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Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan

Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #9
January 22, 2013
2:00 pm – 5:00 pm

Public Health Auditorium
1st Floor of the Department of Public Health
Merced, CA 95341
DRAFT MEETING NOTES

Introductions and Overview










Mr. Charles Gardiner welcomed members and interested parties to the ninth meeting of the Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) for the Merced Region Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan.  All those present introduced themselves.
Department of Water Resources (DWR) Update







Mr. Jason Preece was in attendance as a representative of the Department of Water Resources (DWR), Division of IRWM.  Preece did not have any updates from DWR.  
RAC Activities and Materials
Gardiner asked for comments on the notes from the RAC Meeting 8.  One of the RAC members asked for clarification on the discussion concerning Governance, specifically the RAC representation on the Policy Committee.  The notes were modified to clarify that the members felt strongly that the RAC needs to be connected to the Policy Committee either through a representative on the committee or a liaison.

Gardiner asked the RAC if they had comments on the draft technical studies that were issued in December following RAC Meeting 8.  Several members indicated that they were still working through the documents and would submit written comments.
Gardiner indicated that the next public workshop would be scheduled for February.  He queried the group for their preference on date and time. Members suggested that the meeting be scheduled for the Monday evening before the next RAC meeting.  (Due to a conflict with the Merced City Council town hall meeting on Monday, February 25, the public workshop was subsequently scheduled for the evening of Tuesday, February 26, following RAC Meeting 10.)  

Gardiner also asked the group for suggestions on locations reminding them that the intent was to move the public workshops around the region.  The first workshop was held at the Merced Civic Center, and the second was held in the City of Livingston.  Mr. Daniel Chavez, District Manager for Planada Community Services District, offered to host the workshop in Planada.  Participants suggested Le Grand, Stevinson and Amsterdam be considered for future public workshops. 

Ms. Alyson Watson asked for volunteers from the RAC to assist in the presentation for the February public workshop.  She indicated that the consultant team could cover the presentation of the technical studies, which is the main topic of the workshop; however she suggested that attendees might be feel more engaged hearing another community member speak to the accomplishments of the RAC to date.  Ms. Dena Traina volunteered to present if other members were unavailable.  
Workgroup Reports










At the November RAC meeting, based on the recommendations of the Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) Workgroup, the RAC elected to supplement the previously compiled DAC data with a GIS analysis to be performed by the Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG).  Mr. Bill Spriggs presented the results of the GIS analysis and the DAC Workgroup’s proposed scoring tiers.  (The workgroup’s memorandum is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).  
Gardiner asked the group to consider whether the community of Stevinson should be considered a DAC based on the new information.  The GIS analysis shows that the block group encompassing the community of Stevinson has a median household income (MHI) of $49,018 whereas the State’s definition of DACs is communities with an MHI less than $48,706.  Mr. Garth Pecchenino, who is leading the region’s DAC outreach efforts, noted that an income survey was completed in the Stevinson area several years ago, and that survey qualified the area for DAC funding.  The group concluded that for the purposes of the region’s scoring process, Stevinson would be included as a DAC with a footnote explaining that it is right at the cutoff of the State’s definition of DACs and given local community knowledge the community should be considered a DAC.  Preece said he did not have any objections to this approach. 

Other questions and comments regarding the DAC scoring tiers results were as follows:
· Question: Given that California Employment Development Department (EDD) data was unavailable for some of the communities, how was the average rank determined?  

Answer: The average rank was based on the number of available data points.  For the communities without EDD data, the average was based on two data sources instead of three.  Because the communities without EDD data were among the lower ranking communities in the other two categories, the lack of EDD data doesn’t appear to have affected the ranking.

· Question: Is the GIS data based on 5-year data?

Answer: Yes.

· Comment: Looking at the unemployment data of Franklin and Snelling compared to Stevinson, there is quite a disparity.  Community members of Franklin and Snelling might take exception to being in the same scoring tier as Stevinson.
Discussion: After discussion, the group decided to leave Franklin, Snelling and Stevinson in the same scoring tier. 

· Question: Have we excluded any communities from this analysis?

Answer: The only communities left are Cressy and Tuttle, neither of which is considered disadvantaged.

Summary of Technical Studies
Mr. Jim Blanke walked through a series of slides presenting the results of the Salt and Nutrient Management technical study. (The presentation is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).  
The following comments and questions were raised regarding the study:

· Question: What is the depth for the salinity data?

Answer: The data is missing depth information.  Because most are supply wells, most of the data is probably from shallow areas.

· Comment: It is difficult to have a meaningful discussion without knowing the depth of the data.
Response: Blanke acknowledged that this is a significant data gap.  Mr. Ron Rowe of Merced County added that well completion reports are available for much of the data supplied; most are less than 500 feet.

· Question: In the maps, are the areas without color areas where the constituent was not detected or areas without data?
Answer: Where the color ends in a definitive line (e.g. the TDS map), the data is not available.  Where there are pockets without color (e.g. the nitrates map), those are mostly areas of non-detect.

· Question: How current is the data?

Answer: Most of the data is an average of data from 2007 through mid-2012.

· Comment: The pattern of the TDS map is interesting.  Perhaps it is affected by groundwater recharge.  It would be interesting to overlay land use data to see if a pattern develops.
Response: USGS GAMA data shows a gradient from southwest to the northwest that is due to pumping. 

· Question: What is the source of data for the potential point sources map?
Answer: The data is from the State’s GeoTracker, which identifies permitted underground tanks and known contamination sources.  The water district boundaries are shown for information, not to suggest that they are potential point sources.
· Comment: Another use of recycled water that should be recognized is environmental uses. 

· Question: How will this study meld with the Merced IRWM Plan (MIRWMP) and the region’s salt and nutrient plan?

Answer: The Salt and Nutrient Management Technical Memorandum (TM) will be an appendix to the MIRWMP with some information pulled into the main body of the plan.  Development of a salt and nutrient management plan will be a separate process that needs to be driven by stakeholders in the region.

Gardiner facilitated a discussion of what the results of the salt and nutrient technical study means to them.  The following comments were offered in response:
· Comment: It is important for the region to establish baseline conditions.  The work completed in the salt and nutrient technical study is an early start to identifying the baseline conditions.  The upcoming groundwater modeling work will provide a new look at conditions.  This work will assist the region in addressing subsidence, water supply, water quality and even flooding issues.  Hopefully this information can be used to educated growers and inform future development planning for the region.

· Comment: It will be important to track changes in conditions over the years.

· Comment: This is a start.  We need to keep going and get better data.

· Comment: Perhaps there is an opportunity to use releases from Friant Dam to reverse the gradient seen in TDS moving from the San Joaquin River towards the northeast (into the Merced region).

Response: The Friant Water Users would object to this proposal.

Data Management, Technical Analysis, Plan Performance Approach
Watson walked through a series of slides summarizing the information presented in the Data Management, Technical Analysis and Plan Performance TMs that were distributed in advance of the meeting.  (The presentation and TMs are available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).   

The following comments and questions were raised during the discussion of data management:

· Question: Can collecting data be a project?

Answer: Yes.  Creation of a data management system (DMS) could also be a project.

· Question: Do we have a clear plan for how data will be entered and managed in the Merced HydroDMS?  Who will be the steward of the system?
Answer: Project proponents implementing projects as part of the MIRWMP will be required to enter monitoring data into the system.  Other stakeholders will also be encouraged to submit data.  The draft TM does not specify who will be the steward of the DMS; this will need to be determined. 
· Comment: The UC Merced Digital Library project is intended to be a tool to connect agencies beyond the Merced IRWM region. 

· Comment: Preece cautioned the group not to overextend themselves with the data collection.  What is documented in the IRWM Plan will be considered the region’s commitment to data collection.

Response: The proposed data collection process is designed to make project sponsors responsible for the project specific monitoring and data collection.  It will be the project sponsors’ responsibility to collect data and transfer it to the Merced HydroDMS.  The RWMG will have to decide who will be the steward of the Merced HydroDMS, but the proposed approach will avoid making the RWMG or RAC responsible for the data collection for specific projects. 

During the discussion of plan performance, Watson asked the group to consider the appropriate frequency of plan evaluation.  Based on the previous feedback from the RAC regarding the importance of maintaining momentum, a 2-year frequency was proposed in the draft TM.  The consultant team already received a comment that three years might be more appropriate.  After discussion the RAC decided to have the first review 3 years after completion of the plan with future review to occur on a 5-year cycle.

Additional questions raised during the discussion of plan performance were as follows:

· Question: What if a private entity implementing a project does not want to share data needed as part of the plan performance review?

Answer: There is no way to force an entity to share data.  Performance metrics should be based on publicly available data.

· Question: Are we going to have more specific performance measures than those already developed as part of the objectives discussion?  For example, the performance measure for the flood objective is broadly stated as “Occurrence of flooding at Bear Creek, Black Rascal Creek diversion, Deadman Creek, Dry Creek, Fahrens Creek, Lake Yosemite, Mariposa Creek, Merced River, and San Joaquin River”, but flooding along the San Joaquin River may be more significant than flooding elsewhere.  

Answer: The performance measures allow for flexibility.  They can be more prescriptive, but the consultant team recommends keeping the measures more flexible at least until the first review period when the region can assess how much information is available. 

Implementation Grant Update








Mr. Hicham ElTal provided an implementation grant update.  The previous week, a meeting was held with project proponents who expressed interest in pursuing funding through Round 2 of the Proposition 84 Implementation Grant Program.  The projects proposed for inclusion in the Merced implementation grant applications are as follows:
· Project I: Black Rascal and Bear Creek Flood Control Project

· Black Rascal Creek Flood Control Project

· Project Sponsor: Merced Streams Group (County of Merced, City of Merced, Merced Irrigation District)

· Estimated Cost: $920,000

· Bear Creek Siphon and Diversion Structure Expansion

· Project Sponsor: Stevinson Water District and Community of Stevinson 

· Estimated Cost: $80,000
·  Project II: Planada Community Services District Water Conservation Project
· Project Sponsor: Planada Community Services District

· Estimated Cost: $500,000

· Project III: El Nido Recharge Basin
· Project Sponsors: Merced Irrigation District, Central California Irrigation District, San Luis Canal Company, San Luis Region, Madera Region

· Estimated Cost: $500,000

· Project IV: Merced River Education and Enhancement Project

· Lower Merced River Stewardship Project

· Project Sponsor: East Merced Resource Conservation District

· Estimated Cost: $185,000

· Merced Region Climate Change Outreach and Education

· Project Sponsor: UC Merced

· Estimated Cost: $100,000

· Lower Merced River Recreational Boating Public Access Improvements

· Project Sponsor: Merced Irrigation District

· Estimated Cost: $328,625

· Real Time Snow Depth Measurement

· Project Sponsor: UC Merced

· Estimated Cost: $70,000

· Big Sandy Creek Stream Gage

· Project Sponsor: UC Merced

· Estimated Cost: $100,000

In response to a question regarding whether applications are funded as a whole or if each project is a standalone application, Watson explained that the region submits one application and it will be scored as a whole.  Rarely are applications only partially funded.
Next Steps








The consultant team will distribute the Salt and Nutrient Technical Study TM in advance of the next RAC meeting.  
Watson requested that comments on the previously distributed TMs be submitted to comments@mercedirwmp.org by February 22, 2013.
The next RAC meeting will be February 26, 2013 from 1:30 pm – 4:30 pm.  Topics anticipated for the meeting include the data management system, impacts and benefits, and finance.
Public Comment








Written public comments were received regarding the discrepancy between the City of Livingston’s Urban Water Management Plan (UWMP) and General Plan, the use of the UWMP as a reference for the MIRWMP and the inclusion of City of Livingston’s plans for a water treatment plant in the MIRWMP.  The comments are included as an attachment to these meeting notes.
Watson thanked the commenter for bringing this issue to the group’s attention.  She explained that local level decisions such as the discrepancy between the UWMP and General Plan have to be handled locally.  The MIRWMP is at a higher, regional level and is a compilation of the documentation available at the local level.  As an umbrella document, the MIRWMP has to rely on the local documents like the City of Livingston UWMP as the best available water use projections.  The inclusion of a project in the MIRWMP does not mean the project will be implemented; it just means it has passed the screening process.  The screening process requires the project to provide a benefit to the region and meet at least one of the objectives in the region.

Attendance 










RAC Members and Alternates

	RAC Member 
	Present
	Alternate
	Present

	Johnnie Baptista
	
	Brad Samuelson
	

	Martha Conklin
	
	Thomas Harmon
	

	Kathleen M. Crookham
	X
	Bill Spriggs
	X

	Jim Cunningham
	
	
	

	Daniel De Wees
	
	Scott Magneson
	

	Hicham ElTal
	X
	
	

	Connie Farris
	
	Irene De La Cruz
	

	Bob Giampoli
	X
	Tom Roduner
	

	Thomas Grave
	X
	
	

	Gordon Gray
	X
	Dena Traina
	X

	Robert Kelly
	
	
	

	Cindy Lashbrook
	
	
	

	Jim Marshall
	X
	Marjorie Kirn
	X

	Lydia Miller
	X
	Bill Hatch
	

	Jean Okuye
	X
	
	

	José Antonio Ramirez
	X
	
	

	Terry Rolfe
	
	William (Skip) George
	

	Ron Rowe
	X
	
	

	Larry S. Thompson
	X
	Jerry Shannon
	

	Kole Upton
	
	Walt Adams
	

	Paul van Warmerdam
	X
	Gino Pedretti, III
	

	Michael Wegley
	X
	
	

	Bob Weimer
	
	
	

	Philip Woods
	
	Tibor Toth
	X


Project Team and Staff
	Team Member
	Affiliation
	Present

	Ann Marie Felsinger
	Merced Irrigation District
	

	Dick Tzou
	Merced Irrigation District
	

	John Bramble
	City of Merced
	

	Stan Murdock
	City of Merced
	

	Ken Elwin
	City of Merced
	

	Kathleen Frasse
	County of Merced – Environmental Health
	

	Vicki Jones
	County of Merced – Environmental Health
	

	Kellie Jacobs
	County of Merced – Public Works
	X

	Oksana Newmen
	County of Merced – Planning
	X

	Ali Taghavi
	RMC Water and Environment
	X

	Alyson Watson
	RMC Water and Environment
	X

	Emmalynne Roy
	RMC Water and Environment
	X

	Jim Blanke
	RMC Water and Environment
	X

	Leslie Dumas
	RMC Water and Environment
	

	Charles Gardiner 
	CLGardiner
	X

	Garth Pecchenino
	Fremming, Parson and Pecchenino
	X

	David Bean
	AMEC Geomatrix, Inc.
	

	Grant Davids
	Davids Engineering
	

	Dave Peterson
	Peterson Brustad, Inc.
	

	Jesse Patchett
	Peterson Brustad, Inc.
	


California Department of Water Resources 

	DWR Representative
	Affiliation
	Present

	Jason Preece
	DWR
	X

	
	
	

	
	
	


Other Interested Parties

	Name
	Affiliation (if any)
	Name
	Affiliation (if any)

	Patti Dossetti
	
	
	

	Larry Harris
	
	
	

	Doug Wells
	
	
	

	Doug Welch
	Chowchilla Water District
	
	

	Leah Brown
	City of Merced
	
	

	George Park
	Lone Tree Mutual Water Co.
	
	

	Daniel Chavez
	Planada Community Services District
	
	

	Eddie Ocampo
	Self-Help Enterprise
	
	

	Brent Harrison
	UC Merced
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