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Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan

Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #6
October 23, 2012
2:00 pm – 5:00 pm

The Sam Pipes Room

1st floor of the Civic Center (City Hall)

678 W. 18th Street

Merced, CA 95340

MEETING NOTES

Introductions and Overview










Mr. Charles Gardiner welcomed members and interested parties to the sixth meeting of the Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) for the Merced Region Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan.  All those present introduced themselves.
Gardiner reviewed the purpose of the RAC and the project schedule.  In addition to the previous five RAC meetings, the region has hosted five technical workshops and two public workshops.  
DWR Update










Mr. Jason Preece was in attendance as a representative of the Department of Water Resources (DWR) Division of IRWM.

Preece shared that both the Proposition 1E Stormwater Flood Management (SWFM) and Proposition 84 IRWM Round 2 Implementation Grants are still anticipated to be released this fall.  As DWR is still engaged in the review of the Local Groundwater Assistance (LGA) Grant Program applications, the submission deadlines for the SWFM and IRWM application may be extended; however, at this time, no changes have been proposed.  Official announcements would be made through DWR’s website: http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/grants/index.cfm.
Preece mentioned that the Merced Area Groundwater Pool Interests (MAGPI) applied for an LGA grant in the current round of funding.   The LGA program may be discontinued in the future due to lack of funding.
RAC Activities and Materials
Gardiner asked for comments on the notes from the RAC Meeting 5.  As there were no comments, the notes were approved without modification.

Gardiner asked for comments on the latest Draft Project Solicitation and Review Process Technical Memorandum (TM), noting that the draft had been revised twice since it was first presented to the RAC.  (The TM is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org)  Hearing no comments from the RAC, Ms. Alyson Watson then asked the group to consider a comment that was raised at the public workshop, which was held on October 17, 2012 in the City of Livingston.  The comment involved the scoring tiers for the disadvantaged communities (DAC) criterion that considers the economic distress of communities.  Stakeholders at the public workshop expressed concern that the proposed scoring, specifically the scoring for Livingston, did not accurately reflect true economic distress. 

Watson presented the 2010 Census data that the consultant team used to establish the DAC scoring tiers.  The consultant team used a combination of median household income (MHI) and poverty rates in its proposed scoring.  Watson also presented data that was provided by a stakeholder following the public workshop; the data included unemployment rates for several Merced cities and Census Designated Places (CDPs) and percentage of students qualified for school lunch programs in various Merced school enrollment areas.  (The data is available as part of the meeting presentation, which is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).
In the discussion of the data and DAC scoring, the following comments and questions were raised:

· Comment: Upper class families in some communities may be skewing the data upwards.  
Response: MHI by definition measures the median household.  The median is the number that falls in the middle of the data, such that 50% of the values are above that number and 50% of the values are below that number.  As a result, outliers should not skew the median as they would an average value. 

· Comment: It would be informative to have population data along with the MHI data.

Response: Watson provided population data that was presented at the second RAC meeting (past presentations are available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org) while noting that, because MHI is defined as the number that puts 50% of the population above the MHI and 50% below the MHI, the number of people in the community is not part of the calculation of MHI.  
· Comment: Livingston should be placed in the same tier as Merced and Le Grand.
· Comment: If Livingston is placed in a higher scoring tier, Atwater should also be placed within that same tier.
· Comment: Building Healthy Communities may have more useful, locally derived data that could be used to develop DAC scoring tiers.  Recommendation to coordinate with Building Healthy Communities on the potential of performing mapping specific to the MIRWMP needs.
· Comment: Building Healthy Communities has a narrow focus.  An alternative recommendation was made to use the County’s GIS resources to perform an analysis with Census tract data.

· Comment: An alternative recommendation would be to throw out MHI data and base the scoring on poverty level, unemployment rate and percent of students qualifying for free lunches.

· Comment: Based on the data shown, not all communities in the entire region qualify as DACs by the state definition.

Response: When looking at Census tract data, the entire Merced IRWM Region can be classified as disadvantaged.  Data is also available at other levels, including city and Census Designated Place.  At these levels, not all communities meet the definition of a DAC.  

· Question: What are the boundaries of the Census cities and CDPs?

Answer: Cities correspond to the incorporated city boundaries.  CDP boundaries are established by the Census in consultation with local agencies; they are intended to correspond to recognized unincorporated community boundaries.

· Comment: All communities in Merced are disadvantaged.  Rather than continue to spend time trying to group communities into different tiers, propose that all communities be treated the same and move on.
Response: The RAC previously expressed interest in going beyond the DWR Guidelines of simply identifying benefit to communities with less than 80% of the statewide MHI.  The direction previously given was to award additional points to communities that are in greater economic distress.  

· Comment: There are currently two DAC scoring criteria.  If all communities are given the same the score (e,g., 100 points), the DAC benefits criterion does not add much value since essentially every project, as long as it benefits communities in the Merced IRWM region would receive 100 points.  
Response: The group recognizes that at this time providing all communities with 100 pts does not distinguish between projects, but there is value in acknowledging the benefit to DACs.  Moreover, in the future, this criterion may provide more of distinction between projects as economic conditions change and current DACs are able to improve their MHI.

· Question: How have other regions handled review of DAC benefits?
Answer: Watson replied that most regions rely upon MHI from the Census as recommended by DWR.  Some regions have supplemented Census data with local surveys.  The unique situation for the Merced IRWM Region is that the entire region is a DAC.

· Question: What would be the downside of eliminating the benefits to DAC criterion?

Answer: The group has expressed strong interest in acknowledging the importance of providing benefits to DACs.  In the future there may be some communities in the region that are not DAC, so leaving the criterion would allow for distinction between projects.  

· Comment: More time should be spent to develop defensible DAC scoring.

Response: Watson noted that additional time could be spent on developing DAC scoring tiers; however, the tradeoff is that the prioritized list of project will have to be deferred until a scoring method is approved.

· Comment: To keep the project on schedule, any project benefiting a DAC community in the Merced IRWM region (recognizing that the entire Region is a DAC) should be awarded 100 points as an interim measure, and those interested in researching this more could return to the RAC at the November meeting with a recommendation.  

The RAC agreed to adopt the proposed interim measure.  RAC members and other interested parties who had ideas for alternative scoring agreed to form a work group to develop alternatives and present them at the next RAC meeting.  Patti Dossetti volunteered to lead the work group with Bill Spriggs and Gene Barrera agreeing to participate.
Call for Projects
Watson reviewed the regional issues and needs that were previously identified by the RAC and are documented in the Draft Objectives TM. (The TM is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org)  Gardiner then facilitated a group brainstorming exercise to identify project that could address the region’s issues.  Following identification of projects, Gardiner requested volunteers responsible for inputting each project into the project database during the Call for Projects. 
The table below summarizes the project concepts and individual(s) responsible for developing the project for input into the project database.
	Project Concept
	Responsible Person(s)

	Identifying opportunities to increase channel capacity to convey flood flows to recharge areas
	Hicham ElTal

	Project to bring private groundwater users into a public system to allow more control over groundwater use
	Connie Farris

	Using recycled water for landscaping in the City of Merced or transfer recycled water to MID in exchange for surface water 
	Mike Wegley

	Improve land management on private lands along water bodies including invasive species mapping and removal
	Cindy Lashbrook

	Streamlined permitting process for “good” projects
	Ron Rowe and Kellie Jacobs

	Information management project to build integrated water system model that is always receiving data and is up to date 
	Hicham ElTal, Ron Rowe, Mike Wegley, and Livingston staff

	Lake Yosemite floating docks to allow flexibility to operate the lake for flood control and water supply without impacting recreation
	Hicham ElTal

	Improve flood structure to convey flood waters from Lower Bear Creek into San Joaquin River
	Bob Kelley

	Cash for grass program (conversion of turf to water efficient lawns)
	Leah Brown

	Water meter conversion program
	Leah Brown

	Water use efficiency program to provide assistance and education regarding outdoor irrigation practices
	Leah Brown

	Grading ordinance 
	Bill Hatch

	System to identify and track conversion of agricultural land to irrigated agriculture and make state and federal agencies aware of water environmental impacts to species
	Bill Hatch

	SWTP (water supply, low water overdraft, high water WQ - Livingston
	Patti Dossetti and Livingston staff

	Program to look at recharge benefits to private users and convince land owners to allow flooding in wet years where recharge is possible
	Hicham ElTal

	Education on what other areas are doing
	Jean Okuye and Tom Harmon

	Connection of urban pockets of septic systems to city system
	Bill Spriggs

	Improvement of storm drain system to address localized flooding in Atwater, Le Grand and Winton
	Garth Pecchenino

	Water meter installation in Le Grand
	Garth Pecchenino

	Backup wells for unreliable supplies
	Garth Pecchenino

	Improve water pressure in areas where infrastructure is undersized or aging; address fire flow concerns.
	Garth Pecchenino

	Address water quality issues
	Garth Pecchenino

	Merced Streams Group flood protection projects
	Kellie Jacobs


Governance Approach
Watson presented the requirements from the DWR Guidelines regarding governance and walked through a series of slides summarizing governance structures used in other IRWM regions (the presentation is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).
Gardiner facilitated a discussion on proposed governance structure for the future of the Merced IRWMP.  The consensus among the group was that the current structure seems to be functioning well, and changes are not necessary. The recommendation was to maintain the current structure of the three-entity Regional Water Management Group consisting of the City of Merced, County of Merced and Merced Irrigation District, with the RAC in an advisory / decision-making capacity, and work groups (such as the work group convened to research DAC measures) convened as needed.  

Additional considerations that were raised during discussion of governance were as follows:

· Comment: The Merced IRWMP process should be coordinated with MAGPI.  MAGPI could potentially become a work group of the Merced IRWMP.

· Comment: Due to concern with community fatigue, following adoption of the plan, meetings should be on an as-needed basis as opposed to monthly.

· Comment: The current model is working so there is no need to start over and reinvent the structure.
Next Steps








Watson requested that comments on the revised draft of the Project Solicitation and Review Process Technical Memorandum be submitted to awatson@rmcwater.com by November 6, 2012. 
The next RAC meeting will be November 27, 2012 from 2:00 pm – 5:00 pm.  Topics for the meeting will include the project prioritization and governance.  
Public Comment








No comments.
Attendance 










RAC Members and Alternates

	RAC Member 
	Present
	Alternate
	Present

	Johnnie Baptista
	
	Brad Samuelson
	X

	Martha Conklin
	X
	Thomas Harmon
	X

	Kathleen M. Crookham
	X
	Bill Spriggs
	X

	Jim Cunningham
	
	
	

	Daniel De Wees
	
	Scott Magneson
	

	Hicham ElTal
	X
	
	

	Connie Farris
	X
	Irene De La Cruz
	

	Bob Giampoli
	
	Tom Roduner
	X

	Thomas Grave
	
	
	

	Gordon Gray
	
	Dena Traina
	X

	Robert Kelly
	X
	
	

	Cindy Lashbrook
	X
	
	

	Jim Marshall
	X
	Marjorie Kirn
	

	Lydia Miller
	X
	Bill Hatch
	X

	Jean Okuye
	X
	
	

	Jose Antonio Ramirez
	
	
	

	Terry Rolfe
	
	William (Skip) George
	

	Ron Rowe
	X
	
	

	Larry S. Thompson
	X
	Jerry Shannon
	

	Kole Upton
	
	Walt Adams
	

	Paul van Warmerdam
	
	Gino Pedretti, III
	

	Michael Wegley
	X
	
	

	Bob Weimer
	
	
	


Project Team and Staff
	Team Member
	Affiliation
	Present

	Ann Marie Felsinger
	Merced Irrigation District
	

	Dick Tzou
	Merced Irrigation District
	X

	John Bramble
	City of Merced
	X

	Stan Murdock
	City of Merced
	

	Ken Elwin
	City of Merced
	

	Kathleen Frasse
	County of Merced – Environmental Health
	

	Vicki Jones
	County of Merced – Environmental Health
	X

	Kellie Jacobs
	County of Merced – Public Works
	X

	Oksana Newmen
	County of Merced – Planning
	

	Ali Taghavi
	RMC Water and Environment
	X

	Alyson Watson
	RMC Water and Environment
	X

	Emmalynne Roy
	RMC Water and Environment
	X

	Samantha Salvia
	RMC Water and Environment
	

	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 Dosetti
	
	
	

	Larry Harris
	
	
	

	Leah Brown
	City of Merced
	
	

	Richard Schwarz
	County of Merced
	
	

	Eddie Ocampo
	Self-Help Enterprise
	
	

	Gene Barrera
	UC Merced
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