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Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan

Public Workshop #2
October 17, 2012
1:30 pm – 3:30 pm

Livingston City Council Chambers

 1416 C St.
Livingston, CA
MEETING NOTES

Welcome and Introductions 










Mr. Charles Gardiner welcomed attendees to the second 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 intent of the meeting, which was to describe the regional planning process, review the process for submitting projects for inclusion in the Merced IRWM Plan, and answer questions. 
Introduction to the IRWM Program









Ms. Alyson Watson provided a brief overview of the IRWM Program and the Merced Region’s plans for completing its first IRWM Plan.  Her presentation (which is available on Merced Region IRWM website: www.mercedirwmp.org) served as an orientation to the IRWM planning process for new participants and a refresher for regular participants.  Watson noted that the Merced IRWM Plan currently under development will be the first for the Merced Region.
Questions and comments raised by the workshop participants included the following:

· Question: Does the State have anything in place that would give priority to addressing issues related to the tragedy of the commons?  For the Merced Region, depletion of groundwater by those that can pump without restriction is an issue.

Answer: Watson explained that through the IRWM process, the State is asking regions to decide what is important for their area.  With respect to groundwater pumping restrictions, this process will not involve the State imposing new regulations, and the Merced RWMG does not have the authority to regulate or ban groundwater pumping through the IRWM Plan.  The plan can, however, identify priorities, and correcting groundwater overdraft has been identified as a regional priority.  The IRWM process can be thought of as encouraging good projects as opposed to preventing bad projects. 

Mr. Ron Rowe, who represents the County of Merced and is a member of the RWMG, added that the Merced IRWM process encourages collaboration between water resource planning and land use management.  The work being conducted now is establishing the region’s baseline conditions.  Soon the region will begin a modeling effort to look at groundwater overdraft, and with the model results they can make more informed decisions.

· Comment: A fifth-generation resident expressed concern about unchecked development occurring in the region and stated that sustainability is important to community members.  
· Comment: It is disappointing that all of the General Plans in the region will be completed before the groundwater model is complete.  The water agencies have been talking about this model for years and members of the community want to see results.

Response: The implementation of the model was delayed due to funding constraints.  Agencies did not anticipate the change in the economy when the groundwater model was first proposed.

· Question:  When will the groundwater model be complete?

Answer: That depends on when the groundwater modeling effort begins, which is dependent on funding. 

· Question:  Is anyone aware of an agency that compiles information about every completed well whether it is successful or not and that has also has water quality and depth information?

Answer: The County has been collecting this type of information. 
Why Submit a Project?
Watson informed participants that the Merced Regional Water Management Group (RWMG) is soliciting projects for inclusion in the Merced IRWM Plan.  During the Merced IRWMP Call for Projects, which began on October 9, 2012 and runs through November 6, 2012, project proponents are invited to submit projects to the Merced Online Project Tracking and Integration Program (Merced Opti) database.  In order for a project to be considered for inclusion in the Merced IRWM Plan, it must be submitted to Merced Opti.  Projects that improve water management in the region can continue to be submitted for consideration after the Call for Projects closes, but only those projects submitted by November 6, 2012, will be documented in the Plan that is currently being developed. 
Watson noted another motivation for submitting projects, besides assisting the RWMG and Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) in identifying projects to address regional water management needs, is to make projects eligible for funding.  Several State funding programs, such as Propositions 84 and 1E, currently require projects to be included in and consistent with the IRWM Plan for their region.  Additionally, the State has indicated that IRWM planning is the future of water management; as such, future funding programs are likely to require projects to be included in an IRWM Plan.  Furthermore, the federal government often models programs after California initiatives, and some federal programs are starting to give preference to projects that are consistent with IRWM Plans.
The upcoming Proposition 84 Round 2 Implementation Grant program is proposing to allocate $8.3 M to the San Joaquin Funding Area, which includes several IRWM regions in addition to Merced.  This area is a highly competitive funding area.

Watson mentioned that the Proposition 50 Agricultural Water Use Efficiency Grant Program, which is outside the IRWM process, may be applicable to the Merced Region, and participants should be aware of it. 
Questions raised by the workshop participants included the following:

· Question: Who can submit a project?  Can an individual farmer submit a project concept for improving water use efficiency on their land?
Answer: Anyone with a project that could benefit water management in the Merced IRWM Region can submit a project.  Given that there are many private landowners using groundwater and overdraft is an issue for the region, concepts to improve agricultural water use efficiency are encouraged.  While a project benefiting only one individual might not receive funding, including it in the database could lead to a larger, collaborative effort that benefits water users throughout the region.
· Question: What local cost share must be met by project proponents?  
Answer: For the purposes of inclusion in the Merced IRWM Plan, there is no required cost share.  The cost share of 25% applies to implementation grant funding from the State.
· Question: How much funding support is available from the Merced IRWM planning process to develop conceptual plans into implementable projects? 

Answer: The RWMG does not have funding in place to further develop individual projects.  There may be an opportunity to provide assistance in the future, but the RMWG cannot commit to that at this time.

· Question: How much funding is available in Round 3 of Proposition 84?

Answer: Round 3 will have on the order of $35 M available for the San Joaquin Funding Area.

· Question: Slide 15 shows $57 M available for this area.  How did that decrease to $8.3 M?

Answer: The $57 M figure is the total for Proposition 84, and $8.3 M is the amount proposed for Round 2 implementation.  Some funding has already been allocated, and some (approximately $35 M) is reserved for final round of implementation grant funding.
How to Submit a Project
Watson explained that projects may be submitted using the project information form available on Merced Opti or via hard copy.  She indicated that hard copy forms were available as part of the day’s handouts and were also available at Merced Irrigation District, Merced Civic Center and Merced County Division of Environmental Health.  However, she strongly encouraged project proponents to enter their projects directly into Merced Opti. 

Ms. Emmalynne Roy performed a live demonstration of Merced Opti, showing participants how to create an account, submit and share projects and create announcements to share with other Opti community members.  
Questions raised by the workshop participants included the following:

· Question: Can someone who does not have a project to submit still follow projects being submitted and receive announcements? 

Answer: Anyone can sign up for a public user account that will allow them to see the projects submitted to Opti.  However, only users that apply to be an Opti community member can receive announcements.

· Question: If you are interested in collaborating on someone else’s project, how do you become a shared member for that project? 

Answer: The project proponent that originally created the project is the only one that can share their projects with other community members (i.e. make it available for editing by other community members).  If you are interested in the project, you should contact the project proponent.
Project Prioritization Process

Watson presented a series of slides introducing attendees to the proposed project prioritization process developed by the RAC (the slides are available on Merced Region IRWM website: www.mercedirwmp.org).  The proposed approach consists of a screening step followed by project scoring step.  To pass the screening, projects must address at least one of the Merced IRWM Plan objectives and be located within the region.  Scoring is based on the following criteria: addresses multiple IRWM Plan objectives, integrates multiple resource management strategies, is ready to be implemented, is technically feasible, is economically feasible, benefits disadvantaged communities (DAC), directly addresses a critical water supply or water quality need of a DAC and/or addressing an existing environmental justice issue, contributes to climate change adaptation or mitigation, creates local jobs and/or uses local materials, and is supported by multiple local partners.  Following scores, the top 50% of projects will be classified as Tier 1 and the bottom 50% as Tier 2.
Questions raised by the workshop participants included the following:

· Question: Is there further ranking within Tier 1?  If not, if 500 projects are submitted, will there be 250 projects in Tier 1 without any further categorization?

Answer: The tiers are designed to identify high priority projects without assigning a strict ranking of projects.  In the future, more tiers may be added if needed.  For the first Call for Projects, the number of projects submitted will likely be on the order of 50 to 100 projects.
· Questions: When funding opportunities are available, how will project proponents who are interested in pursuing funding be notified?
Answer: This has not been thought through yet.

· Question: Can any project in the IRWM Plan be put forward for funding, regardless of regional consensus on its importance?

Answer: Proposition 84 applications are done on a regional basis; because each region can only submit one application, by necessity, Proposition 84 proposals require consensus.  Proposition 1E, on the other hand, allows multiple applications per region, so individuals can put forward projects without regional consensus.
· Question: What happens if project proponents want to make changes to their projects or have projects to add after November 6?
Answer: Projects can still be modified or added after November 6.  However, the snapshot of projects that is included in the Merced IRWM Plan will only include the information that is submitted by November 6. 

Individuals are encouraged to submit any project ideas that meet the objectives of the IRWM Plan by the November 6 cutoff.  As long as the project is good for the region, regardless of its stage of development, its perceived competitiveness or its funding status, it should be submitted. 
· Question: How were the DAC scoring tiers determined?

Answer: The tiers are based on median household income (MHI) as reported by the American Community Survey (ACS) for the Census and percentage of households below the poverty level from the 2010 Census.
· Question: Was MHI data used in determining the DAC scoring tiers based on ACS 3-year of 5-year data?
Answer: The consultant team will need to check the dataset to provide this answer.  (Following the meeting, the consultant team replied to this question, noting that it was 5‑year data.)

· Comment: One participant expressed concern about how DACs are defined and the data used to develop DAC scoring tiers.
Response: The consultant team requested that participants with suggestions for alternative data sets stay to discuss this issue further following the workshop.  (Subsequently, the RAC reviewed and approved an improved method for scoring project benefits for DACs.)
· Question: Would failing to meet Tier 2 water quality be considered an environmental justice issue?

Answer: If submitting a project that addresses this issue, project proponents should note this issue.  It could be considered an environmental justice issue. 

· Question: When will the project scoring results be released?

Answer: The project scoring will be discussed at the November RAC meeting.

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.  

For questions regarding project submissions, project proponents can use the Contact Us link in Merced Opti or contact any member of the consultant team.
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	Name
	Affiliation (if any)

	Patti Dosetti
	City of Livingston

	Hicham ElTal
	Merced Irrigation District

	Connie Farris
	Meadowbrook Water Company

	Anne-Marie Felsinger
	Merced Irrigation District

	Nanda Gottiparthy
	City of Livingston

	Vicki Jones
	Merced County

	Cindy Lashbrook
	Riverdance Farms, East Merced RCD

	John Mitchell
	Farmer

	Humberto Moline
	City of Livingston

	Eddie Ocampo
	Self-Help Enterprises

	Jean Okuye
	Farm Bureau

	Garth Pecchenino
	FPP Engineering

	Jason Preece
	Department of Water Resources

	Jose Antonio Ramirez
	City of Livingston

	Ron Rowe
	County of Merced

	Arturo Sicairos
	Candidate for City of Livingston City Council 

	Dena Traina
	Provost & Pritchard

	Dick Tzou
	Merced Irrigation District

	Michael Wegley
	City of Merced

	Bob Weimer
	Weimer Farms


Consultant Team
	Name
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	CL Gardiner

	Emmalynne Roy
	RMC Water and Environment

	Ali Taghavi
	RMC Water and Environment
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	RMC Water and Environment
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