DATE:

November 20, 2012

TO:

Merced Integrated Regional Water Management Plan

Regional Advisory Committee
FROM:
Patti Dossetti, Bill Spriggs, & Gene Barrera

SUBJECT:
Alternative Disadvantaged Communities Scoring Tiers for IRWM Plan Ranking

BACKGROUND:
As discussed in the Regional Advisory Committee meeting October 23, 2012, we volunteered to examine the matter of the proposed Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) scoring tiers for use in priority ranking in the Merced Integrated Regional Water Management Plan (IRWMP).  
The RAC has determined that the DAC score will represent 9.61% of a project’s total in the local ranking process, and intends to give weight to projects benefitting the Merced IRWM’s more disadvantaged communities.
We appreciate both the attention to California Department of Water Resources (DWR) guidelines, and the commitment to designing a defensible method of weighting projects which benefit our more disadvantaged communities. We suggest that due to anomalies within the 2010 US Census and available Median Household Income data, the proposed DAC weighting method may benefit from adjustments to more accurately reflect our communities and ultimately serve to mitigate environmental justice concerns.  

	Area
	Median Household Income

As Reported

in the 2006-2010

American Community Survey
	Proposed

Merced IRWM

DAC Scoring Criteria

Oct 2012

	Snelling
	13,899
	100 points

	El Nido
	29,115
	

	Winton
	29,586
	

	Le Grand
	35,694
	75 points

	Planada
	35,880
	

	Merced
	36,269
	

	Atwater
	42,226
	50 points

	Livingston
	46,198
	

	Franklin
	52,748
	

	Stevinson
	110,284
	


DISCUSSION:
DACs in Merced County face a variety of water related challenges. Environmental justice concerns exist where water problems disproportionately impact communities whose capacity to address these challenges are fiscally constrained.  Many examples exist throughout Merced County; we will not elaborate upon them here.  
DWR’s definition of a DAC is a community with an annual Median Household Income (MHI) that is less than 80 percent of California’s MHI; the 80 percent figure is $48,706.  
Annual MHI information is made available by the Census Bureau through the American Community Survey, which includes income sampling that is no longer collected in the decennial census. 

In March 2012, DWR announced that DAC identification should be based on 5-year American Community Survey data; how to identify low income unincorporated communities that are not tracked by the ACS was not specified. 
It is evident to us that the ACS data does not adequately fulfill the RAC’s intent to weight our more disadvantaged communities.  This opinion was underscored by a cursory review of local unemployment rates and free school lunch percentages, presented to the RAC on October 23. 

On the following pages we suggest some alternative methods.  

Page 2

Alternative DAC Scoring Tiers for IRWM Plan Ranking
November 20, 2012
	Alternative A

	Area
	Unemployment Rate

As Reported

in the 2006-2010

American Community Survey
	Proposed DAC Scoring Tier

	Planada
	19.4%
	100 points

	El Nido
	19.4%
	

	Winton
	18.2%
	

	Livingston
	17.5%
	75 points

	Atwater
	14.7%
	

	Le Grand
	14.6%
	

	Merced
	13.1%
	

	Franklin
	12.0%
	50 points

	Snelling
	10.3%
	

	Stevinson
	4.9%
	


Alternative A
This alternative was designed on the premise that a community’s unemployment rate is a useful barometer in determining its economic distress, at least equal to the DWR standard of the MHI.  
This alternative uses the 5-year unemployment averages as contained in the 2006-2010 ACS. 
Alternative B 
	Alternative B

	Area
	2011 Average Unemployment Rate

As Reported by CA Employment Dev Dept
	Proposed DAC Scoring Tier

	Planada
	39.3%
	100 points

	Le Grand
	29.3%
	

	Winton
	26.2%
	

	Livingston
	21.0%
	75 points

	Atwater
	18.6%
	

	Merced
	18.1%
	

	Snelling
	?
	50 points

	Franklin
	?
	

	El Nido
	?
	

	Stevinson
	?
	


 Alternative B uses the same premise, but uses California Labor Market Information from the Employment Development Department.  
The disadvantage of Alternative B is that several unincorporated communities’ unemployment rates are not retrievable on EDD’s website. 
Alternative C 
This alternative would request the Merced County Association of Governments Geographic Information Systems staff to perform a block group-level search of the ten identified Merced IRWM areas to determine which are:

I) 80% of the Statewide MHI; and 
II) 60% of the Statewide MHI (more severely disadvantaged).  
Alternative D – Combined Approach 
As noted in the background section above, anomalies can occur in survey data which can often skew perceptions of demographic characteristics within focus communities. This occurrence can lead toward providing less accurate information during the decision making process, leading toward the allocation of resources that do not meet intended goals.

However, relying on multiple data sets to analyze a particular condition; in this case disadvantaged communities, our study would benefit from the use of the data sets found in Alternatives A through C where the findings can be corroborated and any weaknesses in the data can be compensated for by the strengths of the other data, thereby increasing the validity and reliability of the results. The approach can be used to strengthen conclusions about findings and to reduce the risk of false interpretations.
Page 3

Alternative DAC Scoring Tiers for IRWM Plan Ranking

November 20, 2012

Alternative E 

Alternative E leaves the RAC the option of taking no further action in this matter at this time.  The current status of simply awarding every community 100 DAC points would remain. 

Alternative F
Some other option would be examined by our subcommittee, as defined by the RAC.  

SUMMARY:
It should be noted that our overall concern is a weighting method which will best serve the Merced IRWMP in the long term, as opposed to giving priority to any particular proposal that was submitted under the November 6 Call for Projects. 

SUGGESTED ACTION: 
Recommend one of the following alternatives:

	A.
	Use unemployment rates as reported in the 2006-2010 American Community Survey as a weighting method.


	B.
	Use most recent annual average unemployment rates as reported by the CA Employment Development Department as a weighting method.


	C.
	Request the Merced County Association of Governments Geographic Information Systems staff to perform block group-level search of each of the 10 Merced IRWM areas for detailed MHI information;  request that this analysis be submitted to the RAC by January 2013. 


	D.
	Rely on Alternatives A, B and C to conduct a comparative analysis of the 3 alternatives to reinforce the validity in ranking the 10 communities. 



	E.
	No-action alternative.



	F.
	Some other option, as defined by the RAC.


