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January 22, 2013

Merced Integrated Regional Water Management

Public Comments

To Whom It May Concern:

I’m concerned the Draft Technical Memorandum is using the City of Livingston 2005 Urban Water Management Plan. I believe the document has significant flaws which brings its accuracy into question and makes the document unreliable. The City of Livingston 2005 Urban Water Management Plan references out of date resources one as old as 1974. The City of Livingston 2005 Urban Water Management Plan should not be used as a Foundational Document for the Merced Integrated Regional Water Management Plan.

I’m concerned that the City of Livingston is premature in pursuing the use of surface water and/or Grant money.

Background information: 

Agencies and the public made many comments pointing out several flaws in the City of Livingston’s Urban Water Management Plans, proposed Master Plans, and proposed 2025 General Plan. The City of Livingston’s Planning Commission voted against the proposed 2025 General Plan. Despite this in 2008 the Livingston City Council voted 5-0 to adopt its proposed 2025 General Plan. 

The Merced County Farm Bureau filed a lawsuit. The court set aside the City of Livingston 2025 General Plan and instructed the City of Livingston to fix it. 

In 2012 the City of Livingston circulated a revised 2025 General Plan for public comments.  Public comments and revisions were limited to certain aspects of its court set aside 2025 GPU. (page 1.0-3 revised 2025 GPU EIR) Water is not included in the revision. 

Some of the reasons I believe this are:

Reason 1

The City of Livingston states in its adopted court-set-aside 2025 General Plan EIR, it has no plans to use canal (surface) water. “However, no canal water is proposed for use in the urban area under full buildout.” (General Plan Update, City of Livingston Draft Environmental Impact Report July 2008, pg 4.10-29). 

According to the proposed Revised 2025 General Plan, the plans will be “updated” to be consistent with the General Plan (see pg 3.0-29 & 3.0-36 revised 2025 GPU EIR) and “...the master plans...must be consistent with the general plan. Master Plans drafted by the City of Livingston in 2007 include:...Water Distribution System Study and Master Plan; Urban Water Management Plan...” (pg. 3.0-36 revised 2025 GPU, EIR)

The above statements indicate the City of Livingston’s Water Master Plan and Urban Water Management Plan will be “updated” to be consistent with the General Plan. The way things are written at this time, the Water Master Plan and the Urban Water Management Plan will be “updated’ to state, “However, no canal water is proposed for use in the urban area under full buildout.”

It is inconsistent to pursue the use of canal water when the City of Livingston’s plans for the City’s future state it is proposing no use of it. It is premature for the City of Livingston to pursue the use of surface water when its plans states it will not use canal water. It is premature for the City of Livingston to pursue grant money to use surface water when its plans state it will not use canal water. It is premature to use the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan as a Foundational Document as indicated in the Draft Technical Memorandum when the City of Livingston will “update” it at a later date. Does the Merced Integrated Regional Water Management Plan want one of its Foundational Documents to state, “However, no canal water is proposed for use in the urban area under full buildout.” ?
The City of Livingston’s plans need to be consistent with its actions. And the Merced Integrated Regional Water Management needs to check its Foundational Documents for accuracy. I believe the City of Livingston’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan is inaccurate in several places.

Reason 2

The population figures in the Urban Water Management Plan, the Water Distribution System Master Plan and  Demographic Statistics in the City of Livingston, Annual Budget all cites the California Dept. of Finance as its source. The problem is the numbers are not the same. For instance, 2005 population in the Urban Water Management Plan is 14,950 and the Historical Per Capita Consumption (gpcd) is 457. The Water Master Plan 2005 population is 14,135 and the Historical Per Capita Consumption (gpcd) is 484. But the 2005 population in the Demographic Statistics in the City of Livingston, Annual Budget is 12,411. 

All of these documents were circulated in 2007. How can they have the same source (CA. Dept. of Finace) for their population figure and have different numbers? The City of Livingston documents are inconsistent. Which numbers are accurate?  The CA Dept. of Finance lists the City of Livingston population for 2012 at 13,364. The population numbers reflected by the CA Dept. of Finance for 2012 indicate the City of Livingston has not reached the stated population in the Urban Water Management Plan and the Water Distribution System Master Plan. Unfortunately, the tables in these documents indicate that those population numbers were used to calculate the Historical Per Capita Consumption (gpcd). The question is if the population numbers being used to calculate the gpcd are inaccurate wouldn’t the gpcd be inaccurate also? If the gpcd is inaccurate wouldn’t that lead to potentially inaccurate future water needs and conclusions. If the data in the plans are incorrect than wouldn’t the plans be potentially compromised?
The Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (MIRWM) Draft Technical Memorandum is using the City of Livingston’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan as a Foundational Document for the MIRWM. But that document is potentially fatally flawed. If the MIRWMP uses an inaccurate document in its foundational documents couldn’t that potentially lead to inaccuracies in the Merced Integrated Regional Water Management Plan?
The City of Livingston is using its Urban Water Management Plan as a support document to pursue the use of surface water and grant money. The City of Livingston needs to make sure all the data in its plan is accurate. It is premature of the City of Livingston to pursue the use of surface water and/or grant money using a potentially inaccurate Urban Water Management Plan. The numbers need to be correct.

Reason 3

The Urban Water Management Plans Groundwater Study is outdated.

The Urban Water Management Plan cites two ground water studies November 2002 and October 2005 conducted by Kenneth D Schmidt. Studies done in 2002 and 2005 are outdated. It is 2013. Those studies are old. 

According to Katherine Schell/Rodriguez, Aug. 29, 2008. Letter to the City of Livingston, “...Most of the information referenced comes form sources over 12 years old. For example: Crop water usage is based upon a 1974 California Department of Water Resources Bulletin...Of the 5 sources referenced in this document 4 were created/prepared in 1977 or before. The only named reference published after 2004 is the 2005 version of the ‘Updated Groundwater Conditions within the City of Livingston Urban Expansion Boundary.’ “

The Urban Water Management Plan references outdated sources. The Urban Water Management Plan is based on old information. It is outdated. It should be updated to current conditions before it is used as a supporting document for surface water and/or Grant money. 

The Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (MIRWM) Draft Technical Memorandum is using the City of Livingston’s 2005 Urban Water Management Plan as a Foundational Document for the MIRWM. But that document is utilizes outdated information. If the MIRWM uses out dated document which includes outdated reference documents in its Foundational Documents couldn’t  that potentially lead to inaccuracies in the Merced Integrated Regional Water Management Plan?
Reason 4

Merced Irrigation District, MID, expressed concern over the City of Livingston Urban Water Management Plan.

When the Urban Water Management Plan went before the Livingston City Council, Brian Kelley from MID came and addressed Livingston Water Issues:

“Mayor Samara opened Public Hearing at 8:33p.m. and closed it at 8:41 p.m.” (Meeting Minutes, Livingston City Council Meeting, March 20, 2007 page 5) Mr. Kelley spoke for eight minutes. Mr. Brian Kelley, Merced Irrigation District, disputed claims in the report that groundwater quality and quantity is adequate through 2030. He added that the reference water plans noted within the master plan are actually only studies at this point.

Merced Irrigation District had concerns over the City of Livingston Urban Water Management Plan. If memory serves correctly, MID would not sign off on the City of Livingston Urban Water Management Plan. I have been unable to download the plan from the City’s website to verify this.

In 2007, Merced Irrigation District disputed claims in the City of Livingston’s Urban Water Management Plan. MID had questions about the accuracy of this plan. Why would the Merced Integrated Regional Water Management, (MIRWM) include such a questionable document in its Foundational Documents? It is premature to use the Urban Water Management Plan as it was written as a Foundational Document for the MIRWM, support document to obtain Grant money and/or surface water from MID.  MID had issues with the plan.

Reason 5

The referenced water plans within the Urban Water Master Plan were not plans. 

See Reason 4 Mr. Brian Kelley, MID, comments to the City of Livingston stating the referenced water plans were not water plans.

According to MID, the City of Livingston Urban Water Management Plan references plans that do not exist. How accurate is the Urban Water Management Plan when it references plans that do not exist? How accurate will the MIRWMP Technical Document be using a document that references water plans that are not water plans as one of its Foundational Document?

Reason 6

The boundaries do not match.

The boundaries in the Urban Water Management Plan do not match the study area boundaries in the Water Distribution System Master Plan, the 2025 Rescinded General Plan, and the 2025 Revised General Plan.

The Urban Water Management Plan has an Eastern Boundary that ends at Sultana. The proposed 2025 Revised General Plan Eastern Boundary is farther than Sultana.

According to the proposed Revised 2025 General Plan, the plans will be “updated” to be consistent with the General Plan (see pg 3.0-29 & 3.0-36 revised 2025 GPU EIR) and “...the master plans...must be consistent with the general plan. Master Plans drafted by the City of Livingston in 2007 include:...Water Distribution System Study and Master Plan; Urban Water Management Plan...” (pg. 3.0-36 revised 2025 GPU, EIR)

The above statements indicate the City of Livingston’s Urban Water Management Plan will be “updated” to be consistent with the General Plan. If the land data is incorrect wouldn’t this potentially affect directly or indirectly the Urban Water Management Plan? How will extending the boundary farther East affect the data, engineering and conclusions drawn for the Urban Water Management Plan?  

It is premature for the City of Livingston to pursue the use of surface water and/or Grant money using the Urban Water Management Plan as it was written. The land boundaries should be consistent in the documents.

Reason 7

It is not economically feasible for the City of Livingston to use surface water.

At the July 23, 2012 City of Livingston Stakeholders Workshop the engineers doing the stated it was not economically feasible to use surface water.  Under Summary of the Feasibility Analysis for a Centralized Water Treatment Stategy for the City of Livingston’s Water Supply, July 23, 1012 by Kennedy/Jenks Consultants, “City Water Supply..Groundwater is less expansive than surface water.” During the discussion the consultants stated that is was not economically feasible to use surface water.

As a member of the public and a taxpayer, I am concerned the City of Livingston is pursuing the use of something which at the 2012 meeting the consultants stated was not economically feasible.

Reason 8

According to the State of California Dept. of Water Resources website the City of Livingston has not submitted an up to date Urban Water Management Plan.

I could not access the Urban Water Management Plan from the City of Livingston’s website that is referenced in the revised 2025 General Plan EIR. So I Googled it. I came across the State of Calif. Department of Water Resources http://www.water.ca.gov/urbanwatermanagement/docs/Report%20to%20Leg%20on2010%20UWMPs-6-25-2012.pdf 

It stated that Urban Water Management Plans need to be done in years ending in 5 and 0. The date of 2010 was extended into 2011. The document is dated June 11, 2012 and it lists Livingston under Table 3: Urban Water Suppliers who have not yet Submitted an Urban Water Management Plan (April 12,2012).

Has the City of Livingston submitted an up to date Urban Water Management Plan? Is the City delinquent in this?  Why doesn’t the City of Livingston have a current Urban Water Management Plan? Why is the Merced Integrated Regional Water Mangement Plan, (MIRWMP) using out dated Urban Water Management Plans for its Foundational Documents Used to Create the MIRWMP? I seriously object to this. The foundational documents need to be as up to date as possible. The State of California requires the Urban Water Management Plans to be done every 5 years. Updated Urban Water Management Plans were due with the extension in 2011. It is 2013 why have they not been done by the City of Atwater and the City of Livingston? The Foundational documents used need to adhere to the State of California Water Resource Board. The MIRWMP should not use the 2005 Urban Water Management Plan when the the State of California requires a 2010/11 Urban Water Management Plan.

Is the City of Livingston using an outdated Urban Water Management Plan as a support document in its application for Grant money to use Surface water? 

Summary

We have taken our concerns over the inconsistencies with the water plans and general plan to the City of Livingston many times. We have written many pages, submitted and resubmitted. I resubmitted 44 pages just regarding my concerns with the plans and water on October 22, 2012. As of Friday January 18, 2013 the City of Livingston had not read them. The facts show the documents are flawed. MID has said it. The public has said it. Merced County Farm Bureau has said it. The County of Merced has issues with the City of Livingston’s General Plan Update. The Court has said it. The Merced County Grand Jury has said it. We keep saying fix the plans. The City of Livingston has not fixed the plan. I believe the City of Livingston’s Urban Water Mangement Plan is inaccurate and it should not be used as a support document or Foundational document until it is corrected.  I believe the City of Livingston’s 2005 Urban Water Management should not be used as a Foundational Document for the Merced Integrated Water Management Plan. I believe it is premature of the City of Livingston to proceed. I believe the City of Livingston has issues that it needs to resolve before it pursues surface water. 

Thank you.

Mrs. Colette Alvernaz

PO Box 255

Livingston, CA 95334


