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Regional Watershed Coordination Meeting 
September  29, 2006 

1515 Clay Street, 2nd Floor Ð Oakland, CA  
 

Meeting Summary 
 
Introduction 
Beth Huning of the San Francisco Bay Joint Venture (SFBJV) welcomed participants and provided an 
overview for the meetingÕs purpose and Marcia Brockbank of the San Francisco Estuary Project 
(SFEP) also welcomed attendees and provided background information.  Both organizations were 
hosts of the meeting. 
 
The stated purpose of the meeting was to determine if there was general agreement among the diverse 
participants as to whether they saw benefit in proceeding with establishing a better mechanism for 
ongoing coordination of Bay Area watershed efforts and activities. 
 
Mary Selkirk of the Center for Collaborative Policy, facilitator, went over the agenda with the group 
and asked A.L. Riley of the Regional Water Quality Control Board (Water Board), Nadine Hitchcock 
of the State Coastal Conservancy (SCC), Beth Huning, and Marcia Brockbank to provide some 
background for convening todayÕs meeting and to describe the efforts that their organizations are 
taking to develop and implement regional priorities: 
 
1) Marcia Brockbank:   SFEP has been implementing the Comprehensive Conservation and 

Management Plan (CCMP) since 1993.  It is currently being updated.  It lists eight broad categories 
of priorities: 
1. Expand restore and protect Bay-Delta wetlands 
2. Reduce impacts of invasive species 
3. Promote watershed management throughout the Estuary 
4. Create incentives that encourage local governments and landowner to protect and restore the 

Estuary 
5. Reduce pollution of the Estuary from urban and agricultural nonpoint sources 
6. Strengthen public awareness of the value of the EstuaryÕs natural resources 
7. Expand regional monitoring programs to address all CCMP regional issues 
8. Promulgate baseline inflow standards for the San Francisco, San Pablo, and Suisun Bays to 

restore the estuary  

2) Beth Huning:  ÒThe Joint Venture brings together public and private agencies, conservation groups, 
development interests, and others to restore wetlands and wildlife habitat in San Francisco Bay 
watersheds and along the Pacific coasts of San Mateo, Marin and Sonoma counties. The goal of the 
San Francisco Bay Joint Venture is to protect, restore, increase and enhance all types of wetlands, 
riparian habitat and associated uplands throughout the San Francisco Bay region to benefit birds, 
fish and other wildlife. The San Francisco Bay Estuary is the nation's second largest and perhaps 
the most biologically significant estuary on the Pacific Coast.Ó (From the website) 
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In 1981, the SFBJV undertook a planning process for wetlands restoration. It participated in the 
Goals Report, and has focused upon acquisition and enhancement of wetlands.  The SFBJV 
provides technical assistance to a wide variety of groups.  It also has a project database that is 
maintained by funded projects. 

3) Nadine Hitchcock:  The Coastal Conservancy has a broad mandate to protect coastal and open 
space resources for public access. The SCC helps regional groups, such as the Open Space Council, 
establish priorities and refine their vision to protect resources.  The SCC has been participating 
over the past two years in the development of the Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 
(IRWMP).  The SCC is leading the development of the Habitat Restoration Component of the 
IRWMP.  Its goal for the IRWMP has been to define goals for watershed health. 
 
Melanie Denninger of the SCC spoke of the Habitat Restoration Component and how the 
Conservancy had to cut back its objectives for the document because defining goals for watershed 
health had not been met.  However, the Habitat Component had received information on many 
worthy watershed restoration projects around the Bay.  Of the 118 projects prioritized in the 
IRWMP, over 60 of the projects are related to habitat restoration or watershed protection efforts. 

 
4) A.L. Riley:  The Water Board evaluates grants for regional priorities.  The Water Board wants to 

make sure it recommends projects that are most likely to succeed and that accurately represent 
watershed stakeholders working to improve their watershed.  On occasions, grant applicants have 
intended to represent Bay Area regional priorities but have not had a forum to vet their proposals to 
determine if their proposals are in fact viewed that way by others in the regional watershed 
community. State grant programs are increasingly requesting that watershed councils or 
partnerships formally endorse grant applications to make them eligible for funding. The agencies 
would benefit from the development of regional priorities review criteria. Finally, state and federal 
regulatory staffs are promoting the practice of coordinating permit reviews and approvals though 
watershed partnerships to increase the quality of the permitted projects and assure that the diversity 
of interests and needs affected by the permits is addressed to the extent possible. The IRWMP also 
highlights the need for a watershed community to organize itself and provide a mechanism to 
participate in these regional policy issues. 

 
Morning Plenary Session Ð General Discussion 
Mary presented four general areas of discussion for the day and opened the floor for the morning 
plenary discussion.  The morning discussion focused primarily on Questions 1 and 2 below. 
 
The four key discussion questions for the morning were as follows: 
 

1. How do we establish priorities and ensure accountability for the limited resources available for Bay 
area watershed restoration and management work? 

2. What institutions or organizations do, or could, exist, for ongoing communication? 
3. What technical and research information do we need in the Bay to do successful watershed 

restoration work? 
4. How can we establish new sources of funding? 

 
Comments included the following (in some cases condensed and combined for the sake of clarity and 
brevity), grouped by theme: 
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Understanding the ÒuniverseÓ of watershed activities in the region 
What are we doing/how are we doing as a region? One participant suggested that group think about 
watershed activities in the Bay area as falling into four categories:  1) Science, 2) Restoration, 3) 
Advocacy, and 4) Outreach -- and how these fit together and who does what.  He went on to say that it 
would be very valuable for us all to understand what each agency and each NGO (non-governmental 
organization) is doing through the lens of these four categories. 
 
Others spoke about how the watershed community is splintered due to competing mandates from 
funding agencies, and that the Region could benefit from a set of overarching goals that would be the 
measure of Bay Area watershed health, and according to which all levels of project proponents could 
build good projects. 
 
Defining Watershed Health and Goals 
Watershed health should be the big goal (even if we zig and zag in purposes to get funding). However 
it is not defined -- defining watershed health includes developing specific goals to achieve health, and 
defining quantifiable targets and benchmarks.  We need a systems perspective, not just local i.e., 
overarching goals. 
 
We should get the State to define what Òwatershed managementÓ contains and how to qualify as a 
watershed program (for funding). No state guidance is yet provided.  However, some questioned 
whether the State should define watershed management for a regional group. 
 
In protecting watersheds, we should look at the historical ecology of creeks and wetlands, and factor 
people (and the history of the watershed) into the picture.  We should develop a common language that 
makes sense for landowners, scientists, local governments, creek groups, state agencies, and everyone 
else living by and/or working on watersheds.  
 
If we link historical ecology with projected land use, people on all levels would see the connections. 
 
A true watershed approach in this Region should include the Bay and Delta and even Sierra streams. 
 
Connecting from grassroots to the State and across agencies within watersheds; creating a 
shared language 
Santa Clara County is trying a new policy based on collaborative efforts among the Santa Clara Valley 
Water District (SCVWD) and City of San Jose and the County.   Local governments are managing 
right-of-ways and riparian corridors (instead of SCVWD).  SCVWD and local governments used to 
speak different languages: e.g., the current ordinance is in water district-ese.  However, the 
replacement ordinance will look like a zoning ordinance and general plan, so local governments can 
understand and implement it.  
 
Santa Clara participants emphasized importance of developing language that can be understood across 
different agencies with different mandates. Others added that watershed language also needs to be 
translated for the homeowner. 
 
Three interacting levels: homeowner/local agency/regional and state: we must have language that they 
can all understand.  All watershed activities in a region should encompass all three of these levels. We 
need to develop better means of communication laterally and vertically.  We need to talk to people in 
the street about their concerns and goals Ð we need to go to them, not just expect them to come to us. 
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This would include going out to homeowner groups, clubs, churches, local meetings, etc.  It is 
important to escape existing cycles of conflict and to involve the community in decision-making. 

 
A number of participants discussed the value of local watershed councils in their counties, and 
suggested that these kinds of forums and councils were a good model for bringing the individual 
homeowner into the discussion and into watershed stewardship at the very local level.   We need to be 
able to keep these groups funded.  It would also be great if these forums and councils talked to each 
other. 
 
Others commented that they needed more guidance from the State as to the role of these councils, since 
recent legislation calls for using councils for identifying priority watershed projects the State would 
support 
 
We need to integrate all the many small efforts with a larger effort.  We also need to communicate 
what we are doing well to agencies, politicians, etc. and link watershed activities to economic and 
government goals. 
 
Integrated Regional Water  Management Plan 
There was lengthy discussion of the IRWMP process and how to maximize efforts toward watershed 
health in the IRWMP. One suggestion was to encourage the IRWMP Technical Coordinating 
Committee (TCC) to use Integration as their screen, i.e., to support projects that most clearly propose 
or demonstrate integrated water management actions. 
 
Another suggestion was to press the IRWMP TCC to support projects that promote capacity-building 
for grass-roots watershed activism.  We should integrate good grass-roots efforts and good science in 
the Region, including economics. 
 
Role of the Region 
A number of participants agreed that the ÒRegionÓ is the best Òin betweenÓ functional area to bring 
local projects to the State.  We need to develop capacity-building at the sub-regional level and include 
both physical and ÒvirtualÓ gathering places in all nine Bay Area Counties. 
 
Others emphasized importance of remembering that watersheds are about people, and that traditional 
watershed groups often do not address issues of environmental justice. 
 
There was a lot of discussion about how to integrate local priorities and regional priorities, and the 
importance of creating a shared language for all levels of stakeholders and potential funders.  It is 
important to identify mechanisms for ongoing communication and what are the problems we need to 
address. 
 
There was also discussion about how to create targets and benchmarks and how we can tell when the 
regional watershed vision is being achieved, as well as how to report back to funders and the 
community about our successes. 
 
State Watershed Perspective 
Cathy Bleier from the Resources Agency gave an overview of watershed management from the 
statewide perspective, where issues of climate change, flood control, ocean protection and 
sustainability are current hot topics.  Currently the agencies are working under the framework of the 
California Watershed Action Plan, which addresses issues of governance, demonstrating improvements 
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to watershed health, and regulatory coordination.  Watershed management is seen as a means rather 
than an end in addressing some of these issues.  It would be helpful to articulate goals at the regional 
level and send that information to the State to be incorporated into statewide watershed planning.  For 
example, there is an annual meeting with the Resources Agency and CalEPA coming up and it would 
be good to have regional watershed management on the agenda.  Calfed Watershed Program, now 
absorbed into the Resources Agency, has also been discussing ways to broaden their watershed 
approach.  She identified the need for a regional coordinating entity to engage in determining how 
watershed management is incorporated into the next round of IRWMP grant solicitations under 
proposition 50 and potential future IRWMP grant programs. 
 
Cathy pointed out that while past bond acts specifically allocated dollars to watershed projects and 
programs, the current mood in the legislature and of the bond act writers is to focus on project outputs 
and not the planning processes and organizations that produce the outputs. While IRWMP is intended 
to support the idea of integration of water projects, it has been challenged by representatives of the 
statewide watershed movement as a framework which may need changes to successfully integrate the 
work occurring at sub-regional scales.  Her recommendations were to: 

1. Articulate common watershed goals at regional levels by coordinating across existing forums 
including the Bay Area Water Forum, the CCMP, IRWMP, and the S.F. Bay Joint Venture. 

2. Establish a regionally accepted framework for demonstrating watershed health and 
performance standards for projects and programs. 

3. Consider the adoption of watershed-based regulatory coordination to ease regulatory burdens 
and provide Òone stop shopping for permits.Ó 

4. Use the IRWMP plans to encourage more integration among stormwater management, flood 
damage reduction, water quality and habitat improvement, and fisheries restoration. 

5. Those practicing in the watershed area must start demonstrating, recording and explaining 
results to decision makers. 

6. Tie your results to current state priorities, which are oceans and coastal protection, climate 
change,  flood control and water supply development 

 
Afternoon Break-out Groups 
Following lunch, participants broke out into four smaller groups focused on different areas of interest.  
Each group was asked to identify up to three possible next steps (in their area), potential sources of 
funding to implement those solutions, and people to take the first step towards those solutions.  Notes 
from each group follow. 
 
1)  Data Collection Workgroup 

¥ Data Collection: There is a difference between data analysis and data collection & maintenance; 
these need to be addressed separately. BC Capps will follow up by contacting U.C. Berkeley 
Water  Resources Archives. 

¥ Toolbox:  The group talked about how helpful it would be if there was a "toolbox" that provided 
guidance to those broaching data collection efforts.  Roger Leventhal will take a crack at a first 
draft. 

¥ There was extensive conversation on how robust data need to be as well as the proÕs and conÕs of 
pushing one way (peer-reviewed data) or another (general sample trends collected by a lay person). 

¥ Many agreed that it is hard to really know what data sets in which data bases are Òout thereÓ and 
simply having a better understanding of this realm would be helpful. 

¥ It's critical that project monitoring be required and this should be built into projects from the 
beginning Ð there needs to be a push for making monitoring a required element of projects and 
grants. 
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2)  L inking Watersheds and Land Use Planning Workgroup 
Problems:   

¥ land use does not equal water planning 
¥ decision makers need education 
¥ flooding is an element in local plans, not watershed protection; 4) councils, local governments 

easily influenced by the nay-sayers 
¥ regulatory agencies often get in at the end of development/CEQA process when it is too late to 

change projects 
¥ difficult to assess cumulative impacts, and consultants and planners do not always know how to do 

this 
¥ planning departments and public works departments do not communicate well 
¥ confusion on regulations for ephemeral creeks 
¥ project mitigation impacts (e.g., lane widening) arenÕt always thought through and may cause 

environmental problems 
Needs 

¥ Knowledge Ð need two-way education and communication.  Those working on land use donÕt 
understand watershed planning and vice versa.  Design review committees could help. 

¥ Need to develop a toolbox for planners and for developers-- collect information, evaluate for 
utility, put on website   

¥ Stormwater regulations/implementation is an area where public works and planning departments 
interact. The municipal regional stormwater permit could be a way to address some of these needs.  

¥ Process Ð people need to know when to enter into the planning process.  Need to work with State 
Office of Policy and Research to revise general plan requirements to include water resource 
elements, develop a template or model ordinance, and have creek overlay zones in general plans.  
A second process issue that needs a solution: having regulatory approval after CEQA presents 
problems for those trying to implement projects 

¥ Regional funding through local assessments, etc. 
¥ Green Infrastructure Ð We need to find ways to encourage and provide incentives for ÒgreenÓ 

building in the Bay Area, along the model of Portland and Seattle and to fund projects that 
demonstrate these.  

¥ Local governments and agencies should be encouraged to adopt the Ahwahnee Principles  
¥ GIS and mapping information 
¥ Need to improve the clarity of regulations  

Next Steps Ð Action I tems: 
¥ Kathleen Van Velsor will work with Local Government Commission to get training between 

planning and public works departments with the aim of demonstrating the connection between 
watershed protection and flood control, for example. 

¥ Dale Hopkins will look into the status and progress of the Municipal Regional Permit at the Water 
Board and if and how it may be addressing some of these issues. 

¥ Juliet Lamont will contact Sunset magazine to discuss having green projects for their Idea House.  
Rather than focus on cleaning up polluted creeks, the idea would be to highlight beautiful projects 
that are good for watersheds, e.g., rain gardens that allow water to percolate into the soil.  
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3)  Bay Area Regional Collaboration Workgroup 
Opening questions: What are some ways the regional can do a better job of vertical and lateral 
communication? What are we trying to accomplish? 

¥ The Water Board is not getting enough advice on grant priorities during reviewÑ need a forum to 
review proposals and priorities 

¥ Can SFBJV management committee have a couple of functions -- as a voice in Sacramento as well 
as weighing in on grant proposals? 

¥ Priorities can be policies or projects 
¥ State Coastal Conservancy can use similar support when developing grant projects 
¥ The Flood Group of the IRWMP created a Forum which could be a focus to vet projects that go on 

the next round of IRWMP funding. Is that a model for us to consider? 
¥ The Water Group is also organized within IRWMP.  
¥ Maybe same kind of coordination is needed for watersheds -- and then who should be considered a 

member of the watershed Òforum?Ó How about water districts, flood control districts as well as 
identifiable watershed entities or advocates? 

!  Proposed Regional Watershed Forum Group: 
¥ Needs scientific expertise/technical expertise 
¥ Allows for groups that donÕt have representation in other forums 
¥ Contra Costa County Watershed Forum is good model, to link County to larger Bay Area.  

CCCWF also supports watershed councils in their county. 
¥ More grassroots participation needed; how do you effectively involve grassroots groups?  One 

option might be for the County to convene grassroots groups as Contra Costa County has done. 
¥ Trial balloon idea: Technical assistance and capacity can be written up as a ÒprojectÓ for the 

IRWMP. 
¥ Who should this group include:  County representatives involved in land use planning, regional 

entities interested in the resource, grassroots organizations that identify reps to this larger forum 
¥ Trial balloon idea:  Write grant to IRWMP to fund a Watershed Forum and fund local capacity 

building 
¥ These reps would meet periodically to address Bay area funding, communicating with Sacramento 

from the region, etc. This type of Forum needs to be funded, should not be affiliated with a specific 
interest group. 

¥ Look at other states (e.g., Montana?) for models 
¥ Need to think about how to create a sustainable structure 

!  Role of Regional Watershed Forum: 
¥ Pursue regional funding 
¥ Communicate with Sacramento 
¥ Establish and nurture regional groups 
¥ Develop regional goals as per the Regional Watershed Plan (SCC) 
¥ Include local targets in Regional Plan 
¥ Look at Contra Costa County Watershed Forum as model for this Forum 
¥ Cautions: 

> DonÕt impose sub-regional modelÑ they need to be developed locally, by self-identified 
groups. 

> Structure needs to be dictated by purpose of group (form follows function) 
> Accountability: need multiple objectives on regional basis 
> Incorporating land use/setbacks/takings huge challenge: maybe not do-able? 
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Next Steps: 
1. Produce Project Description of Regional Watershed Forum for inclusion in the IRWMP.  Project 

description of a Bay Area Regional Watershed Forum Ð network of resource agencies, NGOs, 
Public Works departments. Would prioritize funding and achieving watershed plan goals. 
Lead: Nadine Hitchcock 

2. Develop IRWMP grant request to develop sub-regional groups/capacity building.  Project 
description of an IRWMP project to create Contra Costa County type water councils/forums 
around the Bay Area to assist with vertical linkage. 
Lead:  Nadine Hitchcock 

3. Develop policy at Regional Board on watershed management. Riley will coordinate regional 
criteria for funding, land use coordination, assisting counties, setting up communications with 
Sacramento 
Lead: Riley 

4. Develop proposal for a 9-county regional resource bond initiative. 
Lead: Nadine Hitchcock 

5. Follow up on applicability of Environmental License plate funding possibilities 
Lead:  Bay Area Open Space Council [?] 

 
4)  Developing Watershed Restoration Targets and Accountability Workgroup 
Problem Statements 

¥ No one can tell if the individual projects collectively amount to progress. The Bay Institute 
Scorecard is moving in the right direction 

¥ Timelines for grants do not promote actual concrete water quality and habitat improvement. Project 
horizon 5-10-100 years (like stop smoking campaigns): tools and building blocks need to be 
considered concrete steps 

¥ We need to develop targets that are measurable: people targets and restoration targets 
¥ No general agreement on targets among funders and agencies 
¥ The target that needs to be defined is Watershed  Health 
¥ Accountability leads to demonstrated success which leads to more funding 

Solutions 
¥ Historical ecology is a promising area of investigation 
¥ Linking water goals to other community goals (e.g., low-income housing) is a good direction to go 
¥ Common goals allow us to communicate with the public. 
¥ Targets can balance goals and make clear how they are interconnected. 
¥ Define Òwatershed healthÓ to include historical ecology, people, and aspects of the watershed 

beyond the riparian corridor. Think about whether the framework for grants can allow measurable 
goals.  Need group to do. 

¥ Improve communication with local governments Ð make sure indices that exist are incorporated.  
The more targets, the more communication, the easier to get funding. 

Mechanisms 
¥ Participate in general plan developments 
¥ Use the StateÕs watershed indicator framework 
¥ Use Òdesign charetteÓ style goals-setting summit. Include wide variety of expertise, educate one 

another, need a methodology.  Model: ABAG Smart Growth process? 
¥ Extending tidal wetland Baylands Habitat Goals to Upland and to whole Bay 
¥ Any process needs to be accountable to participants to continue the process 
¥ Define framework for measuring watershed health 
¥ Need to develop targets for both restoration and for outreach, education and other building blocks. 

People are part of watershed health. 
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¥ The process by which this is done needs to be centralized regionally and done locally, in parallel 
¥ Targets need to be a mix of Bay-area wide standards and local-specific, in parallel 

Examples of Targets: 
¥ Level of ÒxÓ bad thing cannot be higher than ÒyÓ % disturbance of pre-disturbance conditions 
¥ Level of community participation/awareness 
¥ Level of interaction between decision-makers 
¥ % of serpentine plant communities under protection 
¥ Bay InstituteÕs scorecard expanded to watersheds 

 
Next Step 

!  Define watershed health 
o Framework for assessment including all elements (cultural, socio-economic, science, 

etc.) with concrete long-term goals. Includes public awareness and education 
o Communications need to be alert to systems and indicators existing at the local level 

(business indices, etc.) 
o Centralized effort:  small group develops prototype, whole audience convenes to work 

with proposed model. 
o Look for other models, nationally and from other countries 
o Targets need to be both Bay area-wide as well as local (vertical integration) 

 
Meeting Wr ap-up 
At the conclusion of the workshop, Mary asked the group to evaluate both the process and the 
substance of the meeting. Feedback included the following: 
 
Pluses: 

!  Group included a wide diversity of interests and perspectives 
!  The State is taking this kind of collaboration at the regional level very seriously 
!  The emphasis on developing a common vocabulary was important 
!  Good that the meeting was facilitated. 
!  Good networking opportunity (but would like more time allowed to do so) 
!  Meeting well organized 

 
Deltas (Things to change) 

!  The purpose of the meeting wasnÕt clear from the invitation  
!  It wasnÕt clear who was invited, and who should have been 
!  Agenda tried to cover too much material and too many topics. Next time be more focused. 
!  The issue of permitting and linking watershed issues and planners is extremely frustrating and 

needs a lot more attention. It is still a major disconnect at the local reality level. Should be 
focus of a future meeting 

 
In general the group seemed to feel that the conversation was worthwhile and tentatively agreed that 
there would be merit in meeting again, perhaps on a yearly basis.   Options for a regional forum will be 
explored as part of the next steps identified in the breakout sessions. 
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Post-Meeting Suggestion of FollowÐup Actions for the Working Groups 
 
Data Collection Work Group 
This working group should be divided into two work groups: 

1. Data Collection and Maintenance:  B.C. Capps volunteered to follow up on the development of 
this working group with the key players in data management 

 
2. The second work group is Developing Restoration Design Tools. This group should include 

those who are interested in developing the necessary information for watershed managers to 
address specific management and restoration alternatives to solve the conflicts between natural 
systems and the developed landscape. This includes reducing flood damages, and managing 
erosion and stormwater. 

 
a. Develop a short Òwhite paperÓ identifying the array of tools that can inform restoration 
design and management projects. The toolbox can include project design and monitoring 
strategies for use by local practitioners and consultants.  Roger Leventhal of Far West 
Restoration Engineering volunteered to take the lead on this. 

 
b. Hold meetings as necessary to address the different approaches to data collection intended to 
characterize the environment of watersheds as needed by practitioners. The topic of creating a 
Restoration and Management Toolbox project appears to overlap with the interests of those 
who want to establish indicators of ÒWatershed HealthÓ as a means for measuring the 
effectiveness of restoration and management projects and programs. Therefore there should be 
a meeting to coordinate or understand the two concepts.  Follow-up leads: the San Francisco 
Estuary Institute, Far West Restoration Engineering, The Bay Institute. 

 
L inking Watersheds and Land use Planning 

1. Create or use existing working groups to convene those who are interested in improving the 
awareness and performance of local planners on stormwater management issues and 
opportunities. The lead on this issue is Kathleen Van Velsor. 

 
2. The working group should help advise the Regional Water Quality Control Board on the 

development of Municipal Stormwater Permits. The lead on this is Dale Hopkins. 
 

3. This working group could be formed by simply engaging the existing land use working group 
of the Bay Area Water Forum in more issues of concern to the watershed community. Our role 
will be to add to the membership and scope of this existing forum and report back to the larger 
watershed collaboration group. 

 
 Developing Watershed Restoration Targets and Accountability    
Form a working group of those involved in developing regional scale systems for recording the 
conditions of watersheds and creating measurements of watershed health and how the landscape 
changes over time.  This working group could be sponsored by SFBJV as the lead because of the 
history of their engagement with this issue for wetlands. The lead needs to be determined, but logical 
participants include the CCMP, SFEI and The Bay Institute.  
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Bay Area Regional Watershed Collaboration 
1. Work with the IRWMP planning process to include the support of a regional watershed 

coordination entity and to make capacity building for watershed partnerships eligible for financial 
support. (lead: Nadine Hitchcock) 

 
2. Develop policies for the Water Board that support the use of watershed partnerships to inform 

regional grants and funding priorities and for improving its regulatory programs so that they are 
more responsive to watershed-based needs and the needs of those trying to attain permits in an 
appropriate timely manner (lead: A.L.Riley.) 

 
3. Sponsor once a year regional watershed forums to foster networking and coordination among the 

diverse Òwatershed communityÕ stakeholders. Help support and link working groups with each 
other. (leads: Marcia Brockbank, Beth Huning, A.L.Riley, Dale Hopkins) 
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Contact Information Emails: 
 
San Francisco Estuary Project 
http://sfep.abag.gov 
 
San Francisco Bay Joint Venture 
General information:  www.sfbayjv.org 
Project tracking, priority criteria:  http://cjvp.ducks.org/cajv/cajv/login.cfm 
podcasts, tour projects, education:  www.yourwetlands.org 
 
Nadine Hitchcock, State Coastal Conservancy 
nhitchcock@scc.ca.gov 
 
Santa Clara Basin Ð Stream Studies Inventory 
www.scvurppp.org 
 
San Francisco Bay Area Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 
Public review documents posted at www.bayareairwmp.net 


