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Pine Grove, CA 95665
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January 24, 2013
Board of Directors

UMRWA
5883 East Camanche Parkway

Valley Springs, CA 95252
RE: The Calaveras Planning Coalition recommends continuing to improve the MAC IRWMP over the next two years. 
Dear Directors:
My name is Tom Infusino, and I am submitting these comments on behalf of the Calaveras Planning Coalition (CPC).  I have been an active member of the Regional Participants Committee (RPC) since October of 2011.  I have a degree in planning from UC Davis, and a law degree from University of the Pacific.  I have been involved in resource planning efforts in the Sierra for over 20 years.  

The CPC is a group of community organizations and individuals who want a healthy and sustainable future for Calaveras County.  We believe that public participation is critical to a successful planning process.  United behind eleven land use and development principles, we seek to balance the conservation of local agricultural, natural and historic resources, with the need to provide jobs, housing, safety, and services.  

I.  Thank you to the RPC and its consultants for their long hours of hard work. 

The CPC greatly appreciates the efforts of the RPC and the consultants who have struggled for over a year to produce a much improved MAC IRWMP.  In addition to reviewing and commenting on hundreds of pages of materials, and participating in over a dozen meetings, RPC members spent additional time meeting with community groups to try to address concerns regarding the projects in the MAC IRWMP.  I am pleased to report that, as a result of those additional meetings, 9 of the 38 projects in the MAC IRWMP have no expressed public opposition at this time.  In addition, Amador Water Agency staff is continuing to meet with concerned ratepayers to try to identify changes in their project development and review processes, to reduce opposition to many more of their projects in the future.  On behalf of the Calaveras Planning Coalition, I thank the members of the RPC for their service.  

II.  The MAC IRWMP needs further improvement to meet UMRWA’s goal for the update process.  

UMWRA set a goal for the MAC IRWMP Update process: “Develop an updated MAC Plan which addresses a broad range of water-related and environmental stewardship needs through effective stakeholder participation, and is comprehensive and competitive with other plans.”  The Updated MAC Plan does include a project list to meet a broad range of water-related and environmental stewardship needs.  However, more work is needed to broaden stakeholder participation, to clearly and comprehensively conform to IRWM Guidelines, and to be competitive with plans from other regions. 
Each IRWMP must conform to 16 DWR standards.  The CPC reviewed the draft plan in October, providing 60 pages of comments, and making recommendations for improving the IRWMP to conform to the 16 standards.  In addition, the RPC received over 50 letters requesting that the IRWMP be improved to conform to the 16 standards. RPC consultants agreed with many of these recommendations, and made changes to the IRWMP accordingly.  As a result, we at the CPC agree that the Final MAC IRWMP Update clearly meets 6 of the 16 standards.  However, we do not agree that the MAC IRWMP Update conforms to the remaining 10 DWR standards.     
The areas where the MAC IRWMP Update is weak include:
· Standards on Governance & Stakeholder Participation that call for a more inclusive planning process.

· The Finance Standard that calls for the disclosure of operation and maintenance costs, and cost shares for financing partners.

·  The Relation to Land Use Planning Standard that calls for the effective exchange of knowledge and expertise among water and land use planners, resulting in management decisions that are informed, collaborative, and proactive.   
· The Coordination Standard calling for improved coordination with Federal agencies.

· The Finance Standard and the Plan Performance Monitoring Standard calling for a commitment to fund plan implementation and monitoring tasks. 

In general, we at the CPC feel that, for the success of the MAC IRWMP, UMRWA must correct serious shortcomings of the MAC IRWMP before the document gets critical review by the California Department of Water Resources during the Round 3 (2014-15) grant funding cycle.  We understand the need for UMRWA to timely approve some MAC IRWMP in January 2013, and to prepare a Round 2 grant package.  However, we feel that it is equally essential to continue to improve the plan in 2013 until the plan is both clearly consistent with the IRWMP Guidelines, and competitive with the IRWMPs from other regions.  We will endorse the MAC IRWMP when it clearly meets the standards and is competitive with other regions.    
III. Some aspects of the MAC IRWMP Update still do not compare favorably to IRWMPs from neighboring regions. 

We compared the MAC IRWMP Update to existing IRWMPs from neighboring regions. As you can see from the table below, some of the MAC weaknesses noted above become more obvious when the MAC IRWMP is compared to neighboring IRWMPs. 
Comparison of MAC to Nearby IRWMP’s

	Topic
	MAC 2013
	CABY 2009
	GBA 2007

	Includes Guideline recommended stakeholders not included in MAC IRWMP.
	N/A
	Agricultural Commissions,

Growers Organization, 

RCD, 

County Planning Departments, 

Native Americans, 

 
	Farm Bureau,

Public Works,

Environmental Health,

Business Community

	O&M Costs & Cost Shares for Project
	No O&M Costs

No Cost Shares
	No O& M 

Yes Cost Shares
	Yes O&M 

No Cost Shares



	Integration with Land Use Planning
	Weak
	Strong

(Staff included as stakeholders, land use plans summarized in IRWMP)


	Weak

 

	Coordination with Federal Agencies 
	Weak
	Weak

	Strong

(USGS, Army Corps., Bur. Rec., NRCS)



	Includes a commitment to fund plan monitoring and implementation
	No
	Yes
	Yes and provides a process to do so.



	Equal Power and Voice to all stakeholders
	No
	Yes
	?


For example, the CABY IRWMP and the GBA’s IRWMP did include a broader group of stakeholders than the MAC IRWMP Update.  In fact, active CABY stakeholders went out of their way to provide individual briefings and updates to, and to collect valuable input from, interested stakeholders unable to regularly attend and participate in the stakeholder gatherings.  The CABY IRWMP includes the local cost share for implementation of the projects, and the GBA’s IRWMP includes Operation and Maintenance costs for implementation of the projects.  The MAC Update IRWMP does not.  The CABY IRWMP includes relevant excerpts from the land use plans in its region, and included local planning staff as stakeholder participants.  The MAC IRWMP Update did neither.  The GBA’s IRWMP included participation by four federal agencies, while the MAC IRWMP Update included inconsistent participation by only one.  Both the CABY and the GBA’s IRWMPs include some commitment to funding plan implementation and monitoring.  For the CABY IRWMP, they structured decision-making so that water agencies and non-water agencies were equally represented on the decision-making body.  It is worthy to note that we compared the MAC IRWMP Update to the existing plans of CABY and GBA.  These neighboring regions may also be in the process of improving these dated plans to meet current standards.     

Many people have put a lot of time into getting the MAC IRWMP Update to this point.  It would be a shame to get 75% of the way to a complete plan, and then stop the work just before the plan meets the guidelines and becomes competitive.  If we stop now, when DWR considers the severity of the plan’s ongoing shortcomings during the Round 3 grant cycle, it may disqualify the plan and its projects from the grant competition.  If we stop now, project opponents or funding competitors may exploit the plan’s vulnerabilities and compel DWR to disqualify the plan and its projects from the grant competition.  With gap funding for tens of millions of dollars of infrastructure projects region-wide at stake, it would be penny wise and pound foolish to bring this planning effort to a premature climax. 

IV. UMRWA and the RPC Remnant can continue to improve the MAC IRWMP to improve the odds of winning the grant competition.  
We at the CPC are pleased that, at the meeting on Wednesday, some RPC members have agreed to continue to meet quarterly to try to improve the MAC IRWMP.  We do not yet agree on the most important weaknesses of the plan.  We do not yet agree on the best ways to fix the plan’s weaknesses.  Nevertheless, we are not willing to sit idly by and choke on the dust as other regions pass us by.  Why?  Because the grant competition is too tough for us to stop now.  Because too many people are depending on us to prevail so that the region will have water and treated wastewater for its families, for its businesses, for its farms and ranches, and for its economic recovery.  Because we started this MAC IRWMP Update process strong, we stayed strong, and we want to finish strong. 

V.  Please budget for plan implementation, and for a small but critical amendment to the MAC IRWMP sometime in 2014/2015 fiscal year.
Many of the tasks ahead of us can be completed by existing participants in the RPC in the regular course of their work. We can brief and get input from more stakeholders.  We can improve governance structures.  We can help new stakeholders fill out applications for new projects.  We can meet with the land use planners.  We can coordinate with federal agencies.  However, there are two things we cannot do.

First, we cannot commit UMRWA to fund some level of implementation of the existing provisions of the MAC IRWMP Update.  Only you, the Board of Directors, can do that.  Without such a commitment, the work on the IRWMP over the last 15 months will be meaningless.  DWR’s representative to the RPC made that clear to the RPC.      
Second, we cannot prepare and authorize amendment of the MAC IRWMP.  At some point in the next few years, the fruits of the ongoing RPC efforts will require some changes to the text of the MAC IRWMP, and potentially some analysis of additional projects.  That analysis and amendment will require some funding.   
We know that UMRWA is under the same financial pressures that all government agencies are facing in these challenging times.  We know that the easiest thing for the UMRWA Board to do is to approve the plan now, pay the consultants, call it a done deal, and go home.  Instead, we at the CPC respectfully request that UMRWA commit to funding some level of plan implementation, and consider budgeting for a minor but critical MAC IRWMP amendment in the near future.  
Sincerely, 
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Thomas P. Infusino, Facilitator
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