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Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan

Public Workshop #1
August 16, 2012
6:00 pm – 8:00 pm

The Sam Pipes Room
1st floor of the Civic Center (City Hall)

678 W. 18th Street
Merced, CA 95340
MEETING NOTES

Welcome and Introductions 










Mr. Charles Gardiner welcomed attendees to the first public workshop for the Merced Region Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan.  All those present introduced themselves.
Meeting Purpose and Ground Rules

Gardiner explained the aims of the meeting which were to describe the regional planning process, gather public input on regional water management objectives and answer questions. 
Introduction to the IRWM Program









Ms. Alyson Watson walked through a PowerPoint presentation (available on Merced Region IRWM website: www.mercedirwmp.org) summarizing the IRWM Program. Watson provided an overview of the California Department of Water Resources (DWR) objectives for the program, funding opportunities and the general process for developing and implementing an IRWM Plan.  She noted that this is the first IRWM Plan that will be developed by the Merced Region and touched on the importance of establishing a long-term governance structure as part of the planning process.  Watson explained that the interim governance structure consists of a Work Plan Management Committee advised by a Regional Advisory Committee (RAC).  The Work Plan Management Committee is comprised of the Merced Irrigation District (MID), County of Merced and City of Merced.
Watson provided an introduction to the Merced Region, including an overview of the region’s water resources, water suppliers, flood zones, land uses and water quality issues.  She acknowledged the changing land use patterns in the region and indicated that the project team is working on obtaining more recent land use data than that shown in the presentation.  
Watson discussed water management coordination and planning efforts previously completed within the region as well as ongoing efforts that will inform the IRWM Plan.  She highlighted five special studies (Climate Change, Integrated Flood Management, Water Conservation, Salt & Nutrient Management, and Groundwater Recharge) which will be completed in parallel with IRWM Plan development to enhance the technical basis of the Plan.  She announced the upcoming Integrated Flood Management workshop and encouraged attendees to participate in the workshop.  
Watson noted that one of the unique characteristics of the Merced Region is that essentially the entire region qualifies as a disadvantaged community (DAC).  As Watson explained, DWR defines DACs as census blocks with a median household income (MHI) of less than 80% of the statewide MHI.  An important component of IRWM Plans is the identification of critical water-related needs of disadvantaged communities, and targeted DAC outreach meetings will be conducted to engage with communities that are in the lowest MHI tier for the region.  
Watson explained that the schedule for completing the IRWM Plan is driven in part by DWR’s IRWM implementation grant cycle.  The Draft Proposal Solicitation Package (PSP) for Round 2 of the Proposition 84 Implementation Grant Funding has been released and applications are anticipated to be due in March 2013.  In order to have a suite of projects ready to put forth for funding in this next round of funding, the Merced Region needs to complete its goals and objectives and project prioritization process.  
Questions and comments raised by the workshop participants included the following:

· Comment: Given the tight timeline for developing the IRWM Plan, it may be difficult to achieve consensus on all elements. 

· Question: What is the State’s motivation for requiring integrated regional water management?
Answer: The IRWM program incentivizes coordination across jurisdictional boundaries and resource areas, which can lead to improved management of resources and recognition of opportunities to integrate strategies which may not have been previously recognized.  Because water does not recognize jurisdictional boundaries, the State is promoting management within the boundaries of hydrologic regions.  
The regional coordination and analysis of impacts and benefits that are required in the IRWM planning process helps to the State to ensure the projects they fund are broadly supported.   

Additionally, the IRWM process allows local groups to decide on priority projects for the area as opposed to having the State decide priorities. 

· Question: Ultimately doesn’t the State impose priorities because they make the final funding decisions?  

Answer: The State is moving toward a process that allows regions to collectively decide what is important.  In Proposition 50, regions throughout the state had to compete for funding, but in Proposition 84, the funding is awarded by funding areas, providing regions with more influence in the funding process.  For example, the three IRWM regions within the San Diego funding area have opted to avoid competition for IRWM implementation funds.  For each grant cycle the three regions will come to agreement on the funding amounts they each will pursue and formalize the agreement in the form of a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to ensure they are not competing for funds. 
· Comment: Another benefit of the IRWM process is that by bringing groups together to discuss their projects, agencies are not taken by surprise by unintended impacts caused by the implementation of another agency’s project.

· Comment: The schedule for development of the Merced Region IRWM Plan will be moving ahead of DWR’s Central Valley Flood Protection Plan process.  Ideally the two should be coordinated, as the regional flood management planning process seems to duplicate efforts of the IRWM process. 
Response: A potential benefit of the Merced Region IRWM process being ahead of the CVFPP process is that the region may be able to influence the development of the CVFPP.  The CVFPP may be an opportunity to promote projects that are identified as priorities within IRWM Plan. 

· Comment: A participant expressed skepticism towards the general usefulness of planning efforts.

· Question: What is being done to address the impacts of climate change on water?

Answer: The climate change technical study that is being conducted will help to identify climate change vulnerabilities for the region.  The climate change study will also identify “no regrets” strategies, or strategies that agencies and stakeholder can agree upon despite uncertainty or disagreement over climate change impacts.  Additionally, the project prioritization will take into consideration the greenhouse gas emissions or reductions associated with projects.

· Comment: The presentation addressed the economic and social aspects of sustainability, but the environmental component seems to be lacking.

Response: Considering environmental benefits and impacts is an integral part of the IRWM planning process.  One of the preliminary draft objectives proposed for the Merced Region IRWM Plan is focused on natural resources.
· Comment: Stevinson should be included in the DAC outreach.
Regional Advisory Committee (RAC)









Gardiner discussed the role of the RAC and presented the list of RAC members and alternates, who represent broad interests in the region.  He indicated that the RAC meets monthly and members of the public are invited to attend the meetings.
Preliminary Objectives

Watson introduced the draft objectives and associated performance measures.  The following comments and questions were raised:

· Question: Is there a reason the Merced River and San Joaquin River are not included in the performance measures for Objective A (the objective to manage flood flows)?  Not suggesting that they should or should not but asking if there was a reason for leaving them out.

Answer: The two rivers were not intentionally left out.  
· Comment: The Montgomery Reservoir project is an example project that could be used to store flood flows associated with Merced River.

· Comment: Suggest adding the Merced River and San Joaquin River to the performance measures for Objective A.
· Comment: Suggest rewording Objective A to make public safety the first item listed in the objective.  Priorities may be inferred by the order in which the items are listed, and public safety should come before water supply, recharge or natural resource management.
· Question: Does the flood water storage in the flood objective performance measure include storage for stormwater reuse applications as well as groundwater recharge? The concern underlying this question is that floodwaters may be considered the “right” of the river and limited to applications that return flows to the river.     

Answer: Stormwater may be used for nonpotable applications.  As currently written, the flood management objective can encompass both reuse and recharge water supply uses.
· Question: Why is groundwater surface elevation used as a performance measure for Objective F (the objective to correct groundwater overdraft conditions) as opposed to quantity of groundwater available?
Answer: The Integrated Water Resource Modeling effort that is underway will aid in defining groundwater availability.  In lieu of that information, groundwater surface elevation will be used.
· Question: Isn’t Objective G (the objective to protect, restore and improve natural resources) governed by the Army Corps?

Answer: This objective supports efforts beyond legal regulations.  For example, habitat protection could be achieved through the purchase of land that is set aside for permanent conservation.
· Comment: Regarding Objective F, it will be difficult to correct groundwater overdraft due to difficulty of addressing private groundwater pumping.  

Response: Addressing groundwater overdraft is not limited to behavioral changes.  Groundwater recharge projects or development of new supplies can reduce groundwater overdraft.

· Comment: The performance measures for Objective F do not include monitoring behavioral changes.
· Comment: The plan should consider what can be done to slow overdraft, especially in the southeast part of the basin.  What is a collective community effort that can be focused where correction of overdraft conditions is needed most?

Gardiner asked the group to consider whether objectives should be prioritized and, if so, which should be the highest priorities.  The following comments were received:

· Comment: The objectives as written are pretty broad.  Without more definition prioritization may be difficult because different groups may have different interpretations of the objectives.
· Comment: If objectives are to be prioritized, the group should first decide what they hope to achieve through prioritization.
· Comment: Group should consider if the goal of prioritization is to identify projects that are most competitive for funding or that best address the region’s needs.
Response: The IRWM Guidelines specifically state that the IRWM Plan should be focused on the needs of the region and should not contain grant program criteria in the project prioritization process.
· Comment: Prioritization of objectives may impact project priorities and may unintentionally lead to valuable projects being ranked low.  For this reason, suggestion was made not to prioritize objectives.
· Comment: There are some objectives that it seems that all parties should be able to agree on.  For example, it seems like no one could reasonable object to Objective D (the objective to maximize water use efficiency).  
Response: While it seems unlikely that stakeholders in the Merced Region would disagree with this objective, there are some regions where stakeholders have not supported water use efficiency measures.

· Comment: There is a difference between water conservation, which is behavioral changes, and water use efficiency, which is the implementation of technology.

Response: Water use efficiency can be defined as a strategy to reduce water demand either through behavioral or technological improvements.  Water conservation is a tool within the water use efficiency strategy toolbox. 
Resource and Information
Gardiner pointed attendees to the Merced IRWM Website (www.mercedirwmp.org) as a resource for obtaining further information on the IRWM effort and staying up to date on progress, and Watson walked through the sections of the website.

Gardiner concluded by thanking the attendees for their participation and encouraged them to invite other interested parties to join the Merced IRWM mailing list.

Attendance 
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	Name
	Affiliation (if any)

	John Bramble
	City of Merced

	Irene De La Cruz
	Between Friends/Entre Amigos publication

	Hicham ElTal
	Merced Irrigation District

	Jim Genes
	UC Merced

	Bill Hatch
	Protect Our Water

	Robert Kelly
	James J. Stevinson Corp

	Ken Leap
	

	Lydia Miller
	San Joaquin Raptor Rescue Center

	Ron Rowe
	County of Merced

	Dick Tzou
	Merced Irrigation District

	Michael Wegley
	City of Merced

	Phil Woods
	UC Merced
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	RMC Water and Environment
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	RMC Water and Environment


6 | Page

