
per AB1249 requirements.

79707(b)

Attachment 5

NA

PIF/D.2 – Table 3

1

2

NA

PIF/D.2 – Table 3

79742(a)

PIF/D.3

1
1

10545

PIF/D.5
1

15

16

Does the proposed project employ new or innovative technology or
practices?

A reasonable explanation of how a project employs new or innovative
79707(e)
technology or practices, including, but not limited to: Decision Support
Tools that support the integration of multiple jurisdictions, new and/or
innovative business approaches, technology and partnerships etc. (1 point)

PIF/D.7

Does the project provide a benefit(s) to a DAC, EDA and/or Tribe
(minimum 75%)?

A sufficient explanation of how the project provides a benefit to DAC, EDA NA
and/or Tribe and how the project will address the needs of that community.
(1 point)

PIF/D.8 and/or
D.9 and/or D.10
& Attachments 79

Did the applicant provide a narrative on cost considerations that is
fully explained based on information requested in the Project
Information Form?

A narrative on cost considerations that provides at least one of the factors
listed below:

Were other projects evaluated with similar levels of claimed
(quantitative or qualitative) benefits as the proposed project?

In terms of cost, is a justification provided as to why the project was
selected?
One of the cost considerations listed above is sufficiently and reasonably
addressed. (1 point)
Both of the cost considerations listed above are sufficiently and reasonably
addressed. (2 points)

Cost
Considerations

17

NA

1

1

PIF/D.4

2

Max possible DWR
Criteria
Maximum Points
Available

Draft Bay Area
IRWM Regional
Scoring Criteria

18

19

20

Is the project a DAC/Tribal project and thus exempt from CEQA/NEPA DAC and Tribal projects are exempt from requirement to have completed
completion at the time of application?
CEQA/NEPA and permits at time of application. If answer is yes and project
is representing a DAC or tribe, award points comparable to other non-DAC
and/or tribal projects that would receive a point for completing this
requirement (1 point)
Is the project consistent with the IRWM plan and Bay Area IRWM
identified needs focused on the following: climate change?
Is the project consistent with the IRWM plan and Bay Area IRWM
identified needs focused on the following: providing equitable
outcomes for DACs and tribes?
Does the project address a challenge identified through the DACTIP
program needs assessment process?

21

Does the project raise an issue of impacts to cultural resources?
22

23

Does the project provide safe, clean water to a disadvantaged or
underserved community or tribe?

1

Project includes consideration for climate change including drought (2
points)
Project includes consideration for climate change but not drought (1 point)
Project demonstrates a benefit to DACs or tribes regardless of reaching the
75% threshold in Question 16 (1 point)

2

1

Project addresses one of the key identified needs in the needs assessment
process in the specific identified community.
Point for addressing identified need from the needs assessment in the
community and doing so in collaboration with that specific community
(letter of support + collaboration) (2 points)
Point for addressing identified need from the needs assessment in the
community (1 point)
Project raises concerns of impacts to cultural resources and provides proof
of communication with an affected tribe, including response and
endorsement from tribe. (1 point)

Project goes beyond drinking water in Question 14 to consider safe, clean
water and impacts by contaminants not listed in AB1249. (1 point)

2

A
1

1

Is the project being planned and implemented in collaboration as
multi-area, multi-jurisdiction or multi-organization?
24

Has the project received other grant funding sources?
25

Bay Area IRWM recognizes the benefit of partnering and/or covering an
extended area with a project.
Point for the project clearly describing a collaborative element either across
multiple areas (i.e. cities, counties, watersheds, IRWM subregions),
multiple jurisdictions (i.e. multiple cities or counties), or multiple
organizations (e.g. cities, counties, water districts, non-profits,
communities, tribes) (1 point)

1

Project has not received grant funding from other sources but still meets
eligibility criteria including any match requirements. (1 point)

1
TOTAL

41

APPLICANT INFORMATION
Please complete the following summary form for the application. This form should be saved and
submitted with the forms intact via email to urbandrought@water.ca.gov. Please do not print to pdf
or scan this form. If the application contains more than five projects, please contact DWR for an
expanded form. A Project Information Form should be complete for each project in addition to this
summary form.
Applicant Name : Association of Bay Area Governments

Primary Contact Name : James muller
E-mail: james.muller@sfestuary.org

Address375 Beale Street, Suite 700
Zip Code94105

Title Principal Environmental Planner
City San Francisco

Telephone ( 540 )

Total State Funding Requested: 5,000,000

922-2398

Does this application include project(s) benefitting underrepresented communities/Tribes?
Pull down: Yes

Provide a summary of the budget for the application including other cost share (if applicable), for
all projects included in the application. Please note that there is no required non-state cost share,
but cost share is encouraged. Applicants are required to show other cost share to account for the
full project budget. Funding source(s) for cost share must be described for each project in Question
15 on the Project Information Form.
APPLICATION BUDGET SUMMARY
PROJECTS

1

2
3
4

Grant Administration

Project Name: Petaluma River

Watershed: Land Resilience
Partnership
Project Name:
Project Name:

Project Name:

Grant
Amount

400,000

4,600,000

Total
Cost

Other
Cost
Share

0

93,000

400,000
4,693,000

5

Project Name:

GRAND TOTAL

5,000,000

93,000

5,093,000

PROJECT INFORMATION FORM
1. Project Name: Petaluma River Watershed: Land Resilience Partnership
2. Local Project Sponsor (if different than Grantee): Daily Acts Organization
3.

Please provide the latitude and longitude of the project site.
Latitude: 38°13'30.1"N
Longitude: 122°36'23.5"W

4. Please briefly describe the proposed project.
The Petaluma River Watershed: Land Resilience Partnership (PRWLRP) will employ the Land Resilience
Partnership Water Toolkit model that has been publicly funded and deployed in other regions in the state. This
project seeks to employ this model to directly address the drought impacts and achieve the water reductions
critically important to the greater Petaluma area. This community-based drought resilience and response
model provides multiple benefits including water use reduction, fire resilience, flood reduction, habitat and
urban shade. The PRWLRP will 1) conduct a geospatial analysis of the Petaluma River Watershed in the
urbanized Petaluma area 2) identify suitable locations for small-scale implementation projects (also referred
to as interventions) to achieve the benefits listed above, and 3) provide technical assistance on 150 properties
and implement interventions identified in the LRP Water Toolkit on 75 properties. These interventions will
provide multiple benefits, in addition to those addressing the drought, that respond to the needs identified in
the community needs assessment completed by Daily Acts and Sonoma Ecology Center in Petaluma as part of
the San Francisco Bay Area Disadvantaged Community and Tribal Involvement Program.
The Land Resilience Partnership (LRP) is a well-established program with proven templates, processes, tools,
and approaches which will enable quick deployment of resources to support the planning and implementation
of the Water Toolkit for communities, including two severely disadvantaged and one disadvantaged community
in Petaluma.
The PRWLRP’s geospatial decision-making tool will highlight optimal areas for projects in Petaluma and will
identify and quantify the potential benefits for every parcel of land in the project area. This phase of the project
will include outreach and education, comprehensive site assessments, spatial cataloging, and design. This will
ensure that the interventions implemented under this program provide maximum aggregate benefit to the
community to address the drought.
Once complete, Daily Acts will work with willing landowners in the project area to install interventions
identified by the Water Toolkit that are supported by the geospatial analysis. The Water Toolkit is a
comprehensive selection of water-based strategies and approaches that can be built or employed to build
drought resilience on small residential parcels, or scaled up to be implemented on large commercial properties
to provide critical potable drinking water offsets, supply reliability, and multiple other benefits. Interventions
identified by the Water Toolkit include installing rainwater catchment systems, green infrastructure projects
such as rain gardens and bioswales, greywater reuse systems, turf conversions, drip irrigation conversions and
planting food, habitat and shade trees. Even without implementation, under this program, the sites that receive
direct technical assistance will enable landowners to implement water saving projects on their own, or when
we receive additional funding, to return to these sites to implement projects detailed in the site assessments.
Beyond building systems that directly address the drought through potable water supply offsets and
alternative water strategies for the residents of underserved communities, this project will provide many

multi-benefits including fire resilience, habitat creation, extreme heat reduction, increased stream flows,
workforce enhancement and more. Specifically, the aggregate benefit of these projects has the potential to
reduce peak stormwater flows, reducing neighborhood flooding, a priority identified by communities in the
needs assessment. In addition, each landowner/manager engaged within the PRWLRP will gain deeper
understandings of their property’s potentials for creating drought resilience and subsequent multi-benefits.
The aggregated drought relief impacts of all the parcels within this project will extend past the sum of acre feet
conserved due to the long-term effects of the increased community awareness of their access to strategies for
establishing drought resilience.
This project is scalable to the total award amount and beyond, leading to greater drought relief for the
community. The LRP has already been adapted to multiple regions and goals, as well as increased quantities of
deliverables to meet additional funding capacity.

5. Does this project respond to an existing emergency to humans and/or wildlife? If so, please describe the
emergency and how this project is addressing it.
In April 2021, both Governor Newsom and the Sonoma County Board of Supervisors declared a drought
emergency in Sonoma County. The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) reported that 95% of
California is experiencing moderate to exceptional drought conditions and has called upon all water
users to begin saving water.
Petaluma receives the majority of its potable water supply from Sonoma Water, 95-100%. From July –
October, 2021, Sonoma Water reduced contractor allocations by 20%. Petaluma uses local groundwater
wells as emergency backup supply only. In a typical year when there is no water shortage, the City does
not use municipal well water for supply. This year, the City supplemented 10% of its potable water
supply with groundwater by running wells at 1 MGD from July through October to close the gap between
demand and reduced allocations from Sonoma Water. In addition to augmenting supply with local
groundwater, the City implemented its Water Shortage Contingency Plan on May 3rd.
On Sept. 13, 2021, Petaluma City Council passed a resolution proclaiming a Local Drought Emergency in
Petaluma. This project will address the causes of this emergency by offsetting potable water used as
required by the plan. Petaluma is currently in Stage 4 of this plan, designed to reduce our city’s water
usage by 30% through mandatory water use restrictions.
These unprecedented steps to secure the community’s drinking water supply signaled the intensity and
level of emergency to humans from the drought. Assessments and projects previously implemented
through the Landscape Resilience Partnership document over 50-70% water reductions per residential
site. Therefore, this project will directly implement projects that contribute and in some cases surpass
the required drought reductions.

6. Each project must meet one of the following purposes as it relates to drought. Please select the appropriate
purpose for your project. (Please erase purposes that are not applicable)
a. Address immediate impacts on human health and safety, including providing or improving
availability of food, water, or shelter.
b. Provide water to persons or communities that lose or are threatened with the loss or contamination
of water supplies.

7. Each project must enhance regional drought resilience and align with the goals and objectives of the relevant
approved Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. Please identify the IRWM objective your project
addresses.
The IRWM objectives addressed through this project are:
● 1.1 - Work with local land, water, wastewater and stormwater agencies, project proponents and other
stakeholders to develop policies, ordinances and programs that promote IRWM goals, and to
determine areas of integration among projects
● 1.2 - Encourage implementation of integrated, multi-benefit projects.
● 1.3 - Plan for and adapt to more frequent extreme climate events.
● 1.4 - Reduce energy use and/or use renewable resources where appropriate
● 1.6 - Secure adequate support, funding and partnerships to effectively implement plan
● 1.7 - Avoid disproportionate impacts to disadvantaged communities
● 1.8 - Promote community education, involvement and stewardship
● 1.9 - Support data management for climate change vulnerabilities
● 1.11 - Minimize health impacts associated with polluted water
● 2.1 - Provide adequate water supplies to meet demands
● 2.3 - Minimize vulnerability of infrastructure to catastrophes and security breaches
● 2.4 - Implement water use efficiency to meet or exceed state and federal requirements
● 2.5 - Increase recycled water use
● 2.6 - Expand water storage and conjunctive management of surface and groundwater
● 2.7 - Provide for groundwater recharge while protecting groundwater resources from overdraft
● 2.8 - Protection of groundwater resources from contamination
● 3.1 - Protect, restore, and rehabilitate watershed and bay processes
● 3.2 - Maintain health of watershed vegetation, land cover, natural stream buffers and floodplains, to
improve filtration of point and nonpoint source pollutants
● 3.3 - Minimize point-source and nonpoint-source pollution
● 3.4 - Control excessive erosion and manage sedimentation
● 3.6 - Improve infiltration capacity
● 3.7 - Control pollutants of concern
● 4.1 - Manage floodplains to reduce flood damages to homes, businesses, schools, and transportation
● 4.2 - Achieve effective floodplain management that incorporates land use planning and minimizes
risks to health, safety and property by encouraging wise use and management of flood-prone areas
● 4.3 - Identify and promote integrated flood management projects to protect vulnerable areas
● 5.1 - Protect, restore, and rehabilitate habitat for species protection
● 5.2 - Enhance wildlife populations and biodiversity (species richness)
8. Describe the Primary Benefit of the project:
Quantified benefit: 5.1-20 Units: Acre Feet per year

Benefit Type: Water Conservation

The range of benefit is wider to account for the fact that some small parcels in this disadvantaged
community may have reduced landscape water use due to financial hardship. Assumes implementation of
projects on 75 parcels with an average water savings of between 30,000-120,000 gallons/year per parcel.
9. Describe the Secondary Benefit of the project:
Quantified benefit: 1.46

Units: Acre Benefit Type: Habitat

Assumes implementation of projects on 75 parcels with an average of 850 sq’ created for habitat.

10. Please briefly describe how the project will achieve the claimed benefits.
The PRWLRP will achieve the claimed benefits through an aggregation of many small projects. We anticipate
engaging 150 parcels where projects will be designed and/or implemented to meet the water conservation &
stormwater and flood management benefits. We expect an average of 50,000 gallons annually of water
conservation & stormwater and flood management.
11. Briefly describe how the community/area benefiting from this project is being impacted by the current
drought.
The City is currently in Stage 4 of its Water Shortage Contingency Plan which includes the mandatory water use
restrictions for residents listed below:
● Outdoor irrigation limited to two times per week – overnight Tuesday and Saturday from 7:00 pm. to
8:00 am.
● No washing down pavement with potable water, except sanitation.
● No vehicle washing at home – commercial car washes only.
● No operating ornamental water fountains and water features.
● No filling new pools or spas.
● No topping off existing pools and spas. Pool and spa covers are required by the Petaluma municipal code
to be covered during non-business hours or while not in use.
● No planting of new or existing landscapes that require water.
In addition to these residential restrictions, Petaluma is also requiring that new development withhold
landscape installation, and commercial properties limit frequency and type of landscape irrigation with
potable water at parks, golf courses, landscape assessment districts, schools, medians, and frontages. At this
point, only 5 out of 26 City parks are currently being irrigated with recycled water. Operators of restaurants are
only able to serve water upon request, hotels and motels are asked to request that guests have the option to
have towels and linens laundered daily. Street sweepers must use recycled water for street cleaning.
In the event that any residential or commercial property is not observing Stage 4 water use restrictions,
violators will receive a written or verbal warning and order that the violation must be corrected within a
reasonable time identified as seventy-two hours from notice of violation. As part of this correction, the City
may install a flow-restricting device on the service line. The City may also levy a water waste fine to the
customer. 1st violation: $100, 2nd violation: $500, 3rd violation, $1,000. Finally, the City may shut off water
service and charge the customer for reconnection. Service shall not be reinstated until verified by the City that
the violation has been corrected and all charges and fees have been paid.
If drought conditions continue and Stage 4 restrictions do not provide the required reductions in potable water
use the City will move to Stage 5 restrictions which requires 50% mandatory water use reduction and
eliminates all uses of irrigation other than agriculture.
Petaluma employs the most conservative drought restrictions in Sonoma County due to its high density of
commercial properties and limited number of wells. The City typically supplements up to 5% of potable water
through the Petaluma Valley Groundwater Basin to offset peak season water use, resting wells over winter. Due
to dry conditions in 2020, groundwater elevations in spring of 2021 indicated that the wells had not recovered
to past elevations. With water supply at less than 50% capacity of what is typical for this time of year, Petaluma
has increased supplemental water through wells to 10%.

12. How will this project alleviate the impacts described in your answer to Question 11?
With current Stage 4 restrictions, Petaluma residents are still able to irrigate twice a week with potable water.
Implementing this project would offset the use of that potable water, allowing residents to conserve potable
water through use of alternative water resources.
Interventions provided by this project will support underserved residents who rely on the food they grow
themselves, and have been unable to install edible plants or irrigate due to water restrictions. They would also
allow residents to plant trees to reduce urban heat island effect and install habitat for pollinators and wildlife,
while building fire resilience through well hydrated soils and plants. Additionally, this project will increase
stream flows and groundwater recharge, helping to reduce reliance on groundwater wells and pumping during
future water shortage events.
In conjunction with water conservation strategies, the combined benefit of these projects has the potential to
reduce peak stormwater flows, reducing neighborhood flooding, a priority identified by residents as part of the
needs assessment. Collectively, these potable water offsets would also reduce the reliance on the Petaluma
Valley Groundwater Basin, allowing its resources to be conserved for future needs.
Through site assessment, project design and implementation, residents will gain a deeper understanding of
their property’s potential for creating drought resilience and the subsequent multi-benefits. In addition, the
implementation of larger public and commercial sites will serve as an educational demonstration to increase
community awareness of strategies and access to resources for establishing drought resilience.
Ultimately, if the offsets achieved through the project allow the community to meet their required reductions,
the impacts identified above could be remedied.
13. Please complete the following budget table for the project. (Identify funding sources in Question 15)

BUDGET CATEGORY

Grant Amount

(a) Project Administration
(b) Land Purchase / Easement
(c) Planning / Design / Engineering /
Environmental Documentation
(d) Construction / Implementation

$460,000

All Other Cost

Total Cost

$10,000

$470,000

$83,000

$1,383,000

Not applicable
$1,300,000

$2,840,000

$2,840,000

TOTAL COSTS $4,600,000

93,000

$4,693,000

14. Please describe why state funding is needed for this project. If state funding is not secured, what will happen
to the project?
This critical set of projects simply won’t happen without state funding. There is no other funding source that
can alleviate severe drought impacts now, and make use of winter rains to leverage opportunities for
immediate multiple benefits. Given the severity of the drought, and the disproportionate impacts felt by this

disadvantaged community in recent years with drought, flooding, fire and covid there have been numerous
compounding human and ecosystem stressors.
15. Will the applicant provide cost share (encouraged but not required) and/or will this project require any
additional funding from sources other than this solicitation? If so, please describe the funding source and
indicate if the funding has been secured. If the funding has not been secured, please describe the plan to
secure the necessary funding.
Our intention is to seek support from local businesses, organizations and funders as well as to leverage
additional potential funding from City programs and activities. We will seek discounts on materials
and labor related to project installations as well as work with the City of Petaluma to identify and
leverage relational water and climate programs and funding.
16. Is land acquisition or landowner permission required for this project? If so, please briefly describe the
status of the acquisition or agreement with the landowner. If the acquisition is not complete or
permission not secured at the time of application, please describe the plan to complete it.
Prior to anyone entering onto a landowner’s property, the landowner will need to sign the Petaluma River
Watershed Land Resilience Partnership’s Letter of Intent. This letter is an agreement between the landowner
and PRWLRP. It covers the processes and allowances for access to properties with proper notice; use of
resources for the intended public benefit; implementation of the provided maintenance and monitoring plans
for the term of funding; as well as collection and use of photos and data from projects (this is optional)
implemented on their site. Permission to obtain access to properties cannot be obtained without state
funding to build the geospatial decision-making model and develop a list of areas to start engagement.
17. Has planning and design for this project been completed? If not, please describe the status of planning and
design.
The projects have not been developed as the parcel and project sizes will be determined as part of the
initial assessment. Existing construction documents and templates from other Land Resilience Partnership
(LRP) projects and toolkits will be customized for rapid deployment that adhere to California engineering
and other local building and safety codes.
Daily Acts has extensive experience installing similar projects from the LRP toolkit and will be working
with skilled local teams that are well-versed in installing these projects and systems. The Watershed
Progressive will support the parcel assessments, develop the catalog of projects and provide initial
planning and design support for smaller scale residential projects. Key partners such as Sonoma Resource
Conservation District and Sherwood Engineers will be engaged for large scale system design at community
sites such as schools, churches, and public parks. Certified professionals in conjunction with California
Onsite Water Association and other groups will be consulted to ensure quality control. Additional local
partners City of Petaluma, ReLeaf Petaluma and the Cool City Challenge staff and program will support
these efforts through community engagement, tree plantings and train-the-trainer installation.
18. Are the CEQA (and NEPA if applicable) and permitting processes for this project complete? If not, please
briefly describe the permits and CEQA (or NEPA) documents to be completed and projected schedule for
completion.
Not applicable

19. Please briefly describe the necessary construction/implementation for this project.
We will be designing and implementing numerous projects on numerous parcels. The general process is as
follows: remote spatial analysis, community engagement and training, rapid assessment, spatial cataloguing of
benefits, custom design plans and permit support; direct technical construction advice including materials
acquisition and maintenance and monitoring. Through our assessment and analysis processes, we will be
focusing on the implementation of tools that have the best ratios of dollars spent to water conserved. This focus
will ensure the highest impacts on our primary goal of drought relief. We will also prioritize local sourcing of
materials and labor for our implementations.
Large scale installation projects will utilize a General Engineering Contractor to implement construction on the
project sites. The Contractor will be a qualified CA licensed general contractor to be selected based on
experience, cost, and availability. The Contractor will be responsible for acquiring all materials for the project
and coordinating transport for the materials. The General Engineering Contractor will implement each site as
per design.

20. Please complete the schedule below for the project. Projects must be completed by March 31, 2026, to
allow time for final invoice processing and retention payment before the State funds expire on June 30,
2026. Project administration should end at least three months after construction.

Categories
(a)

Project Administration

(b)

Land Purchase / Easement

(c)

Planning/ Design / Engineering / Environmental Documentation

(d)

Construction/ Implementation

Start Date

End Date

Upon award agreement March 2026
Not applicable

Not applicable

8 weeks after Contract November 2025
Award
8 weeks after Notice to December 2025
Proceed

Eligibility Criteria Self-Certification Form
Eligibility Criteria Self-Certification Form
As an applicant with the Department of Water Resources’ (DWRs) Financial Assistance Branch, you must complete
this self-certification form as a condition to enter into a Grant Agreement with DWR to receive grant funds. Failure to
meet and continue to comply with these conditions and requirements may result in DWR revoking the grant award,
withholding grant funding, stopping invoice payment, and/or terminating the Grant Agreement. An answer of “No” to
certain questions below may make you ineligible to enter into an agreement with DWR. If any question is going to
be answered as “No” please contact DWR at urbandrought@water.ca.gov.

1. Applicant Eligibility
Applicant Name:
Association of Bay Area Governments
Applicant Entity Type: Public Agency

Applicant/Local Project Sponsor Name
Daily Acts

Applicant/Local Project Sponsor Entity Type
Non—Profit

If the Applicant or any Local Project Sponsor is a mutual water company or public utility,
does their proposed project have a clear and definite public purpose that benefits the
customers of the water system or other public utility and not the investors?
Yes ☐ No ☒
If yes, please state the public purpose and explain how it benefits the customers:

2. Authorizing Resolution
A resolution adopted by the applicant’s governing body authorizing the application for a grant
under this program that designates a representative to sign the application, and in the event of
an award of grant funds, a representative to execute the funding agreement and all necessary
documentation (e.g., invoices, progress reports, etc.) is required. A signed, certified resolution
must be received prior to the execution of a grant agreement with the State.
Is the authorizing resolution complete and included with the application? If there is not a
resolution included at time of application, please provide an estimate for when it will be
complete.
No. SFEP will bring the resolution to ABAG in December 2021 for approval and signature.
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3. Urban Water Management Compliance
List the urban water suppliers (UWS), as defined by Water Code section 10617, that will
receive funding if the application is awarded funds. Does each UWS have a current Urban
Water Management Plan (UWMP) verified by DWR that addresses the requirements of
the California Water Code? Each UWS must also have a complete and validated water
loss audit report verified by DWR in accordance with Senate Bill (SB) No. 555 (Stats.
2015, ch. 679). Additionally, each UWS proposing wastewater projects, water use
efficiency projects, or drinking water projects must be compliant with the water metering
requirements contained in Water Code section 525 et seq.
Urban Water Supplier
N/A

Date UWMP verified by DWR
N/A

Are all Urban Water Suppliers compliant with all requirements for Urban Water Suppliers
including but not limited to metering requirements (Water Code, § 525 et seq.), water loss
audits, and monthly reporting to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)?
Yes ☐ No ☐
If a supplier isn’t compliant with the requirements, please explain:

4. Water Shortage Contingency Plan (WSCP)
List the urban water suppliers that will receive funding if the application is awarded funds.
Does each UWS have an activated Water Shortage Contingency Plan to a stage
appropriate for their water conditions? DWR will verify the status with the water board.
Urban Water Supplier
N/A

Date WSCP was activated
N/A
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5. Agricultural Water Management and Measurement Compliance
List the agricultural water suppliers, as defined by Water Code section 10608.12(a), that
will receive funding if the application is awarded funds. If there are none, please indicate
so. Each supplier must have a completed Agricultural Water Management Plan (AWMP)
that has been verified by DWR. If the supplier provides less than 25,000 irrigated acres,
they will be exempt from the AWMP requirement.
Agricultural Water Supplier

N/A

Date AWMP verified by DWR, or
exempt

N/A

Are all Agricultural Water Suppliers compliant with all other requirements of an Agricultural
Water Supplier including but not limited to farm gate delivery reports, Efficient Water
Management Practices, Water Measurement regulations, etc.?
Yes ☐ No ☐
If a supplier isn’t compliant with the requirements, please explain:
6. Surface Water Diverter Compliance
List the surface water diverters that will receive funding if the application is awarded
funds. If there are none, please indicate so. For the listed surface water diverters, state
whether each diverter has submitted their latest annual and monthly surface water
diversion reports in compliance with requirements outlined in Water Code section 5100
et seq., and their Use Reports as set forth in the California Code of Regulations, title 23,
section 907 et seq., to the SWRCB.
Surface Water Diverter

N/A

Has Surface Water Diverter submitted all
required reports to SWRCB to remain up
to date? (Yes/No)
N/A
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7. Groundwater Management Compliance
List any projects that directly affect groundwater levels or quality. You can find your groundwater
basin and the priority by going to the following link:
https://sgma.water.ca.gov/webgis/?appid=SGMADataViewer#gwlevels%C2%A0
Project Name

Grantee/Local Project
Sponsor

Groundwater Basin

Priority of the basin

Petaluma River
Watershed: Land
Resilience Partnership

Daily Acts

Petaluma Valley
Groundwater Basin

Medium

8. Groundwater Management Compliance Self-Certification
Groundwater Management Compliance: The Applicant and any Local Project Sponsors must
maintain continuing eligibility with the current Sustainable Groundwater Management Act
(SGMA, Water Code, § 10720 et seq.) requirements as they come into effect.
☒ Yes, the Applicant and Local Project Sponsors agree to maintain continuing eligibility with
the most current SGMA requirements, as applicable.
☐ No, the Applicant and Local Project Sponsors do not agree to maintain continuing eligibility
with the most current SGMA requirements, as applicable. DWR cannot enter into a Grant
Agreement.
9. California Statewide Groundwater Elevation Monitoring (CASGEM) Compliance
Please fill out the following table for any projects located in a high or medium priority
groundwater basin as identified by the CASGEM program. Projects in high and medium priority
groundwater basins that do not have a CASGEM monitoring entity will not be eligible for funding
if the grant applicant and Local Project Sponsor are listed as potential monitoring entities in
Water Code section 10927. The same applies to counties whose jurisdictions include
unmonitored high and medium priority groundwater basins (Water Code, § 10933.7(a)).
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Project

Daily Acts

Basin Monitoring Entity

City of Petaluma Public
Works and Utilities
Department

If there is no monitoring entity, is the
Local Project Sponsor is an eligible
monitoring entity per Water Code
section 10928?
N/A

10. Stormwater Projects
If a project is a stormwater and/or dry weather runoff capture project, is it included in a
Stormwater Resource Plan or functionally equivalent plan (FEP) if applicable? Projects that
benefit a DAC with a population of 20,000 or less are exempt from this requirement. However,
they must not be a co-permittee for a municipal separate Storm Sewer System (MS4) National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issued to a municipality with a
population greater than 20,000 (Water Code, § 10563(c)(2)(B)).
Project (only list stormwater and/or dry
weather runoff capture projects)
Daily Acts

Project Included in a Stormwater
Resource Plan or FEP?
Yes
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11. Agreement Template
Have you and your counsel reviewed the agreement template and all terms and
conditions?
Yes ☒

No ☐

I understand that the Department of Water Resources will rely on this signed
certification in order to approve funding and that false and/or inaccurate
representations in this Self-Certification may result in revocation of the award of funds
or loss of all funds awarded to the Grantee. and that reimbursement of any grant
funds is reliant upon the Grantee and all local project sponsors to meet and maintain
all eligibility requirements outlined within this Self-Certification form, the 2021 Urban
and Multibenefit Drought Relief Program Guideline and Proposal Solicitation Package,
and the Grant Agreement terms and conditions. Additionally, for the aforementioned
reasons, the Department of Water Resources may withhold disbursement of grant
funds and/or pursue any other applicable legal remedies.

James Muller

Signature

Principal Environmental Planner

11/19/2021

P ag e 6

Daily Acts - DAC Project Benefit Justification

The Petaluma River Watershed Land Resilience Partnership project will 1) conduct a geospatial
analysis of the Petaluma River Watershed in the urbanized Petaluma area, 2) identify suitable
locations for small-scale implementation projects (also referred to as interventions) to achieve the
benefits listed above, and 3) provide technical assistance on 150 properties and implement
interventions identified in the LRP Water Toolkit on 75 properties. These interventions will provide
multiple benefits, in addition to those addressing the drought, that respond to the needs identified
in the community needs assessment completed by Daily Acts and Sonoma Ecology Center in
Petaluma as part of the San Francisco Bay Area Disadvantaged Community and Tribal Involvement
Program.
The goal is to provide at least 25% direct project benefits to the disadvantaged community block
group parcels. This percentage may increase and will be determined by the number of parcels that
receive project assessment, design and implementation support to achieve potable drinking water
offsets, supply reliability and additional multi-benefits of water use reduction, fire resilience, flood
reduction, habitat enhancement, and urban shade. The number of parcels directly worked on within
the DAC will depend on the land owners and land managers willingness to participate in the
program and allow for project implementation activities.

BAIRWMP Coordinating Committee
Schedule of Future CC Meetings
Date
January 24, 2022
February 28, 2022
March 28, 2022

Location
Virtual
Virtual
Virtual

