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State Water Resource Control Board (State Board) staff, together with Regional Water Quality Control Board (Regional Board) staff, conducted three 3-hour workshops to gather stakeholder input regarding their needs from the State Board’s new Agricultural Water Quality Grant Program (AWQGP).  The workshops were held on:

· March 2, 2004 in Brawley, CA, 

· March 3, 2004 in San Luis Obispo, CA, and

· March 8, 2004 in Sacramento, CA.

Workshop Summary

Each workshop agenda began with participant introductions and a presentation on the directives established by the voters, the legislature, and the State and Regional Boards management for the new program.  The remaining two and one half hours of the workshops were solely dedicated to discussion and presentations from the stakeholders.  Workshop participants divided up in groups of six to ten people to discuss the topics ranging from funding priorities to special assistance.  Group members were asked to discuss and record the highlights of the group discussion on flipcharts.  The participants were directed that the purpose of the discussions was to provide input, not necessarily reach agreement.  As a result, workshop participants came up with a lot of good ideas, recommendations, and options for the new funding program.

The three main topics of discussion were:

1) The California Department of Food and Agriculture’s proposal for the SWRCB to dedicate $10 Million of the Proposition 40 Program funds to be used as a State match for approximately $50 Million of U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) funds from the Environmental Quality Incentive Program (EQIP);

2) The type of projects stakeholders believe should take the highest funding priority; and

3) The type of assistance the agricultural community needs from the State and Regional Board staff to apply for funding and implement successful projects.

Upon completion of three group discussion exercises, participants filled out workshop evaluations to provide feedback regarding improvement of further State Board outreach efforts.  Workshop participants were given an additional three days after the workshop to submit further input to State Board staff.

The following report summarizes stakeholder participation and conclusions from the three workshops.

Workshop Participation

In total, 97 people participated in the workshops.  The large number of attendees at these AWQGP workshops illustrated the importance of a State funding program to California’s agricultural communities. With very short notice (only a week), the workshop held in at the Imperial Valley Research Center in Brawley had 20 participants.  Participants traveled from the San Diego, Riverside and Los Angeles areas, as well as the Imperial Valley area to attend the workshop.

Likewise, with less than a week’s notice, 21 agriculture stakeholders from the Monterey, Fresno, and Central Coast areas attended the workshop held at the Central Coast Regional Board office in San Luis Obispo.

The workshop held at the CalEPA Headquarters Building in Sacramento had 56 participants, mainly from the Central Valley region.

All of the workshops had a wide range of representation, including individual farmers and land owners, coalition groups, environmental groups, resource conservation districts, local agencies, farm bureaus, consultants and State and local agencies.

Additional feedback was submitted after the workshops by stakeholders, representing assemblypersons, other state agencies, coalition groups, and individual farmers.

Workshop Presentation

The workshop began with a presentation by the State Board program manager(s) detailing the requirements and directives established by the voters, the legislature, and the State and Regional Boards management, as summarized below:

The Proposition 40 and 50 Bonds laws and enacting regulations require among other things:

· Public Participation in the development of AWQGP guidelines; and
· Provisions to allow disadvantaged communities an increased level of application and technical assistance and outreach.

Additionally, projects funded by the AWQGP must:

· Provide (or lead to the provision of) measurable long-term water quality benefits;

· Include a monitoring component; and
· Comply with the California Environmental Quality Act
State and Regional Board Management have directed staff to:

· Administer funds to irrigated agriculture land projects that contribute pollution to surface waters;

· Address pollution to impaired water bodies; 

· Consider the use of $10 Million of Prop 40 AWQGP funds as a State match for a (potential) additional $50 M USDA EQIP funds

Workshop Group Discussions

Workgroup participants were requested to participate in group discussions.  The participants broke up into groups of six to ten people and discussed topics ranging from funding priorities to special assistance.  Group members were asked to discuss and record the highlights of the group discussion on flipcharts.  

Dedication of $10 Million of the Proposition 40 funds for State Match

The State Board is considering a proposal from the California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA) to use $10 Million of Prop 40 AWQGP funds to match an additional $50 Million federal USDA EQIP funds.  If successful, this additional federal appropriation of funds will be above and beyond the current appropriation to the State of California.  

EQIP grant funds are administered to private entities, specifically for the implementation of management practices on agriculture lands.  $10 Million of State Proposition 40 funds is proposed to be used for tasks associated with management measure implementation projects that the EQIP program does not fund.  This monitoring will evaluate the effectiveness of the projects.

The various aspects associated with the “leveraging” of State grant dollars for an additional federal appropriation were discussed.  The stakeholders acknowledged the potential increase of water quality protection resulting from greater implementation of management measures and practices funded by federal dollars.  Likewise, concerns regarding the uncertain arrangements necessary for the granting of State funds to public agencies/non-profit organizations for EQIP projects funds to private land owners, and the uncertainty of the timing of additional EQIP funds were also identified as major issues.

Table 1 below indicates that:

· fifty percent of the workshop participants support the proposal to leverage Proposition 40 funds, with the condition that the State funds be immediately reverted back to the AWQGP process if additional federal funds are not appropriated by October 2004;

· fifty percent of stakeholders do not support the use of State funds as a match to additional federal EQIP appropriations;

· One stakeholder supported the detainment of State funds for additional federal appropriations for a time period past October 2004.

Stakeholders expressed the following concerns:

· The prematurity of the proposal development leaves a lot of important issues unanswered, slowing down the administration of AWQGP funds to public agencies/non-profit organizations;

· The lack of technical assistance provided by the Natural Resources Conservation Service for private landowners to understand how to implement recommended management practices being funded,

· The potential delay of EQIP fund disbursement for project implementation tasks delaying the disbursement of AWQGP funds for monitoring of implementation effectiveness

· The earmarking of EQIP and AWQGP funds solely to California’s Central Valley region, not allowing other regions within the State to benefit from the additional federal funds.

Among Central Valley stakeholders, local agencies were more in favor of pursuing with the leveraging proposal with the condition that the State funds be immediately reverted back to the AWQGP in a limited time period.  Oppositely, Central Valley farmers and coalitions did not want to tie up the Prop 40 funding, and expressed concern regarding delay in the administration of grant funds to financially assist the current monitoring efforts taking place to fulfill the conditions of the Central Valley Regional Board agricultural discharge waiver.

Table 1.

Should the SWRCB use $10 Million of State Proposition 40 from the AWQGP as State Match

 monies for (potential) additional U.S. Department of Agriculture EQIP appropriations?

	
	
	Yes


	Yes, with October 2004 Deadline*
	No, do not use State funds as State match for EQIP funding



	
	Southern

California


	1
	14
	4

	
	Central Coast


	0
	8
	9

	
	Central Valley


	0
	15
	23

	
	Total


	1
	37
	36


Funding Priorities 

Workshop discussions brought forth various perspectives of how the State Board should prioritize projects to be funded with the limited amount of AWQGP funds.  However, stakeholders clearly stated that they wanted to see the biggest water quality improvement “bang” with the use of the AWQGP “bucks”. The majority of the responses lead to the following recommended priority setting:

· First, identify the impaired water bodies on the State Board approved 303(d) list that are impacted by irrigated agricultural land and that cause the highest relative threat to the beneficial uses of the water;

· Second, place the control of the pollutants that are primarily responsible for the impairment as the highest priority.

This approach places projects dealing with the land uses producing the primary pollutants of concern within the sub-watersheds of the impaired water bodies in first priority for funding.  Such projects include source identification of the pollutants causing the highest degree of impairment and proper management of the identified source on irrigated agriculture lands.

Stakeholders from all workshops stressed that the AWQGP should fund projects proposed to control migration of pollutants to groundwater.

Type of Projects To Be Funded

Workshop participants indicated that AWQGP funds should be used for monitoring (both baseline and effectiveness
) and implementation projects.  However, discussions regarding the type of projects to be funded by the AWQGP also brought forth crucial issues associated with the State’s initial efforts to control pollution from irrigated agricultural lands.  In addition to using the funds to answer ‘Where is the source of the pollution?”, stakeholders indicated that the issue of “How do we control the pollution?” is just as important.  Therefore, research, demonstration projects, and education and outreach efforts are important components to building a strong foundation for agriculture pollution control.  

Local agency and farm bureau representatives stressed that technical assistance is greatly needed.  Farmers and landowners that received EQIP funding many times did not use the allocated funds due to the lack of technical assistance in management measure implementation.

Setting of a Maximum Grant Amount

Stakeholder response on whether the State Board should set a maximum grant amount per project to maximize the number of grant recipients varied greatly.  Approximately fifty percent of the workshop recipients stated that a maximum grant amount should not be set.  The other fifty percent stated they would like to see a maximum grant amount;  Suggested grant amounts ranged from $100,000 to $5,000,000.  This wide range reflects the representation of individual farmers vs. group coalitions seeking funding for varying sizes of projects.  No single conclusion was established by the stakeholders regarding this discussion.

Stakeholders in southern California and the Central Coast expressed extreme concern regarding the issue of being left out in the funding distribution due to the majority of the program funds being dedicated to the Central Valley region.  The Central Coast and Los Angeles Regional Boards propose to have agricultural waivers in place soon.  The Colorado River Basin Regional Board already has NPDES permits and waste discharge requirements in place to regulate agricultural drainage.  Stakeholders stressed that the agricultural communities in regions other than the Central Valley region are also in need of funding to address water quality impairment and monitoring needs associated with irrigated agricultural lands.

Effective Outreach Efforts and Project Selection

All participants indicated that they personally have access to the Internet.  However, participants statewide clearly indicated that the use of the Internet alone for the transfer of AWQGP funding information is not effective.  They stressed that effective outreach for agricultural communities must include:

· Fliers mailed and emailed to potential funding applicants, including Native American tribes;

· Posting of information in local publications;

· Local/regional meetings (including “field meetings”) for outreach of application information and assistance;

· Local efforts to encourage collaboration within watersheds and consolidate multiple smaller projects into larger projects for funding application;

· Federal, local, and other State agencies, together with farming advisors/consultants to assist in “getting the word out”;

· Funding application/proposal preparation workshops;

· preliminary review of concept proposals to reduce the amount of local resources used for preparing proposals that are not competitive for funding; 

· Clear criteria and parameters provided to reduce the waste of local resources (money and time) for applicants that do not qualify (or “don’t have a chance”) for funding;

· Funding information translated in Spanish; and 

· Clear and upfront explanation of how funding packages are to be scored.

Although private landowners are not the funding applicants, local agencies representatives stressed that they are the most important component to the acquisition of funding, and information must penetrate through the local agencies/organizations to local farmers.  .  Local agency representatives suggested using a “train the trainer” approach to maximize application outreach efforts.  Representatives of local agencies, districts, associations, and the farm bureau generously offered the use of local facilities to host State and local outreach efforts.

Representation of Funded Project Selection Panels

Feedback regarding funding project selection indicated both concern and disappointment of the selection processes of previous State Board programs.  Participants mainly focused on the need for selection panels to have an increased level of knowledge and balance of interest of agricultural issues.  Suggestions of the selection panels to be developed for the AWQGP are to:

· include Agriculture economists, hydro geologists, and technical experts with applicable field experience;

· work with tightly developed and State Board-adopted criteria to eliminate selection based on favoritism and other biases; and

· include local public agency and private organization representatives that do not pose a conflict of interest with funding recipients.

Special Funding Considerations for Disadvantaged Communities

Workshop discussions of special funding considerations to disadvantaged communities brought forth many crucial issues that stakeholders seriously want addressed in the proposed AWQGP policy.  Issues include:

· the need to define the term “community”.  A local community experiencing financial hardship does not necessarily reflect the financial position of the surrounding farmers.  Similarly, a non-disadvantaged local community does not represent the financial hardships experienced by the farmers owning the surrounding farmland outside the local jurisdictional boundaries;

· the impacts a proposed project has on the local economy of a disadvantaged community needs to be considered in addition to the actual location of the project to receive funding;

· the need to address the “disconnect” between absentee landowners who lease their land for agriculture production but are not engaged with how their land is managed and its contribution to water quality problems;

· the need for an increased level of technical and bilingual assistance to politically under-represented areas; and

· the waiving of a local match requirement only where available local funds are shown to be allocated to further assisting disadvantaged communities for efforts that the AWQGP does not fund.

Workshop Evaluations

Workshop evaluation forms containing participant feedback provided valuable feedback on how to improve the State Board’s outreach efforts.  Basically, stakeholders are requesting longer workshop events to allow the time needed to thoroughly discuss program issues, improved facilitation, and strategic outreach event locations to maximize further participation.

State Board staff will be conducting a second round of workshops in May 2004 to gather stakeholder input on draft AWQGP guidelines.  State Board staff will implement improvements suggested in the evaluation forms to the greatest extent possible.

� Baseline monitoring – the monitoring of the receiving waters to identify source(s) of pollution and water quality “before” implementation of management measures project.  Effectiveness monitoring – the measure of project success, to include “before and after” water quality monitoring, the evaluation of demonstration project success and the achievement of education and outreach efforts in terms of community awareness and knowledge gained. 
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