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Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan

Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #4
August 28, 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 fourth 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.  He noted that the group is following the project schedule fairly closely.  The RAC is on target with wrapping up the objectives and performance measures in August.  During the meeting, the RAC would review resources management strategies, which was a topic that had been deferred from the previous meeting.  At the meeting, the RAC would also begin development of the project review process, which is scheduled for completion in September.  Next steps will be to solicit project submissions, review the projects, select projects for the upcoming Proposition 84 Round 2 Implementation Grant and prepare and submit the grant application.  There is still a lot of work to be completed to position the region for the Round 2 grant funding, but the group is making good progress.
DWR Update










Mr. Jason Preece, who was representing the Department of Water Resources (DWR) Division of IRWM, stated that DWR is still anticipating submission of Round 2 Implementation Grant proposals in March 2013.  He indicated that the final Proposal Solicitation Package (PSP) will be released in the fall.  The Draft PSP was released in June and can be reviewed to get a sense of what will be required in the Round 2 applications.
Flood Management Update

Ms. Alyson Watson provided a summary of the information that was presented during the Flood Management Technical Workshop, which preceded the RAC meeting.  Watson stated that the workshop presentation and notes would be available on the Merced Region IRWM website: www.mercedirwmp.org.

Several of the participants at the RAC meeting had also attended the workshop, and Gardiner opened the floor for additional comments from the participants. The following questions were raised:

· Question: During the flood workshop, recharge of flood waters was presented as a potential means of addressing subsidence.  How would adding water to an area that has already experienced subsidence correct the subsidence problem?

Answer: The project concept that was presented would not reverse the subsidence that has occurred, but by providing an alternative source of water, groundwater pumping in areas experiencing subsidence could be reduced, preventing further subsidence.
· Question: Water logging of land due to seepage from the San Joaquin River is an issue for Westside landowners.  Why wouldn’t water logging be an issue with proposed recharge projects?

Answer: Whether water logging occurs depends on site-specific soil and geologic characteristics. The recharge project raised during the workshop is conceptual and would require additional study. 
Review IRWM Plan Objectives










Watson led the group in review of the plan objectives.  She noted that the revised Objectives Technical Memorandum (TM), which was provided in advance of the meeting (and available on the Merced Region IRWM website: www.mercedirwmp.org), was distributed with track changes to allow the group to see the changes that had been made.  Revisions were made based on comments received at the previous RAC meeting and at a public workshop.  Watson set a goal of finalizing the objectives and performance during the meeting.

Changes to the following objectives were discussed:
· Objective A. Manage flood flows for public safety, water supply, recharge, and natural resource management.

· Add Lake Yosemite and Dry Creek to the first performance measure.

· Objective F. Correct groundwater overdraft conditions.

· A suggestion was made to remove the fourth performance measure regarding improvement in groundwater quality; the reasoning being that Objective E (the objective to protect and improve water quality) addresses quality and Objective F addresses quantity.
· Because groundwater overdraft for the region results in both water quality and quantity impacts, the group decided to keep the improvement in groundwater quality performance measure. Saline intrusion due to groundwater overdraft is a concern for the region.  Additionally, there are some water quality issues that are influenced by the depth of groundwater. 
Having come to agreement on the language of the objectives and their performance measures, Watson asked the group to consider whether the objectives should be prioritized.  As Watson explained, the DWR IRWM Guidelines require regions to consider prioritization of objectives and provide an explanation of how those priorities were determined or explain why the objectives were not prioritized.  The benefit of prioritizing objectives is it can help focus regional efforts by identifying common areas of interest, and prioritized objectives can be used in prioritizing projects. The drawback of attempting to prioritize objectives is that there may not be clear areas of agreement across all interest groups, and the exercise could be a time-consuming process that results in an impasse.  
To tackle the question of whether or not to prioritize objectives, Gardiner began by asking the group if there are objectives that everyone can unite around.  Responses to this question included the following comments:

· Comment: Consider giving highest priority to the protection of public health and safety above property or other concerns, but it is unclear which objectives best support health and safety.  
· Comment: Consider giving highest priority to those objectives that address sustainability.

· Comment: Perhaps recreation could be made a lower priority (suggested by a member representing recreation concerns).
· Comment: Groundwater management seems to be an issue that everyone can unite around.

· Comment: If the group decides to engage in prioritization, should consider if the group sufficiently represents the different interests of the region.  The Disadvantaged Community (DAC) representative was not present at the meeting.

Response: The RAC was designed to represent the broad interests of the region.  Although the DAC representative was not in attendance, many of the individuals in the room live in DACs and can represent those interests. 

The discussion of objectives prioritization led to comments and questions related to the prioritization of projects in general; these included:  
· Comment: Given that prioritizing objectives can help the process of prioritizing projects, would be in favor of prioritizing objectives.

· Comment: Concern that if plan priorities do not align with the priorities for future funding opportunities, having prioritized objectives may hurt the region’s competitiveness for funding. It seems like the region is tying its hands by prioritizing.  
Response: Watson asked the group to separate the decision of establishing priorities for the plan from grant funding consideration, adding that that the DWR IRWM Guidelines specifically prohibit regions from including specific grant program criteria into their prioritization process.  Preece concurred with Watson’s assessment that plan priorities should be developed separately from grant considerations. The goal of prioritizing objectives would be to identify core issues for the region.  
· Question: How will lower priority projects be considered in future funding programs?  Concern that if a project meets the criteria of future grant funding programs but is deemed a lower priority project within the plan, the State may deem the project not worthy of funding.
Answer: Priorities help the region identify areas on which to focus its efforts.  It doesn’t mean that lower priority projects are unimportant.  Preece added that DWR recognizes that grant program preferences, eligible project types and readiness to proceed can lead to lower priority projects becoming high priorities for a specific grant opportunity.  
· Question: How would grant prioritization process work?  How do projects from the regional prioritization feed into the grant prioritization?

Answer: Watson explained that all projects that pass the project screening process will remain in the plan. As funding opportunities come up, the region will look at the full list of projects in the plan.  Projects deemed high priority are more likely to be put forth for funding provided they meet the funding criteria, but lower priority projects that are also competitive could be put forth.

· Question: What is the point of prioritizing projects if projects have to be reprioritized for grant funding?
Answer: The intent is to identify the needs of the region. The IRWM planning process is not meant to be a grant-driven process.
· Comment: Suggestion to prioritize projects within categories, e.g. recreation, water supply, etc. 

· Comment: When pursuing funding, the region should avoid using up funding sources for the local match on low priority projects simply because grant funding was available.  Want to ensure that local match is available for high priority projects.

Gardiner queried the group to see if they would be in favor of attempting a “soft” prioritization, meaning an informal assessment of the objectives to identify a handful of objectives that rise to the top.  The alternative was to forego prioritization.  The group decided to try a soft prioritization, and a RAC member suggested that the exercise be carried out by each participant identifying their top three objectives.  Gardiner then asked the participants to rank those three objectives.  Participants had the prerogative of abstaining from the exercise or electing to identify fewer than three objectives. RAC member Bill Hatch indicated that he objected to the process and abstained from identifying his second and third priority objectives. He asked that this be reflected in the meeting notes.
The results of the prioritization, which are summarized in the following table, clearly indicated that the top three priorities for the group were Objective A (manage flood flows), Objective B (meet water demands) and Objective F (correct groundwater overdraft). The group agreed that the top three objectives are the region’s highest priority objectives. Hatch noted that the top three objectives seemed reasonable.
Results of Objective Prioritization

	Objective
	# of Participants who ranked this objective 1st
	# of Participants who ranked this objective 2nd
	# of Participants who ranked this objective 3rd
	# of Participants that included this objective in their top 3

	A. Manage flood flows for public safety, water supply, recharge, and natural resource management
	13
	5
	1
	19

	B. Meet demands for all uses, including agriculture, urban, and environmental resource needs.
	1
	11
	7
	19

	C. Improve coordination of land use and water resources planning.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	D. Maximize water use efficiency.
	0
	0
	3
	3

	E. Protect and improve water quality for all beneficial uses, consistent with the Basin Plan.
	0
	1
	2
	3

	F. Correct groundwater overdraft conditions.
	7
	6
	5
	18

	G. Protect, restore, and improve natural resources.
	3
	0
	2
	5

	H. Address water-related needs of disadvantaged communities (DACs).
	0
	0
	1
	1

	I. Protect and enhance water-associated recreation opportunities.
	0
	0
	0
	0

	J. Establish and maintain effective communication among water resource stakeholders in the Region.
	0
	0
	0
	0

	K. Effectively address climate change adaptation and/or mitigation in water resource management.
	0
	0
	0
	0

	L. Enhance public understanding of water management issues and needs.
	0
	0
	0
	0


Review Resource Management Strategies









Watson led the group in a review of resource management strategies.  She indicated that as required by the DWR IRWM Guidelines, the project team began by considering each of the strategies in the California Water Plan Update 2009, and she requested feedback on the project team’s judgment calls of which strategies could be used to meet the region’s objectives and which were not applicable to the region.  She noted that, within the presentation, strategies that are crossed out indicate those strategies the project team initially eliminated from the plan.  Those that are crossed out and in a different color are strategies that the project team initially eliminated but participants commented could be applicable to the region.  In addition to reviewing which of the California Water Plan Update strategies apply to the region, Watson asked participants to provide examples of how strategies are employed in the region and to consider if additional strategies should be included. 

The group decided that the California Water Plan Update strategies of conveyance – Delta, desalination, precipitation enhancement, surface storage – CALFED, dewvaporation, fog collection and waterbag transport were not applicable to the region.

During the group’s review of the resource management strategies, the following strategies were specifically discussed: 

· Conveyance – Delta

· The region has an impact on conveyance in the Delta, but conveyance in the Delta does not have a direct impact on the region. 

· There are indirect connections between Delta conveyance and the region.  Improving fresh water conveyance through the Delta could reduce salinity intrusion in the region.  Improving flows through the Delta could reduce backwater flooding concerns experienced in the region.

· The decision was made not to include this strategy based on the fact that the region does not receive Delta water and the region would not undertake a project involving conveyance in the Delta.
· Precipitation Enhancement

· Regulations prevent precipitation enhancement from being utilized in the region.

· Forest Management

· Although categorized under Practice Resources Stewardship, it should be noted that forest management is also important in increasing water supply.
· Groundwater Remediation/Aquifer Remediation

· This strategy refers to the activities that address water quality contamination in groundwater.

· Flood Risk Management

· Flood risk management includes both structural and non-structural projects and policies.  

· Any activity that addresses flood management can be captured under this strategy, which is why the Improve Flood Management category only has one strategy.

· Crop Idling for Water Transfers

· Crop idling for water transfers is not something that is happening in the region but could be considered in the future.

· Given that the region is trying to avoid crop idling, some participants felt it should not be included as a strategy for meeting objectives.

· Water transfers resulting from crop idling could be internal to the region or external transfers.  Consider defining the use of this strategy as only internal to the region.

· The decision was made to include this strategy but with the caveats that it is something the region would like to avoid, and while it is not something likely to occur in the near-term, it could be used as a long-term strategy.

· Irrigated Land Retirement

· The decision was made to include this strategy, provided it does not refer to permanent land retirement.

· Rainfed Agriculture

· This is an important strategy for the region.  
· Rainfed agriculture is being employed in the region’s rangeland.

The California Water Plan Update groups resource management strategies within the categories of Reduce Water Demand, Improve Operational Efficiency and Transfers, Increase Water Supply, Improve Water Quality, Improve Flood Management, Practice Resource Stewardship and Other Strategies.  Participants noted that some strategies could be included in multiple categories and discussed listing strategies under each of the applicable category.  The option of eliminating the categories was also brought up.  The group decided to keep the categories and, for simplicity, agreed to list each strategy only within its primary category.

Discuss Draft Project Solicitation and Review Process






Watson walked through a series of slides identifying the steps involved in the project review process and illustrating a proposed process. The steps involved in the project review process are project submittal, review of projects, and selection and communication of projects for inclusion in the plan.  The project submittal step is an opportunity for project proponents to submit projects for consideration, and an initial call for projects is anticipated to occur in October 2012.  However, before the region can issue the call for projects, the RAC must establish the criteria that will be used in the review of project; in that way, the necessary information can be requested during the project submittal process.
Watson presented a proposed review process that included an initial screening step followed by a scoring and ranking of projects.  The criterion proposed by the project team for the screening projects was the ability of projects to meet at least one objective of the plan.  The scoring criteria included the ability to address multiple plan objectives, integration of multiple resource management strategies, support by an entity adopting the plan, project status, technical feasibility, economic feasibility, benefit to DAC or environmental justice issues and contribution to climate change mitigation or adaptation.  The DWR IRWM Guidelines identify factors that must be considered in project review process; each of the required criteria is addressed in the proposed screening and scoring process. 
Comments and questions on the screening criteria included:

· Comment: Add a criterion that projects must be in the region.  This criterion would not preclude inter-regional projects.  As long as some portion of the project is within the region, it would satisfy this screening criterion.

· Comment: Add a criterion that the lead agency must be in the region or partnered with a local entity.  

Response: If a project helps to achieve the objectives of the plan, why shouldn’t it be considered in the plan? Consider making this criterion part of the scoring criteria.

· Comment: Add a criterion that projects be shovel ready, i.e. completion of CEQA. 
Response: Watson recommended keeping project status a scoring criterion as opposed to a screening criterion.  Otherwise conceptual projects could not be included in the plan. The group agreed.
· Question: How does screening occur?  Who is responsible for screening?

Answer: After a project is submitted a system administrator will review the submitted information to ensure it is complete and responses appear to be accurate.  If additional information is needed, the project proponent will be contacted for the necessary information.  If the form is complete, it will be brought into the project database and checked against the screening and scoring criteria.  For the upcoming call for projects, the consultant team will be tasked with completing the initial review; the RAC will also have the opportunity to review project submissions.  It was noted that the individuals completing future rounds of screening may change, and this is an issue that will need to be discussed as part of the governance structure.
Comments and questions on the scoring criteria included:

· Comment: A possible criterion could be whether the project proponent has funding for the project.  After discussion, the group decided this should not be included in the scoring criteria, but the question would be asked as part of the project submittal form. 

· Comment: Add a criterion related to the time required to implement the project.  How long will it take to realize benefits?

· Comment: Split the DAC criterion into two different criteria: one which addresses economic distress and one which addresses critical water supply and water quality needs of DACs.  

· Comment: Consider removing the criterion to address multiple objectives.  Single purpose projects that meet critical needs of the region shouldn’t be penalized.
· Question: Isn’t the multiple objectives scoring criterion part of DWR’s required criteria?

· Answer: No.  DWR’s requirement is that the project review process must consider how projects contribute to IRWM Plan objectives.  The screening criterion that projects meet at least one objective of the plan would satisfy the DWR requirement.
Comments and questions on the scoring process included:

· Comment: Use the results of the objective prioritization to weight objectives.

· Comment: Scale the DAC scoring; projects that benefit severely disadvantaged communities should receive more points.

· Comment: Quality of a project should be considered.  That is, the degree to which projects meet the various criteria should be considered.

Response: The difficulty in adding judgments on quality into the scoring process is the process loses objectivity.  The consultant team does intend to do a quality control check of project submissions to verify that project benefits claimed within the project submittal form can be justified.  If sufficient information is not provided, the team will ask the project proponent to provide supporting details.  This step may help address stakeholders concern about quality without introducing subjectivity into the scoring process.

· Question: In addition to asking project proponents to remove unsupported claims, will the reviewers also notify project proponents when there are items they didn’t claim credit for but could have? 

Answer: Yes.  

· Question: Does DWR consider the regional scoring process, which may differ from region to region, in its funding decisions?

Answer: No.  DWR considers the overall quality of the IRWM plan (meaning how well the plan meets the IRWM Plan Standards) in its evaluation of proposals, but the region’s specific project review process will not be compared against other regions.
Due to time constraints, the group did not complete this agenda item.  The criteria weighting discussion was deferred to the following meeting. 
Identify Next Steps








Watson asked for comments on the meeting notes from the RAC Meeting 3.  As there were no comments, the notes were approved without modification.

Watson requested that comments on the materials presented during the meeting be submitted to awatson@rmcwater.com by September 11, 2012. 
The next RAC meeting will be September 25, 2012 from 2:00 pm – 5:00 pm.  Topics for the meeting will include the project review process and call for projects.
Public Comment








No public comments were received.
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
	

	Jim Cunningham
	
	
	

	Daniel De Wees
	X
	Scott Magneson
	

	Hicham ElTal
	X
	
	

	Connie Farris
	
	Irene De La Cruz
	

	Bob Giampoli
	X
	Tom Roduner
	X

	Thomas Grave
	X
	
	

	Gordon Gray
	X
	Dena Traina
	X

	Robert Kelly
	X
	
	

	Cindy Lashbrook
	X
	
	

	Jim Marshall
	X
	Marjorie Kirn
	X

	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
	X
	Gino Pedretti, III
	X

	Michael Wegley
	X
	
	

	Bob Weimer
	X
	
	


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
	

	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
	

	Oksana Newmen
	County of Merced – Planning
	X

	Ali Taghavi
	RMC Water and Environment
	

	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.
	X

	Jesse Patchett
	Peterson Brustad, Inc.
	X


California Department of Water Resources 

	DWR Representative
	Affiliation
	Present

	Jason Preece
	DWR
	X

	
	
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Other Interested Parties

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

	Jim Genes
	UC Merced
	
	

	Philip Woods
	UC Merced
	
	

	Tibor Toth
	UC Merced
	
	

	Larry Harris
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