
Greater Los Angeles Integrated Regional Water Management Plan 
IRWMP Leadership Committee 

October 10, 2007, 9:30 am to 12 pm  
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 

12th Floor Executive Conference Room 
 
Present: 
Mario Acevedo, LADWP 
John Biggs, Brown and Caldwell 
Hector Bordas, LACFCD 
Grace Burgess, San Gabriel WQA 
Barbara Cameron, City of Malibu 
Grace Chan, MWD 
Donna Chen, City of Los Angeles, 
Watershed Protection 
Kathi Delegal, LACFCD 
Joyce Dillard 
Tom Erb, LADWP 

Sharon Green, LACSD 
Dan Griset, SCAG 
Shahram Kharaghani, City of Los Angeles, 
Watershed Protection 
Jeff Kightlinger, MWD 
Frank Kuo, LACFCD 
Joone Lopez, Central Basin MWD 
Ed Means, Malcolm Pirnie 
Rich Nagel, West Basin MWD 
Melih Ozbilgin, Brown and Caldwell 
Mark Pestrella, LACFCD 

Leighanne Reeser, West Basin MWD 
Randy Schoellerman, San Gabriel WQA 
Mark Stuart, DWR 
Dan Sulzer, Army Corps of Engineers 
Rob Whitaker, WRD 
Carol Williams, MSGB Watermaster 
Don Wolfe, LACFCD 
Tony Zampiello, Raymond Basin 
Mary Zauner, LACSD

Topic/Issue Discussion Action/Follow up 
1. Introductions 
a. Call to Order 
b. Roll Call of 

Members Present 

Mark Pestrella called the meeting to order at 9:37 AM with introductions. • No Action 

2. Review Meeting 
Summary from 
September 6, 2007 

a. Approve Summary 

The minutes from the September meeting were distributed. 
 

• Minutes approved. 

3. Public Comment 
Period 

a. The Public is 
Provided an 
Opportunity to 
Address the 
Committee 

Public comment was received regarding inclusion of more groups in the IRWMP 
process such as school districts and the State architect to make the process seem 
more sincere and open. 

• Comments noted. 

4. Welcome New 
Members to the 
Leadership 
Committee 

Don Wolfe welcomed the new members to the Leadership Committee and thanked 
all participants for their ongoing effort and hard work to work together to meet the 
IRWM Program goals and objectives as well as toward integrated regional planning. 

• No Action 
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5. Future Meeting 
Dates 

A handout was distributed based on feedback of availability for meeting dates and 
times from Leadership Committee Members.  Discussion occurred regarding the 
original reason for moving the meeting was conflict with the Regional Board Meeting.  
Motion was made and passed unanimously to meet on the 4th Wednesday of every 
month beginning in January 2008, with the Meetings for November and December 
2007 continuing to occur at the present time of the 1st Thursday of the month. 

• Motion: To meet on the 4th 
Wednesday of every 
month beginning in 
January 2008. (Passed 
Unanimously) 

6. Review Status and 
Next Steps of 
Existing Consultant 
Contract: 
♦ Review Draft 

MOU for 
Governance and 
Finance 
Structure 

♦ Set Dates for 
Drafting 
Sessions with 
Steering 
Committees 

Melih Ozbilgin provided the Leadership Committee an update on the current 
consultant contract: 

♦ Final Project Prioritization TM will be completed in the next few weeks; 
and 

♦ Project Integration has been completed for the NSMB and SoBAY, 
USGRH is holding an Integration Workshop on October 18th. 

 
Ed Means provided the Leadership Committee an overview of the process of drafting 
the new MOU and Operating Guidelines.  A handout containing the Draft MOU and 
Operating Guidelines for the Steering Committees was distributed for review and 
comment. 
 
Brief discussion and general comments were provided on the Draft MOU and 
Operating guidelines that included the following: 

♦ Parts 3.6.1 & 3.6.2 were carried over from the original are unclear and 
an example is needed to illustrate the meaning.  Steering Committee 
feedback on the issue would be appreciated; 

♦ Should the ex-officio language be retained, and if so,  should it be 
clarified; 

♦ Composition of the RWMG, Leadership Committee and Steering 
Committee should be part of it and the result may be dependent on the 
State’s definition; 

♦ Parts 2.2 & 2.2.1, don’t want to specify grant funding and limit the MOU 
like it was in Prop 50.  Recommended revisions should indicate that the 
group can apply for any future bonds/grant funding that group wants to 
collectively work on. 

 
Some discussion also occurred regarding drafting session and the possibility of a 
MOU Drafting Subcommittee made up of at least one representative from each 
Subregion. 

• Ed Means will conduct 
feedback sessions with 
Steering Committees 
regarding the Draft MOU 
and Operating Guidelines. 

7. Legislative 
Subcommittee 
Report / 
Recommendation 

The Leadership Committee was briefed on the latest news from the Legislative 
Subcommittee including the following: 

 
The California Legislature has not been able to rally around any bond for the 

• Motion:  County will draft a 
letter regarding Southern 
California getting its fair 
share of State Funding. 
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February ballot or allocate funding from passed bond measures.  Not sure 
what will happen with AB1002, but it should come to resolution in the next 
few days. 
 
Tom Erb discussed that he clarified with the City of LA Attorney that the City 
does not need to match with Leadership Committee of the IRWMP on every 
aspect of an outreach to Sacramento.  
 
The Leadership Committee should consider someone to help with 
communication and outreach in Sacramento.  The Leadership Committee 
could be more effective as a collective group with more focused and 
proactive outreach.  It was also suggested that stakeholders work together 
with existing resources (including lobbyists) to get more of a voice in 
Sacramento including a letter sent by the Leadership Committee to all 
elected officials in the Region.  A motion was made and passed to prepare a 
letter to Sacramento regarding Southern California getting its fair share of 
funding for integrated regional projects. 
 
It was suggested that the Legislative Subcommittee develop proposed 
positions to advocate. However, concern was expressed that the MOU and 
Operating Guidelines need to be complete beforehand.  It was also noted 
that creating an IRWMP/Leadership Committee letterhead for use would 
also be beneficial.  Others expressed that waiting for the MOU may be too 
late, but there is a need for coordination to avoid too many voices.  The 
County offered to provide its approved positions to the Leadership 
Committee for review and a starting point for the Leadership Committee 
positions.  There was also concern of others not in the group trying to 
represent the group and that a need for an interim policy is needed. 

(Passed unanimously) 

8. Funding 
Commitments for 
Consultant Services 

Discussion occurred regarding funding commitments for upcoming consultant 
support services and the necessity of funding commitments to move forward.  A 
question was raised regarding additional funding for outreach, but was clarified that 
outreach services to stakeholders in the Region is included in the new scope of 
work.  (There are no funds in the existing scope for outreach to Sacramento as 
discussed in item 7 above.)  The Leadership Committee is set to enter an agreement 
with Brown and Caldwell, but needs commitments for funding from individual 
members of the Leadership Committee.  The Leadership Committee will proceed 
when there are enough commitments. 
 
So far the funding commitments towards the $1m goal are as follows: 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District - $250,000 

• Letters of Funding 
Commitments should be 
submitted to the 
Leadership Committee / 
Flood Control District by 
November 1, 2007 
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West Basin MWD - $50,000 
City of Torrance - $20,000 
Water Replenishment District - $100,000 (submitted to WRD Board for approval). 

9. Status of New 
Consultant Contract 

Session conducted in Closed Session, which included topics of scope and budget. • No Action 

10. IRWM Program 
News: 
♦ Proposition 50, 

Round 1 $25m 
Grant Contract 

♦ Proposition 84 
(&1E) IRWM 
Program, 
Comments to 
DWR by Oct. 19 

Prop 50. The LACFCD will be making a recommendation to its Board to  sign the 
contract with DWR regarding the $25M Prop 50 Grant.  The LACFCD will also be 
preparing an MOU with project proponents and will need additional information from 
the project proponents to get DWR to execute the contract.  Frank Kuo will be 
contacting the project proponents to collect the required information. 
 
Prop 84 (&1E). The State is soliciting feedback by October 19th regarding the draft 
guidelines.  The County is currently working on a response and will share the draft 
County response with the Leadership Committee.  It was also discussed that 
comments should be provided from the Leadership Committee to the DWR Draft 
Guidelines.  A motion was proposed and passed that the County draft a letter on 
behalf of the Leadership Committee regarding the Draft Guidelines.  The draft letter 
will be circulated to stakeholders to receive a majority consensus prior to sending it 
to DWR. 
 
Meetings with Ventura County.  A question was raised about meetings with Ventura 
regarding Prop 84 funding.  It was requested that one representative from each 
Subregion attend the next meeting. 

• Frank Kuo will contact 
project proponents 
regarding required 
information for DWR. 

• Motion: LACFCD will draft 
and distribute to 
stakeholders a comment 
letter regarding DWR’s 
Draft Guidelines. (Passed 
unanimously) 

11. Future Agenda 
Items / Other Items 

Current WMA representatives were requested to prepare a letter to the LACFCD 
proposing their alternates with the qualifications for the alternates so they can be 
approved by the Leadership Committee at the next meeting. 
 
Discussion occurred regarding the JPA formed by some of the Gateway Cities (also 
known as the “Los Angeles Gateway IRWMP Region”) and included the following 
points of discussion: 

♦ The need for continued dialog and to come to a resolution sooner than 
later.  In addition many members of the Leadership Committee still want 
to know about the JPA, the reasons for forming it, and its purpose.  This 
includes the need to outreach to the cities involved as well as other 
cities who feel left out of the loop.  The point was also raised that 
according to some of the Staff Reports, the purpose of the JPA is to go 
after State funding on its own.  Concern was expressed that members of 
the JPA have been going to Sacramento and stating their intent to 
pursue State IRWM funding on their own. It was stated that DWR would 
have to entertain their funding requests. 

• WMA Representatives will 
submit letters regarding 
alternates to Hector 
Bordas. 

• Motion: County will draft 
letter and circulate it to the 
Leadership Committee for 
review regarding DWR’s 
position on the implications 
of new IRWMP regions 
being formed within 
existing defined regions.  
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♦ There have been some discussions with Desi Alvarez and he says they 
can exist within the group.  John Woodling had sent an invitation to the 
groups to have a dialog on October 23rd, however it was stated that 
DWR is now only meeting on the 23rd with Desi Alvarez to discuss the 
issue.  However, all parties need to meet and discuss the issues with all 
parties involved.  Central Basin will also look into ways to outreach to 
the cities involved. 

♦ Concern was expressed over members of the JPA serving on boards of 
both IRWMPs, as overlaying may lead to a conflict of interest. 

♦ Concern was expressed that the State could be sending the wrong 
message after encouraging the Region to work together. Entertaining a 
smaller group within the Region could lead this Region, as well as other 
regions in the State, to break apart. 

♦ It was stated that some of the cities had issue with the governance 
structure, and want more control of their own destiny. 

♦ The general feeling of the Leadership Committee is that they wanted to 
continue to work as a Greater Los Angeles IRWM, leave the table open 
for the members of the JPA, continue working to address the concerns 
of the JPA members, and keep the Region together. 

♦ Mark Stewart, DWR, indicated that the State would accept grant 
applications from any group that submits them. 

12. Meeting 
Adjournment 

The meeting was adjourned at 11:58 AM. • No Action 

13. Next Meeting Next Leadership Committee meeting on November 1, 2007   
9:30 am to 12:00 pm 
Executive Conference Room, 12th Floor 
Los Angeles County Flood Control District 

• No Action 

 
































































































