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Background

o Water Quality Working Group
« Define Regional Water Quality Goals
e Develop Criteria for Ranking Water Quality Priorities
 |dentify Funding Gaps

e Contribute to the Development of a Regional
Needs Assessment / Cost Estimate

o Strategy for Implementing Cost Effective Solutions


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Not being experts in the field of water quality, SANDAG approached the County to participate in the regional dialogue and take the lead on the water quality element.

Water quality working group was formed in late 2009, with a mission to participate in in the funding strategy that included the following:
 to define regional water quality goals and objectives that would serve as guiding principles for our process
 to establish criteria for ranking regional water quality priorities
 to identify funding gaps and using the aforementioned criterion, determine how public funds could best be spent to obtain
 Developed a cost estimate based upon best available data and analytical tools – we recognize that the need is greater than any SANDAG funding measure can fulfill
 We are developing a strategy for implementing solutions which will maximize return on investment while leveraging limited public resources, regardless of the size of the funding measure
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Presentation Notes
Wide spectrum of participants


Need and Cost Estimate

Established Cost Estimate Based Upon
Current Regulatory Assessment and Trends

 Compliance Oriented

* Progress Toward Water
Quality Objectives

e Restore Beneficial Uses
e Economic Benefits



Presenter
Presentation Notes
Regional need for water quality great – tied to health of people, environment, tourism and growth
Need established by assessing current regulatory programs – 
 compliance based on permit requirements from Federal and State agencies
 Performance standards include meeting water quality objectives and beneficial uses of the waters
 “fishable, swim-able, drinkable” waters (beneficial uses)
 Regulations and poor water quality driving the “need”
 environmental quality and economic health


Need and Cost Estimate

(40 Years in 2010 $)
Current Spending ~ $4.9 Billion
40-Year Estimate ~ $24.9 Billion

COStEstimate §15Y Dceo\f:mped $100 m Regional Studies (2000-2006)
miles?) - m San Diego (2010)

Caltrans (2000) $103.3 E $80 1

Sun Valley (2004) $40.7 - $75.7 3 s

Chollas Creek (2006)  $39.8 - $77.4 :E

Santa Monica (2006) $29.0 ; |

Los Angeles (2006)  $19.2 - $54.0 f $20 | I I I I I

San Diego Region
2010 $23.5 M
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Presentation Notes

Current cost over 40 years - $4.9 Billion

40-year estimate - Costs – over 40 years to achieve water quality objectives and achieve beneficial uses

$23.5 Million / sq mile

$24.9 Billion over  40 years


Prioritizing Process

“Unconstrained Funding” Not Anticipated

Process for Ranking Programs / Projects
e Establishing Ranking Criteria
 Developed Goals and Objectives

e Focus on Programs and Projects with Multiple
Benefits


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Unconstrained amount is larger than we will receive funding for – so - Developing a process for ranking and prioritizing programs and projects related to water quality

Framework
Ranking Criteria
Focused Goals and Objectives (from Framework)
Prioritize Programs and Projects with Multiple Water Quality Benefits 



Leveraging Funding

Any Amount of Funding Can be Leveraged

e Federal, State and Local

Demonstrates Commitment to Regulatory
Agencies and Quality of Life Goals

Regulatory Compliance
* Punitive Action for Non-Compliance
e Third-Party Lawsuits


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Programs and Projects that prioritize multiple benefits will leverage other funding – possibly to full gap amount

Examples include:
 Army Corp (fed)
 Bureau Rec (Fed)
 IRWMP (Local/State)
 State Parks funding
 Coastal Conservancy funding


Furthermore, obtaining funding and developing strategies and processes demonstrates to both regulatory agencies (such as EPA and State Water Resources Control Board) as well as local NGO’s such as Watershed Councils, River JPA’s and River Park Foundations, and local Environmental Groups (Coastkeeper, etc)

Tangible Benefits to the Public ~ Parks, Trails, Clean Beaches
Aid Local Agencies and communities in Budgeting Their Programs
Help mitigate against lawsuits, fines from regulatory agencies



Economy of Water Quality

Jurisdictions Budgets Cottonwood Creek

 Compete with other General Fund dollars

Regional Need

 Water Does Not Respect Political Boundaries; a
True Regional Issue

 Water Quality Projects can Provide Multiple
Benefits

Beaches and Tourism
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Presentation Notes
The need for good water quality is also driven by economic factors – 

Jurisdictions typically pay for water quality infrastructure and programs through general fund dollars – these complete with other of needs such as public safety, health and human services, etc.
 Dedicated funding is needed to ensure Quality of Life Goals are met, as well as Regulatory Goals and Water Quality Goals ~ (competing interests of quality vs. supply, too)

Water does not respect political boundaries, but is defined by geography.  Thus water quality it truly a regional issue, needing a regional solution and regional funding stream

Quality Development – good development enhances property values – there is an economy 

Regulatory compliance is mandated by permit – The “do nothing” alternative is not viable because non-compliance with the regulatory requirements may result in fines and third party lawsuits, and will project a negative image which may impact beach- and eco-tourism.

AS the technical consultant – we’ve made some assumptions based upon x$ amount… leave it up to working group for further directions



Input & Direction

Best Method To:
e Organize Information?
 Present Costs to Generate Policy Choices?

e Return With Cost Estimate / Alternative Between
Existing and Projected Needs Estimate?

What Other Information iIs Needed to Evaluate the
Water Quality Element?


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Best Way to Organize Information / Costs to Generate Policy Choices? 
Does it Make Sense to return with a cost estimate / alternative Between Existing and Projected Needs Estimate?
What Other Information is Needed to Evaluate the Water Quality Element?


Best way to organize info and costs to present you with meaningful policy choices?
Come back with constrained cost estimate? What logic or rationale would we use to bring back a “constrained” cost estimate?
Given you top shelf overview of what we’ve develop – will see a draft needs assessment showing details, generally speaking what types of info would you want from us


Quality of Life Funding Strateqgy

Water Quality Enhancement Element

Water Quality Working Group
Status Update
Request for Input
10-20-10



	Quality of Life Funding Strategy�Water Quality Enhancement
	Slide Number 2
	Slide Number 3
	Slide Number 4
	Slide Number 5
	Slide Number 6
	Slide Number 7
	Economy of Water Quality
	Input & Direction
	Quality of Life Funding Strategy�Water Quality Enhancement Element

