CV-SALTS Executive Committee Meeting Notes
March 17, 2011 10:00 AM to 4:00 PM
Sacramento Regional Sanitation District Offices
10060 Goethe Rd, Sacramento 95827

Attendees are listed on the Membership Roster

AGENDA

1)

2)

Welcome and Introductions Chair
a) Meeting was brought to order by Chair, Parry Klassen, and roll call completed a quorum was in

attendance.
b) Trudi Hughes moved to approve, and Mike Nordstrom seconded, and by general acclamation the
February 10, 2011 meeting action notes were approved.

Basin Plan Identified Issues
A discussion on current project status, and specific basin plan issues, was led by Tim Moore. With the
progress review checkpoint scheduled in front of the state and regional boards at end of 2011, the
focus will be how to build trust, credibility, and establish buy-in to the process, to ensure funding for
year two.
The success rate for groups undertaking this type of effort is only 33%. Stakeholders quit due to

1. frustration over regulatory “orneriness”

2. it costs too much, mostly because it was underfunded from the beginning

3. they get overwhelmed by the complexity
Things that can cause regulatory failure:

1. How much flexibility you have if something is an existing use or not

2. Water quality standards have to protect the most “sensitive” use

3. The need to protect downstream uses

4. The cost of having to show that something is in fact fully protected can be astronomical
Per Tim, the trick to making this work is to “Agree on the rules and live with the outcome.”

The “Axioms for Establishing or Revising Water Quality Standards” document was reviewed; covering
the domain of discretion the state and regional boards have.

Tim described for the committee the interactive “debate model” to be used by the committee to
debate the technical merits of each proposal; with arguments structured into a spreadsheet matrix to
view pro and con positions side by side. Once there is no rebuttal that will be considered an accepted
position.

Specific items on the Basin Plans Needs and Issues document were reviewed for clarification:
* Public health impact of nitrates
* Intended use the of the term “holistically”
e Rationale for “including drought” in Volume/Concentration and Flow
* Beneficial Use: MUN v. AG
* Anti-degradation
The committee when asked to name “the most important issue that has to be addressed in the first
year,” offered the following:
* Tulare Lake — groundwater is MUN by default, looking for consideration or study to look at de-
designating.
* First encounter of water and whether it be designated as MUN, if you couldn’t drill a well that
meets state standard and used as a useful water source.
* How flexibility can be implemented with regard to the application of the objectives enabling us
to carve out a plan that can be implemented going forward.
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3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

* SanJoaquin basin: some areas draining into the San Joaquin River are challenged areas.
Shallow groundwater not used for drinking any longer. How would you treat these regions
differently?

HOMEWORK:

Daniel will provide a link to the GIS map for homework discussion purposes. Tim will email homework
to Executive Committee members.

Examples provided by committee members will be synthesized down to some generally acceptable
criteria. The homework, and responses to it, will serve to complete a lot of the pre-work debate prior
to the next meeting.

The first step is the application of the Sources of Drinking Water Exemption Policy to the MUN
designations in this watershed. Most of the committee time at next meeting will be dedicated to that.

Salinity Leadership Group Meeting Recap and notes from February 24, 2010

A discussion was held regarding the current form and function of the Leadership Group. Concerns
were voiced regarding the effectiveness of the forum, particularly with regard to the lack of feedback
from the group on issues presented. Suggestions were made that the group might better serve the
initiative in the capacity of a steering committee, or board of directors.

Charles Gardiner presented a detailed summary of his observations and recommendations for the
Leadership Group in the attached memo to the committee dated March 2, 2011. In an effort to
improve the future effectiveness of the Leadership Group forum, Daniel will survey the group regarding
current interest of upper level management in actively participating in the leadership group and report
back at the April 22™ meeting.

2011 CV-SALTS Progress Milestones Updated

Daniel reviewed the Milestones for the group and indicated this document would remain a permanent
part of the agenda as a tool for monitoring progress. Concern over meeting the July Milestone of
“FINAL updated strategy including policy and framework,” resulted in a revised (accelerated) Executive
Committee Meeting schedule for April and May. (see #8 below)

Daniel provided a summary of used/available funds in Cleanup and Abatement.

Technical Project Manager Scope Committee Update

Daniel is functioning as interim chair. Recommendations generated on the next subcommittee
conference call may be forwarded to the Executive Committee for comment and review prior to the
4/22 meeting so they may be finalized and approved on 4/22.

Groundwater Strategy CV-SALTS Workplan revised

The revised workplan with table and supporting narrative were reviewed. Presentation before the
board is delayed until June.

Management Practice Subcommittee Update Status

Parry indicated Renee Pinel and Tim Johnson have committed to serving on this committee and a
conference call date is being set for the next call.

Set next meeting objectives and date (April 21, 2011)

The committee is now scheduled to meet: April 12, April 22 (teleconference only), May 5, and May 26.

Public Education and Outreach Committee breakout communications and messages

A detailed summary of the PEO committee session provided by Charles Gardiner can be found in the
attached document: Public Education and Outreach Committee Coordination Meeting — March 17,
2011.
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10) Future Items
a) Technical Objective Recommendations and Questions from the Knowledge Gained Committee
Update — Lisa - 15 min Deferred
b) 3a/3b Task Force Status — 10 min
¢) Expected Future Roles of the State and Regional Boards, stakeholders, CVSC

CV-SALTS meetings are held in compliance with the Bagley-Keene Open Meeting Act set forth in
Government Code sections 11120-11132 (§ 11121(d). The public is entitled to have access to the records of
the body which are posted at www.cvsalinity.org
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MEMO

To: Daniel Cozad and Executive Committee
From: Charles Gardiner

Cc: Tim Moore

Date: March 2, 2011
Re: CV-SALTS Leadership Group

The following are my observations regarding the CV-SALTS Leadership Group meeting on
February 24" and recommendations for future meetings.

Observations

Presentations

The presentations were concise and well organized. They were clearly designed to provide a
brief progress report on key program activities and accomplishments. Given the current
state of the program, they provided a good overview of program status. One missing
element from most presentations was a clear statement of what is needed in each area from
the Leadership Group (see discussion and Dialogue below).

Discussion and Dialogue

The meeting included about the right number of opportunities for discussion and dialogue to
break up the presentations and allow participants an opportunity for questions and
discussions. It was quite obvious that few participants were ready or able to engage in
discussion. Daniel had to work too hard to get people to speak up. There may be several
reasons for the discussion challenges:

e Lack of clear purpose and role for the Leadership Group itself

e |nadequate understanding among participants of their role or authority to
contribute, responsibilities etc.

e Participants waiting for perceived leaders to speak up and provide guidance

e General acceptance of the information provided, which could indicate that the
presentations are not sufficiently bold or provocative

e Lack of clarity about what participant input is most valuable, i.e., the questions may
be too broad to engage participants

e The format and structure of the meeting is not conducive to participant discussion

| suspect the low level of engagement and discussion is a result of a combination of all of
these factors.
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Meeting Structure and Room Layout

More specifically on the meeting structure and format, there are two potentially conflicting
purposes of the meeting. First, it is designed primarily as an update and progress report for
interested parties. Second, the meeting seeks input and guidance on the program from
executive leaders, who are not present and accountable. For example, the message at the
meeting that the program is behind schedule and results are needed to meet the milestones
was delivered too broadly to a large group to effect real action and accountability at the
executive level. The participation by the target executive leaders is declining, primarily
because the progress report and update is the dominant purpose, which is not time efficient
for executive leaders.

The basic features of the room with a panel of presenters in the front, PowerPoint
presentations, and theatre seating is most closely associated with a lecture or conference
presentation. This format puts the audience in a mode to receive information and ask
clarifying (or critiquing) questions. | would further note that the seating arrangement
potentially confuses the roles of the participants. Leadership Group, Executive Committee
members, and other interested parties were all among participants and not clearly defined
as to their roles in the meeting. With this structure, fostering discussion and obtaining
feedback and direction from the Leadership Group is challenging at best.

Recommendations

My recommendations for the future of the Leadership Group generally fall in three areas:
purpose and structure, meeting design and format, and dialogue and decisions.

Leadership Group Purpose and Structure

| understand that the purpose of the Leadership Group has evolved slightly as the program
has evolved. It seems that the program is at a point where further refinement and
clarification of the Leadership Group members and role is needed. If the primary purpose of
the Leadership Group is to achieve executive level support and commitment for the policy
recommendations developed through CV-SALTS and the funding to evaluate and develop
those policy recommendations, the group should be chartered with that specific purpose.

This approach would entail chartering the Leadership Group as a board of directors for the
CV-SALTS program with oversight responsibility for program focus and direction, schedule
and milestones, funding and efficiency, and resolving conflicts when consensus cannot be
reached at the Executive Team level. The State and Regional Boards can maintain their
ultimate policy making responsibility by chartering the Leadership Group to weigh in on the
critical elements needed to develop a consensus Basin Plan Amendment recommendation
for review and approval by the State and Regional Boards. The initial members of a
reconstituted Leadership Group would be the executive leaders of the organizations
contributing funding and resources to the effort.

Meeting Design and Format

The first action in redesigning the meeting is to separate the two conflicting purposes. If the
primary goal is to gain executive level support and commitment for program
recommendations and funding, the meeting should be designed as a board of directors,
where the directors have a clear role in ensuring constructive, objective, efficient results.

Page 7



o
™
o=
=
o
il
<
in
=
=
T
=
o
=
a
=
o
C
‘©
=
¢
n
o~
—
@
£
S
—
©
O
d
O
‘©
=
wl
|
—
@
=
5
—_
©
&)
i
(%)
4
=
@
=
O

Page |3

The organizations putting money and resources into the program should have a clear and
direct role in overseeing program activities. Even though executive leaders are all busy, a
clear purpose and role, along with some encouragement and recruitment, will ensure better
participation. With this structure, | would also recommend more frequent meetings of the
Leadership Group, at least every six months, better still if they meet quarterly. That will keep
the Executive Team accountable for progress and reporting to the executives.

Regardless of the frequency of the Leadership Group meetings, the room layout should be
designed with the executive leaders around a table as the key audience. Presentations can
still can be provided by members of the Executive Committee and others. Other interested
participants can observe. This structure puts the executives as the focus of attention and
supports discussion and dialogue among them.

At the same time, a general progress report to all interested parties remains an important
activity. The program should remain committed to reporting on progress, new study results
and findings, program challenges, etc. An annual meeting is the correct format for that
reporting. With the executive leader focus in another forum, the annual progress report
could be expanded to include the state of the science, pilot projects, and other topics in a
day-long event and workshop.

If specific input and guidance is desired from a larger group meeting, clear, provocative
questions should be formulated and specific methods for soliciting input should be designed
(e.g., round robin commenting, comment cards, audience polling, etc.).

Dialogue and Decisions

Regardless of the structure of the Leadership Group, each meeting should be designed with
a clear understanding of the type of discussion and dialogue desired. Generally, there are
three types of discussion the program might plan:

1. Information/Educational (e.g., presentations with clarifying questions)

2. Review and Comment (delivery of a presentation or document seeking specific input
to improve the program)

3. Collaborative (working together to develop or refine an element of the program)

The key question for each discussion is “What input from the participants would be most
constructive for the program?” This question will help clarify the program decisions (who,
what, when) associated with each topic. The key to improving discussion and dialogue in the
Leadership Group will be framing each discussion opportunity in one of these types and then
ensuring that the participants are fully prepared to engage appropriately.

For the next Leadership Group meeting (and/or program update meeting) the team should
define each of the following:

1. What input from the participants would be most constructive for the program?
What type of discussion is best to gather that input?

What decisions need to be made on this topic and who will make them?

What information do the participants need to participate effectively?

What format is most effective for sharing information and fostering dialogue?
What questions will be most likely to engage participants and gather the desired
input?

oukwnN
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Charles L. Gardiner — E-mail: CLGardiner25@gmail.com, Phone: (415) 419-5133
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7. What will the program do with the results of the discussion and how will results be
communicated back to the participants?

Summary

The Leadership Group has two potentially conflicting purposes that appear to be
undermining the effectiveness of the meetings. For the Leadership Group meetings (and
indeed all meetings), the CV-SALTS program should rethink the meeting purposes and
ensure that purpose, format, meeting design, and room layout are all aligned to maximize
knowledge transfer to the participants and constructive input to the program.
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Public Education and Outreach Committee
Coordination Meeting - March 17,2011

Draft Notes

The Public Education and Outreach Committee met briefly following the March 17, 2011
Executive Committee meeting to review activities and accomplishments from 2010 and
begin planning outreach activities for 2011.

2010 Activities
The group reviewed the activities completed in 2010, which included the following:

* Qutreach/Scoping Meetings — (Joe, can you fill in how many were done, when,
and where?)

* Leadership Group Meeting (postponed to February 2011)

* Others?

Priorities for 2011
The group discussed four potential areas of outreach and education to stakeholders and
the public:

A. Engage additional leaders and organizations to participate in CV-SALTS and
commit resources to the program

B. Engage stakeholders and underserved communities in the Basin Plan

Amendment planning process

Inform executives and funders (including legislators) about progress and needs

D. Motivate behavior change among target audiences to reduce salts and nutrients
and improve management

9]

After some discussion of these four general approaches and communications techniques
and activities, the group agreed to the following:

1. The PEO Committee should take a lead role in developing a concise description
of CV-SALTS and the priority messages for specific audiences

2. Increasing the number of organizations that participate in CV-SALTS and provide
resources (Item A above) is primarily the responsibility of the Funding
Committee. The PEO Committee will provide assistance with messages, target
audiences, and materials.

3. Developing and implementing a plan for engaging stakeholders, particularly
underserved communities, in the planning process (Item B above) is the highest

March 21, 2011 1
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priority because the substantive planning work is now getting underway. Certain
audiences such as the environment justice and environmental organizations are
critical to engage now.

4. Informing executives and funders about progress and accomplishments (Item C
above) is important and will be considered as part of discussions to revise the
structure of the Leadership Group.

5. Motivating public behavior change on salt and nutrient management (Iltem D
above) is important, but not a high priority for effort and resources until the
Basin Plan Amendment is developed. Other outreach activities for 2011, such as
good public engagement in planning, will help support the long-term public
education goals.

6. Near-term activities should include (1) updates to the website to make it more
public friendly and informative and (2) a newsletter (hard copy or electronic) to
keep participating agencies and stakeholders informed.

Next Steps

1. Update the PEO Committee work plan for 2011 and gain approval of the
Executive Committee.

2. Develop concise CV-SALTS story and messages for specific audiences.

3. Develop and implement a plan for gaining constructive input from stakeholders
and underserved communities into the planning process at critical milestones.

4. Develop a plan and schedule for website updates and program newsletter.

5. Coordinate with the Funding Committee on outreach activities and messages.

Participants

Joe Digiorgio, Committee Chair

Jeanne Chilcott, Regional Board

Mark Felton, Culligan Water Conditioning

Charles Gardiner, CV-SALTS Program Support Team
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