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Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan

Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #11
Tuesday, April 2, 2013
2:00 pm – 5:00 pm

Public Health Auditorium

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

Introductions and Overview










Mr. Charles Gardiner welcomed members and interested parties to the eleventh meeting of the Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) for the Merced Region Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan.  All those present introduced themselves.
Noting that it had been nearly a year since the RAC began meeting, Ms. Alyson Watson provided participants with a refresher on the last year of work, which began with the RAC brainstorming regional issues and needs and providing input into technical studies to evaluate some of the regional issues in further detail.  The RAC’s next steps were to develop and prioritize objectives to meet regional needs, which was followed by the development of a project prioritization process that considered the regional objectives and other criteria required by DWR in the IRWM planning process. These early steps spanned multiple meetings of the RAC through the 2012 calendar year.  More recently the RAC has discussed potential impacts and benefits of implementing the IRWM Plan, a method for managing data collected through implementation, a plan for monitoring plan implementation with respect to the regions objectives and funding options. 
Department of Water Resources (DWR) Update







There was no update from DWR.  

RAC Activities and Materials
Watson noted that due to the project team’s focus on the Implementation Grant application for the month of March, preparation and distribution of the RAC Meeting 10 notes and Draft Finance Technical Memorandum (TM) had been delayed.  She indicated these materials would be e-mailed to RAC members after the meeting.  Following the meeting the materials were e-mailed to the RAC and posted on the project website (http://www.mercedirwmp.org).

Implementation Grant Update
Watson acknowledged the hard work of many participants in the room who worked together to submit the Merced Region’s Proposition 84 Round 2 Implementation Grant proposal on March 29, 2013.  She then walked through a series of slides summarizing the proposal including benefits offered by the projects in the proposal. (The presentation is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).
Questions raised by participants were as follows:

· Question: The El Nido Area Recharge Projects is attributed with avoided emissions of 15,773 metric tons of carbon dioxide.  What is the period of analysis?
Answer: The period of analysis is the assumed lifetime of the project, which is 25 years.

· Question: What is the cost to Planada of degraded land use due to land application of effluent from the Planada Wastewater Treatment Plant?

Answer:  Whether land is degraded is a matter of disagreement.  While some growers oppose the proposed plan, other growers have expressed interest in leasing the land.  Planada Community Services District is working on mitigation measures for impacts from the project.

Watson clarified that the project sponsored by Planada Community Services District within the Implementation Grant was the Planada Community Services District Water Conservation Project, which is unrelated to the project in question.

Governance
Watson presented several slides summarizing the RAC governance discussions and agreements.  (The presentation is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).  This governance structure consists of a Regional Water Management Group (RWMG) comprised of Merced Irrigation District, Merced County and the Cities of Merced, Atwater and Livingston.  One elected official from each of the RWMG member agencies would comprise a Policy Committee that would make key policy decisions as recommended by the RAC.  Policy liaisons that attend meetings of the Policy Committee would include a RAC representative, Community Service District representatives and Agricultural Water District representatives.  A Management Committee comprised of staff from the RWMG member agencies would be responsible for the day-to-day management of the IRWM program.  The RAC would continue its advisory role to the RWMG, and workgroups of the RAC would be formed as needed to address specific topics and planning needs.
The majority of comments during the governance structure discussion centered on the composition of the RWMG and the policy liaisons.  Comments were as follows:

· Comment: A RAC member representing environmental interests expressed concern that none of the entities in the box encompassing the RWMG represent an environmental interest.

· Comment: The members of the Policy Committee are intended to be limited to elected officials.  If an environmental agency is to be included in the RWMG, its governing body should be comprised of elected officials.

· Comment: If the group is considering adding an environmental representative to the RWMG, then the agricultural interests would want an agricultural representative at the same level.  Growers do not consider MID to always be aligned with their interests.
· Comment: The East Merced Resources Conservation District could be made a policy liaison.

· Comment: Those with a pecuniary advantage over the management of water will end up being the agencies governing the plan.
· Comment: There is a difference between participation and governance.  Participation by the RAC in the IRWM planning process is still available in the recommended governance structure.  The RWMG/Policy Committee is focused on implementing policies and legislation necessary to carry out the recommendations of the planning work.
· Comment: There may be a need to transition the RWMG structure into a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) in the future to give the RWMG regulatory teeth.  Therefore it is helpful to structure the membership of the RWMG such that it can be transitioned to a JPA. 

· Comment: Diverse interests should be represented at the RAC.  One policy liaison from the RAC should be sufficient to represent the interests of the RAC to the RWMG.  

Following discussion, the group agreed that membership of the RWMG and Policy Committee would be maintained as Merced Irrigation District, Merced County and the Cities of Merced, Atwater and Livingston and that there would be one policy liaison from the RAC that attends meetings of the Policy Committee.
Additional comments and questions related to the governance structure were as follows:
· Question: MAGPI is a group whose membership was established in accordance with AB303.  How can that fact be reconciled with the concept of making MAGPI a workgroup of the RAC and allowing the RAC to recommend the membership of the workgroups?
Answer:  If MAGPI were to become a workgroup of the RAC, the RAC would recommend that the membership of the groundwater management workgroup be comprised of MAGPI in its entirety. 

· Comment: The structure of the RAC needs to be sustainable to avoid burnout or decreased participation.

Response: Setting terms on RAC membership can help promote attendance and avoid burnout.

· Comment: MID would like to see farmers outside the MID service area represented on the RAC.

Gardiner asked for volunteers to participate in a Governance Workgroup that would continue discussions on the RAC structure and guidelines  and report back to the group at the next RAC meeting.  The proposed workgroup includes Hicham ElTal, Ron Rowe, Cindy Lashbrook, Jean Okuye, Bob Kelly, Johnnie Baptista, Dena Traina and Lydia Miller.  Lydia Miller was volunteered for the workgroup by Bill Hatch, who indicated he would be willing to serve in Lydia’s place if she was unavailable.
Regulatory Activity Update
Mr. Hicham ElTal of Merced Irrigation District (MID) shared with the group a presentation that MID’s Bryan Kelley presented to the State Board during the public hearing for the Draft Substitute Environmental Document (SED) in Support of Potential Changes to the Water Quality Control Plan for the Bay-Delta: San Joaquin River Flows and Southern Delta Water Quality.  (A copy of the presentation is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).   

Points from the presentation which ElTal emphasized were:

· MID is unique among irrigation districts in the number of groundwater wells it operates.  MID has a successful history of conjunctive management that will be impacted by the State Board’s proposed action, as the action curtails surface water use and requires affected agencies to rely on groundwater pumping.
· The Merced Region is home to small family farms that would be greatly impacted if their lands must be fallowed.  The SED’s economic analysis suggests that 44,621 acres of irrigated agriculture would fallow in average years; if these 44,621 acres were applied to the Merced Region, the equivalent of family farms impacted would be 890.
· MID has not increased its surface water use from its historical allocation, and it is unfair to restrict MID’s water use to facilitate continued water deliveries to Southern California.  

· The SED suggests that MID could pump 180,000 acre-feet (AF), but that number is dated.  Due to declining groundwater levels, in MID’s comments to the State Board, the agency indicated that capacity is only 100,000 AF.  More realistically the capacity is closer 80,000 AF.

· MID is concerned that with the surface water restrictions, the District will be unable to provide growers with a reliable supply and these growers will return to unmanaged groundwater pumping.

· The SED proposed action to benefit spring conditions does not consider fall conditions.  MID’s analysis shows that the State Board’s proposed action will lead to increased temperatures of fall releases from reservoirs, which will impact fall-run of Chinook. 
Following ElTal’s presentation, the following comments and questions were raised:

· Comment: MID’s economic impact to small family farms may be overstated.  MID’s economic analysis assumes the Merced Region’s average farm size is 49 acres, which is probably smaller than the average small farm. There is a difference between small farms and small landowners.

Response: A RAC member representing farming interests indicated that the region does have many landowners with 20-40 acre properties.  Whether or not these lands represent the landowners sole source of income, these landowners have a right to make a living. 

· Comment: If the SED is intended to help conditions for salmon migrating through the San Joaquin River, there are dry stretches in the San Joaquin River that will not be corrected by this action, so the action seems ineffective.

Response: This action is focused on the 3 tributaries to the San Joaquin River.  It is separate from the San Joaquin River settlement. 
· Question: Was the presentation to the State Board presented by MID or MID on behalf of the Merced Region?  Would the message have been stronger coming from the IRWM group?
Answer: The presentation was made by MID since it is the agency affected by the State Board’s proposed actions.  In the future, if the Merced IRWM planning effort was organized under a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) that could speak on behalf of the Merced Region, there would be benefit to having the JPA deliver the message.
· Question: Could increased groundwater pumping result in increased subsidence to the point that it halts the process similar to what happened with the San Joaquin River restoration process? 

Answer: It’s too early to tell.  
· Comment: Already this spring growers have been turning to wells to supplement MID deliveries.  There are an estimated 400 to 500 privately owned groundwater wells in the basin that could turn to groundwater pumping if MID deliveries are further restricted.
· Comment: There is a disconnect between DWR’s requirement for regions to look at  multiple resource management strategies, including conjunctive management, for addressing regional needs and issues and the State Board’s unilateral decision to restrict successful conjunctive management practices.

· Question: If MID had the ability to detain additional flows in its reservoir would that solve the issue?  Could the increased revenue from hydroelectric power generation pay for the cost of constructing additional reservoir capacity?

Answer: An estimated 250,000 AF of increased storage would be needed to maintain water supply reliability.  That is a nontrivial undertaking.

Gardiner asked the group to consider whether knowledge of the State Board’s proposed regulatory action changes the focus or priorities of the MIRWMP.  The participants indicated that the priorities of MIRWMP would not change.  Among the region’s highest priority objective are meeting demands for all uses and correcting groundwater overdraft conditions, and MID’s response to the State Board’s proposed actions is consistent with these objectives.  ElTal encouraged parties interested in continuing to learn about effects of the State Board’s actions to participate in the stakeholder process for the Integrated Groundwater and Surface-Water Model effort that is getting underway.
Next Steps
Watson presented the schedule for completing a draft of the MIRWMP, which targets May 20, 2013 for circulation of the plan for RAC review and distribution of a public draft on June 18, 2013.  (The full proposed schedule which is included in the presentation is available on the project website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).  

Comments and questions related to the schedule were as follows:

· Comments: It appears the schedule has slipped quite a bit.

Response: Watson noted that the schedule has shifted by about a month, which is not uncommon for a large undertaking such as this.

· Question: What is the deadline for adopting the plan?  
Response: The Implementation Grant is a driver for adopting the plan, as the plan must be adopted before a contract is signed.  Right now the assumed grant effective date is October, but early 2014 is more likely.

Public Comment








There were no comments from the public.
Attendance 










RAC Members and Alternates

	RAC Member 
	Present
	Alternate
	Present

	Johnnie Baptista
	X
	Brad Samuelson
	X

	Martha Conklin
	X
	Thomas Harmon
	

	Kathleen M. Crookham
	
	Bill Spriggs
	X

	Jim Cunningham
	
	
	

	Daniel De Wees
	
	Scott Magneson
	

	Hicham ElTal
	X
	
	

	Connie Farris
	X
	Irene De La Cruz
	

	Bob Giampoli
	
	Tom Roduner
	

	Thomas Grave
	X
	
	

	Gordon Gray
	X
	Dena Traina
	X

	Robert Kelly
	X
	
	

	Cindy Lashbrook
	X
	
	

	Jim Marshall
	
	Marjorie Kirn
	X

	Lydia Miller
	
	Bill Hatch
	X

	Jean Okuye
	X
	Amanda Carvajal
	X

	José Antonio Ramirez
	
	
	

	Terry Rolfe
	X
	William (Skip) George
	

	Ron Rowe
	X
	
	

	Larry S. Thompson
	X
	Jerry Shannon
	

	Kole Upton
	
	Walt Adams
	

	Paul van Warmerdam
	
	Gino Pedretti, III
	X

	Michael Wegley
	X
	
	

	Bob Weimer
	X
	
	

	Philip Woods
	
	Tibor Toth
	


Project Team and Staff
	Team Member
	Affiliation
	Present

	Ann Marie Felsinger
	Merced Irrigation District
	

	Dick Tzou
	Merced Irrigation District
	

	John Bramble
	City of Merced
	

	Leah Brown
	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
	

	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
	

	Leslie Dumas
	RMC Water and Environment
	

	Charles Gardiner 
	CLGardiner
	X

	Garth Pecchenino
	Fremming, Parson and Pecchenino
	

	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
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Other Interested Parties

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

	Patti Dossetti
	
	
	

	Larry Harris
	
	
	

	Doug Welch
	Chowchilla Water District
	
	

	Ken Elwin
	City of Merced
	
	

	Dana Hertfelder
	County of Merced
	
	

	Daniel Chavez
	Planada Community Services District
	
	

	Eddie Ocampo
	Self-Help Enterprise
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