

Integrated Regional Water Management Grant Program

Scoping Meetings – Stakeholder Input


	Performance Based vs. Competitive Program

	Definition – 

Performance Based means a grant program that is focused on the content and quality of a grant application. DWR would work with applicants on a scope of work to develop or improve an IRWM plan.  When the scope meets a pre-established standard an applicant could pursue a planning grant. Similarly, when an applicant’s IRWM plan meets pre-established requirements, the applicant could pursue implementation funding. The program would not be deadline driven.

Competitive means a grant program similar to what has been run in previous rounds, where all applications are due on a specific date; application contents are evaluated against an established set of scoring criteria; applications are ranked; and funding decisions are based on application ranking and available funding. 

	Observations from Previous Efforts – 

· Applicants generally could have benefited from more state involvement in the development of IRWM Plans. 

· Applicants could have benefited from a more interactive/iterative grant program versus submitting everything in an application package and being critiqued only on the single submission. 

· Not all applicants are at the same stage in plan development making it difficult for some to compete.
· Deadlines, rather than long-term goals have driven past planning efforts

	DWR Concept for IRWM Grant Program – 

DWR is considering modifying the program to be more performance based.  DWR would have more contact with applicants to monitor and assist performance, and deadlines would not drive the process. 

	Input Questions – 

From your regions perspective, what are the advantages/disadvantages of a Competitive Grant Program?




Continued on back
Performance Based or Competitive Program Input
	From your regions perspective, what are the advantages/disadvantages of a Performance Based Grant Program?

Which type of program would your region prefer and why?

Are there other ideas or suggestions you have concerning performance based versus a competitive grant program?




	IRWM Plan Standards 

	Observations from Previous Efforts – 

Minimum standards for IRWM plans included in the guidelines may not be sufficient to ensure high quality.

Governance of an IRWM plan was not always easily addressed.
Project development and selection was not always tied to measurable plan objectives.

Stakeholder involvement was inadequate in some plans.

Other Observations – 
Proposition 84 contains language that will necessitate changes in the guidelines and standards.  Eleven funding areas will limit competition as a means to ensure quality if plans.

	DWR Concept for IRWM Grant Program – 

· DWR is considering emphasis on planning prior to funding implementation projects. 
· DWR is considering holding IRWM Plans to pre-established standards. 
· Standards would be added or modified (such as project prioritization and governance) in the guidelines. 
· Applicants would not be eligible to pursue implementation grants until the IRWM Plan meets a pre-established standards.

· Planning grants would be predicated on a scope of work that produces an IRWM plan that will meet the pre-established standards. 

	Input Questions – 
Based on your experience with the current standards which ones were difficult to address?  Please discuss what made them difficult.




Continued on back
IRWM Plan Input
	Which standards, if any, were not helpful in your IRWM Plan? 
What elements would be helpful for DWR to include or explain in a governance standard?
What elements would NOT be helpful for DWR to include in a governance standard (what would make a governance standard too restrictive)?

In what areas was it important for your plan to exceed the minimum standards?



	Disadvantaged Communities 

	Comment Summary from Previous Efforts – 

Incentives to reduce cost share for DAC did not address hardships DACs face engaging the IRWM process. 

	DWR Concept for IRWM Grant Program – 

Through Prop 84 DWR does have the means to provide some technical assistance and financial assistance to help DAC engage in their regional IRWM processes. DWR is considering implementing this assistance early in the process so DAC’s can engage more fully in IRWM planning and/or application preparation processes.   DWR is also considering allocating funding to projects that meet critical needs of DACs.

	Input Questions – 
What types of technical assistance would be helpful to augment your region’s efforts to engage DACs in the IRWM process?

Are there specific functions that DWR personnel can provide in the IRWM process that would help engage DACs?

In addition to technical assistance, is there also need for financial assistance and how do you envision those funds being used?




Continued on back.
Disadvantaged Community Support Input
	Is addressing water quality and supply issues that directly impact DACs a priority in your region? 

Can the IRWM Process address direct water supply and quality problems in DACs? If so how?  How was this addressed in your IRWM Plan
Are there other ideas or suggestions you have concerning engaging disadvantaged communities in the IRWM process?  Are there items that DWR should emulate, retain or drop from other grant programs regarding DACs?




	Regional Definition

	Comment Summary from Previous Efforts – 

Provide a better definition of what a region is.  Provide direction on appropriate regions.

	DWR Concept for IRWM Grant Program – 

Work with regional efforts upfront to establish functional regional/sub-regional efforts.  The timing of Funding for implementation efforts will reflect the readiness of the various funding areas.  DWR will work with regions to “pre-screen” regional efforts for readiness.

	Input Questions – 
Based on you experience with the existing IRWM Grant Program, how can the definition of a “region” be improved?
What factors other than water management objectives and hydrologic, watershed, and political boundaries should be considered in establishing IRWM Plan Region Boundaries?

For Prop 84 funding areas with multiple IRWM Planning Regions, identify possible mechanism for equitable distribution of limited funding.




	Stakeholder Involvement

	For your region, please describe briefly who are the stakeholders and rate their level of involvement.

	
	STAKEHOLDER INTERESTS
	HIGH
	MED
	LOW

	
	Water Districts
	
	
	

	
	Sanitary Districts
	
	
	

	
	Flood Control Districts
	
	
	

	
	City Government
	
	
	

	
	County Government
	
	
	

	
	Municipalities
	
	
	

	
	Associations of Government Agencies
	
	
	

	
	Tribes
	
	
	

	
	Watershed Groups
	
	
	

	
	Environmental Groups
	
	
	

	
	Community Based Groups
	
	
	

	
	Environmental Justice Organizations
	
	
	

	
	Representatives Disadvantaged Communities
	
	
	

	
	Private Landowners
	
	
	

	
	General Public
	
	
	

	
	Universities
	
	
	

	
	Industry/Trade Organizations
	
	
	

	
	Other – List


	
	
	

	Please discuss if there are other stakeholders who should be involved in your regional efforts, but have not been.
Please discuss efforts that your region has made to ensure that IRWM Planning efforts are inclusive of diverse stakeholder interests.



	OPTIONAL – Please provide brief information about the person(s) completing this form

	Region:


	

	Name


	

	Address


	

	If you are not already on the DWR IRWM Mailing/Distribution List.  Please add the above listed person(s) to the IRWM distribution list.                                                                                                                              (


