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Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan

Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #5
September 25, 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 fifth 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.  Major RAC topics that have been completed are the Goals and Objectives and Resource Management Strategies.  The RAC is currently in the process of developing the Project Solicitation Process; the topic was introduced at the August meeting and would continue during the day’s meeting.  In addition to the RAC meetings, the region has hosted five technical workshops and one public workshop.  There is a second public workshop planned for October.
DWR Update










Ms. Michelle Dooley and Mr. Jason Preece were in attendance as representatives 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 on track to be released this fall.  Preece noted that the SWFM anticipated submission deadline has been changed from December 2012 to January 2013.  The IRWM anticipated submission is still March 2013.
Preece mentioned that the IRWM Strategic Plan website is now live; the address is www.water.ca.gov/irwm/stratplan.  Dooley added that Strategic Plan is for the future of IRWM planning and that the director of DWR has stated that the Strategic Plan is critical to the advancement of water resources management.  IRWM Planning is going to be an integral part of the future water management in California.
Dooley, who had been serving as the DWR contact for the Merced Region, announced that Preece would be stepping in as the new contact.  Dooley expressed how much she enjoyed working with the group but due to workload she could no longer continue to manage Merced.  Preece also manages the East Stanislaus and San Joaquin regions.  Dooley will continue to manage the neighboring Madera region.  
RAC Activities
Gardiner asked for comments on the notes from the RAC Meeting 4.  As there were no comments, the notes were approved without modification.

Gardiner introduced several proposed modifications to the RAC membership.  First, Jim Cunningham, who was appointed as a RAC member has requested to be an alternate due to schedule constraints that prevented his regular attendance.  Second, to obtain formal representation from UC Merced, Philip Woods has been proposed as a RAC member with Tibor Toth as his alternate.  Jim Genes, who has also been actively participating and representing UC Merced interests, will continue to be involved as a stakeholder.  Gardiner asked if there were any objections to the revised appointments; there were no objections.  Hicham ElTal will work with the Merced Irrigation District (MID) Board to finalize these appointments.
Due to the fact that the regularly scheduled RAC meeting in December falls on December 25, 2012, the project team has proposed holding the meeting one week earlier on December 18, 2012.  The meeting time will remain 2:00 pm – 5:00 pm, and the location will remain the Sam Pipes Room in the Civic Center.    

Project Review Process – Review Process and Criteria






Ms. Alyson Watson opened by reviewing the proposed project review process, which includes an initial screening step followed by a scoring and ranking of projects.  Watson then presented the proposed screening and scoring criteria that were revised based on input from the RAC at the August meeting.   The revised screening criteria were the ability to address at least one objective of the plan and a requirement for all or a portion of the project to be within the region.  The revised 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 disadvantaged communities (DACs) based on economic distress, betterment of a critical DAC water need or environmental justice issues, contribution to climate change mitigation or adaptation and support by a local entity.  

Watson asked if additional screening or scoring criteria should be considered.  No additions or deletions to the screening criteria were proposed.  The following is a summary of the discussion regarding the scoring criteria:
· Addresses Multiple IRWM Plan Objectives
· Watson noted that the scoring procedure for the objectives had been revised following the prioritization of objectives and the RAC’s suggestion to give extra weight to the priority objectives.  The scoring procedure is based on the number of objectives addressed with each of the priority objectives counting as two objectives.
· No changes were suggested.

· Integrates Multiple Resource Management Strategies

· No changes were suggested.

· Supported by an Adopting Entity
· In response to a request to provide an example of when a project would receive zero points for this criterion, Watson indicated that the project submittal form asks if the sponsoring organization is planning to adopt the Merced IRWM Plan and, if not, whether the organization would consider adopting the plan if their project was selected for grant funding.  If an organization elects not to adopt the plan, their project can still be included in the plan; they simply won’t receive credit for this criterion.
· Dooley stated that adoption of the plan is only a criterion for implementation funding.  
· Watson clarified that while adoption of the plan is not currently a DWR project review requirement, the Draft 2012 IRWM Guidelines do require the project review process to consider whether the project proponent has adopted or will adopt the IRWM Plan.  The project team provided page 20 of the Draft Guidelines for reference.
· Preece added that, regardless of whether adoption is a DWR requirement or not, it is a useful criterion to encourage collaboration.

· An audience member asked who can be an adopting entity.  Can an organization with no relation to water resource management adopt the plan?  Watson and Gardiner explained that any organization can adopt the plan, but only those projects that meet the plan objectives would be considered within the plan. 
· No changes were suggested during the initial discussion.  However, in a follow up discussion during weighting of the criteria, Dooley suggested that to meet DWR’s intent, it would be sufficient for regions to ask whether or not project proponents would adopt the plan.  Plan adoption would not have to be a scoring criterion. Following this clarification, the RAC decided to remove this criterion in favor of a criterion addressing support from local partners. (Please refer to summary in Project Review Process – Criteria Weighting)
· Is Ready to be Implemented

· In response to a question asking whether the 50 point difference between projects with planning complete and projects ready for implementation can make or break a project, Watson indicated that the significance of this difference would depend on how heavily the RAC weights the criterion.
· A suggestion was made to consider separating the prioritized project list into two lists: projects in the planning process versus shovel-ready projects.  When Watson queried the group for their thoughts on this suggestion, members asked how other regions handle it.  Watson replied that she was not aware of any regions that maintained separate lists but that it could be done.

· As an alternative to maintaining separate lists, a suggestion was made to simply give the readiness to proceed criterion a lower weight to indicate it’s not important to the region.  

· A comment was made that projects in planning are less likely to have well developed feasibility documentation and as such will not only lose points for readiness to proceed but also will likely score lower in technical and economic feasibility.

· A comment was made that the planning process has value and that should be reflected in the scoring. Accordingly, Gardiner suggested that projects in the planning process be awarded 25 points, and the RAC agreed.
· Technical Feasibility

· In response to a question regarding how technical feasibility would be determined, Watson explained that the project submittal form asks the project proponent to list and attach feasibility studies and planning studies related to the project.  Additionally, the form asks about project status, and information related to permits that have been secured and completion of environmental documentation can help establish the feasibility of a project.

· No changes were suggested.

· Economic Feasibility

· No changes were suggested.

· Benefits Disadvantaged Communities

· In response to a question regarding why South Merced was segregated from the rest of the city, Watson noted that this issue had been addressed in the scoring procedure being presented at the meeting.  Whereas the Draft Project Solicitation and Review Process Technical Memorandum which was distributed in advance of the meeting (and available on the Merced Region IRWM website: www.mercedirwmp.org) only awarded points to South Merced, the scoring procedure in the meeting presentation (also available online) addressed the whole of Merced.

· Lengthy discussion surrounded the inclusion of the Franklin/Beachwood community and other flood prone communities into this criterion.  

· With respect to Franklin/Beachwood, the project team provided Census data for the Franklin Census Designated Place (CDP) which indicate that based on State’s definition of DACs, Franklin/Beachwood does not qualify as a DAC.   While the Census tracts that encompass Franklin/Beachwood qualify as DACs, Franklin CDP does not.  Since this is also the case for Stevinson, which was included in the criterion based on stakeholder feedback at the first public workshop, the project team suggested that Franklin/Beachwood could be given the same score as Stevinson, i.e. 50 points.
· Initially RAC members were not content with providing Franklin/Beachwood with only 50 points based on the perception that the community is one of the most disadvantaged in the region, especially with regards to flood impacts.

· In response to a question regarding whether measurements have been performed looking at flood frequency by community, Watson indicated that this is being considered in the Flood Management Technical Study.

· A recommendation was made to award points to any community identified through the Flood Management Technical Study as a community that is chronically flooded.  Several members strongly advocated this approach.
· Gardiner and Watson reminded the group that this criterion was created based on feedback at the last RAC meeting.  At the previous meeting, the RAC requested that the DAC criterion be separated into economic distress and critical needs.  As this criterion is focused on economic conditions, Gardiner and Watson both recommended relying upon economic data to score this criterion and focusing on specific needs, such as flooding, in the subsequent criterion.
· In response to a question about how often the IRWM Plan would be updated and a corresponding comment that economic data can change, Watson stated that the question of plan updates is something the RAC will have to discuss as part of Plan Performance and Monitoring.  Watson suggested 5 years is a likely update frequency.  Regarding changing economic conditions the data will only change every 10 years because DACs are defined using Census data.

· A recommendation was made to award points strictly on the median household income (MHI) of the communities benefitting rather than creating categories of communities.  Watson noted in this proposed approach, Stevinson and Franklin/Beachwood would not receive points since they don’t qualify as DACs using the MHI definition.

· Noting that the conversation was revolving mainly around Franklin/Beachwood, a recommendation was made to include this community into the scoring and table the hypothetical unnamed communities until they could be named.
· Gardiner reintroduced the suggestion to score projects benefitting Franklin/Beachwood at 50 pts, and the RAC agreed.

·     Addresses a Critical Water Supply or Water Quality Need of a DAC and/or Addresses an Existing Environmental Justice Issue
· No changes were suggested.

· Contributes to Climate Change Adaptation or Mitigation

· No changes were suggested.

· Supported by a Local Entity

· Watson noted that this criterion was one that was added by the RAC at the August meeting.

· No changes were suggested during the initial discussion.  However, while discussing the weighting of this criterion, the RAC opted to combine this criterion with a new criterion regarding partnerships. (Please refer to summary in Project Review Process – Criteria Weighting.)

· New Scoring Criteria
· Creates Local Jobs/Uses Local Materials
· A suggestion was made to add a scoring criterion related to creation of local jobs and/or use of local materials.

· From a public agency perspective in which competitive bid situations are required, there are limitations to what they can require.  If a granting agency was to make local labor a condition of the grant, the local agency could include this requirement in their bid documents.
· In response to Watson’s request for DWR’s input, Dooley indicated that DWR would generally support the decision of local project proponents as long as they comply with the Department of Labor requirements.  DWR would not require the use of local labor.

· A comment was made that the purpose of the RAC is to improve water management and to develop water related benefits for the region’s communities.  Based on the purpose of the group, the focus should be on ensuring water-related benefits, more so than providing a job creation benefit.

· Members asked what would happen if projects claim credit for creation of local jobs and then do not follow through.  Watson stated that all criteria are scored based on the proponent’s best guess of project potential.  Project submittals will be reviewed to assess how believable the claims are, but if projects are given credit for things they don’t end up implementing, there is no enforcement mechanism.  

· While noting the difficulty of enforcing this criterion, the RAC agreed to add it and to score it on a yes or no basis.

· Support from Permitting Agencies

· A suggestion was made to add a scoring criterion that awards additional points to projects with support from permitting agencies.

· Watson pointed out that obtaining permitting agency approval is integral to project implementation and is already captured under readiness to proceed.  

· The RAC decided not to make this a separate scoring criterion.
· Multiple Partners

· A suggestion was made to add a scoring criterion that awards additional points for projects with multiple partners.
· Watson noted that this is a criterion that other regions have used.  Initially the project team considered proposing it as a criterion but decided to only put forth criteria required by DWR.  The project team decided that the RAC should drive the process of adding additional criteria beyond the requirements.

· Gardiner summarized this criterion as rewarding collaboration, suggesting that question of whether or not to include this criterion was a question of whether or not there is value in agencies working together.  There was some disagreement among the group on the value, but the RAC agreed to add it.

· With respect to scoring procedure, one suggestion was made to score this criterion based on number of partners that are adopting the plan.  An alternate scoring suggestion was to score based on number of partners with a max of 100 points for four or more partners.  The RAC agreed on the latter scoring procedure. 
· Letters of Support

· During the discussion of multiple partners, the concept of scoring based on number of letters of support was briefly discussed.  The RAC decided that the number of letters of support was not the best measurement of collaboration and should not be included.
Additional questions and comments that arose during the discussion of the review process and scoring criteria included:
· Question: Where does local match come from?  Is it from the individual project proponent or is it from the regional group?
Answer: Watson responded by first noting that DACs, which the entire Merced Region essentially qualifies as, can apply for funding match waivers.  She then explained that the percent of local match can vary between individual projects within the overall grant package.  Some projects may provide zero match while other projects that have more resources may contribute the majority of the match requirement.

Preece added that the local match can include federal grants.  Local match can be any funds that are not from the State.

Dooley also pointed out that local match can be met through in-kind services. 

· Comment: If criteria aren’t required by DWR, perhaps they shouldn’t be included in the project review process.
Response: Watson noted that DWR does require regions to consider certain elements in their project reviews, but after satisfying those criteria, DWR cares more that regions comes to agreement on a process than what’s included in their process.  

· Question: How does scoring for funding work?
Answer: Watson replied that the funding decisions will require a separate scoring process. Gardiner added that the scoring process being developed at the meeting is geared towards defining what the region wants to work on, independent of funding.

· Question: What is amount that the Merced Region could realistically expect to apply for implementation of projects?

Answer: Watson indicated that $8.3 million is available for the San Joaquin Funding Area in Round 2 of the Implementation Grants.  The Merced Region will need to discuss how much of the total available funding they will pursue.  Watson suggested that $2 million might be a realistic amount.  She also noted that federal grant programs are an additional source of implementation funding that the region may consider; federal programs are starting to give preference to projects identified in IRWM Plans.

Project Review Process – Criteria Weighting
To assign weights to each of the scoring criterion, Gardiner proposed that the RAC participate in a balloting process, and based on the number of RAC members that were present, he recommended including both RAC members and alternates in the balloting.  In the balloting process each RAC member and alternate was given a ballot listing each of the scoring criteria and associated scoring procedure.  They were then to score each criterion based on its important to them on a scale from zero to 10, with zero being not important and 10 being most important.  

Gardiner explained that following the balloting, the scores would be tabulated and the spread in scores would be presented for discussion.  Where scores showed greater divergence, the RAC would discuss whether the divergence was a result of different interpretation of the criteria or different values.  The balloting process would be iterated until the RAC came to agreement that the average scores were representative of the region’s interests.
Prior to the first round of balloting, the following questions were raised:

· Question: How will the scoring be conducted?
Answer: Gardiner responded that the project team will complete the scoring based on the scoring procedure that had been established by the RAC.  Following the project team’s scoring, the RAC will have a chance to review the scoring.

· Question: How is the Work Plan Management Committee (WPMC) involved in this process? 

Answer: Gardiner noted that the WPMC members in attendance were participating in the criteria scoring along with the rest of the RAC.

· Question: Does the WPMC meet separately and make decisions separate from the RAC?

Answer: Mr. Ron Rowe, County of Merced, replied on behalf of the WPMC explaining that the WPMC does meet separately but simply for the purpose of coordinating and preparing for meetings.  All plan materials are presented to the RAC. 

The results of the first round of balloting were as follows:

	Criterion
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	Maximum
	Median
	Minimum

	Multiple Objectives
	8.61
	1.61
	10
	9
	4

	Multiple RMS
	8.00
	1.85
	10
	8
	5

	Supported by Adopting Entity
	6.39
	2.30
	10
	5.5
	3

	Ready
	6.83
	2.33
	10
	7.5
	2

	Technically Feasible
	8.33
	1.57
	10
	8.5
	5

	Economically Feasible
	8.67
	1.28
	10
	8.5
	6

	Benefits DACs
	7.33
	2.28
	10
	7.5
	4

	Addresses DAC/EJ Issues
	8.67
	1.88
	10
	10
	5

	Climate Change
	6.06
	2.73
	10
	6.5
	2

	Supported by a Local Entity
	7.11
	2.40
	10
	7.5
	3

	Local Jobs / Materials
	5
	2.81
	8
	5.5
	0

	Multiple Proponents
	5.5
	2.36
	10
	5
	2


Gardiner observed that almost every criterion received a score of 10 from at least one person; the only criterion that did not receive a 10 was the local jobs/materials criterion.  Gardiner also noted that only one criterion received a zero, and that was the local jobs/materials criterion.  

Gardiner engaged the group in a discussion of those criteria exhibiting the greatest divergence in scoring.  The discussion is summarized below:

· Supported by an Adopting Entity 

· One participant who ranked the criterion highly stated that it was because it is important that project proponents buy in to the work being done in through the IRWM Plan.

· One participant who did not rank the criterion highly offered their reasoning that what the project accomplishes is more important than if the project proponent adopts the IRWM Plan.

· The RAC felt that there was some overlap among this criterion, the plan adoption criterion and the multiple partners criterion. The plan adoption criterion looks at whether the project proponent buys in to the IRWM planning process.   The local entity criterion considers whether the project proponent is a part of the local community.  The multiple partners criterion addresses collaboration.  All three are an attempt to award entities that support local plans.

· Dooley clarified that plan adoption does not have to be a scoring criterion; it just has to be considered in the review of projects.  Given this clarification, the RAC elected to eliminate this scoring criterion in favor of the local entity and multiple partners criteria.
· Is Ready to be Implemented

· One participant who ranked the criterion highly suggested that in positioning projects for future funding it is important to highlight those that are ready to be implemented.

· One participant who did not rank the criterion highly stated that just because a project is ready to be implemented doesn’t mean it’s important.  A more complex project that is not ready to proceed but offers significant benefits is more important.  Gardiner asked which criterion addresses benefits, and the participant responded that economic feasibility was a good indicator of benefits.
· Benefits Disadvantaged Communities

· Gardiner remarked that there was greater divergence on the benefits DACs criterion compared to the criterion for addressing specific needs of DACs.  
· The general sentiment expressed by the RAC was that the difference in scoring was due to the fact that specific needs criterion is clearer, more straightforward and easier to understand than the economic criterion.

· Contributes to Climate Change Adaptation or Mitigation

· Preece commented that it is not surprising that this criterion had one of the highest standard deviations.  Preece stated that the intent behind requiring region’s to consider this criterion is to help region’s identify their vulnerabilities.  The criterion is not about answering whether or not climate change will happen, but rather it asks regions to consider what steps can be taken to prepare the region should climate change occur.  Preece cautioned the region not to take this criterion lightly.

· One participant commented that without having seen the climate change vulnerability assessment for the region, the group is not well informed on potential impacts, which makes it difficult to score this criterion.

· Agriculture was noted as potentially vulnerable to climate change, and Dooley added that changes in snowpack will impact surface water availability for agriculture.

· Watson noted that flooding is another vulnerability as climate change may result in more severe rain events in the future.

· In response to a participant’s question about whether climate change adaptation/mitigation is part of the Proposition 84 Implementation Grant scoring, Watson stated that the grant does require the quantification of greenhouse gas emissions.  Dooley added that the IRWM Plan standards require regions to look at their vulnerabilities and that by Round 3 of the Implementation Grants, regions will have to be fully compliant with the climate change standard to compete for funding.

· Supported by a Local Entity

· The RAC decided to combine this criterion with the multiple partners criterion to create a new criterion of multiple local partners.
· Creates Local Jobs/Uses Local Materials

· Gardiner asked if the divergence in scoring was a disagreement in the value of the criterion or an indication of the difficulty of implementing the criterion.

· One participant commented that the difficulty in understanding how the contracting process would work made it difficult to score.
· One participant who did not rank the criterion highly commented that local firms may not have the expertise required for some projects, e.g. dam constructiton.

· Participants reiterated earlier comments that objectives and water related benefits of the project are more important than the jobs they create.

· One participant who supported the criterion strongly advocated keeping the criterion to make project proponents at least consider the issue.

Following discussion, the RAC participated in a second round of balloting using the modified scoring criteria. The results of the second round of balloting were as follows:

	Criterion
	Average
	Standard Deviation
	Maximum
	Median
	Minimum

	Multiple Objectives
	8.50
	1.82
	10
	9
	3

	Multiple RMS
	7.94
	2.26
	10
	8
	2

	Ready
	6.72
	1.87
	10
	7
	2

	Technically Feasible
	8.67
	1.57
	10
	9
	5

	Economically Feasible
	8.39
	1.61
	10
	9
	5

	Benefits DACs
	7.11
	2.49
	10
	8
	2

	Addresses DAC/EJ Issues
	8.89
	2.11
	10
	10
	2

	Climate Change
	6.39
	2.91
	10
	6
	2

	Local Jobs / Materials
	4.83
	2.77
	8
	5.5
	0

	Multiple Local Proponents
	6.56
	2.25
	10
	7
	2


Looking at the results of the second balloting, Gardiner noted that the two criteria with the greatest divergence remained the climate change and local jobs/materials criteria.  Given the difference in how participants value these criteria, the divergence is understandable.  
Gardiner asked the RAC if they wanted to ballot again or if they were satisfied with the results of the second balloting.  The RAC chose to move on using the results of the second balloting.
Call for Projects
Watson walked through the type of information being requested in the Draft Project Submittal Form.  She acknowledged that the draft form, which was distributed for review in advance of the meeting (and available on the Merced Region IRWM website: www.mercedirwmp.org), may look daunting given the its length, but she noted that the length was largely due to white space inserted to allow for project proponents’ responses.  The intent is for the majority of project proponents to submit their information online, which Watson commented appears less intimidating.  The information requested in the form is needed mainly for scoring projects for the plan with some questions added to assist with the implementation scoring, e.g. program preferences, statewide priorities and eligibility.  Watson pointed out that only a few fields in the project submittal form were required fields.  She also noted that the form would be revised to address the new scoring criteria, i.e. local jobs/materials and multiple local partners.

Watson announced that the Call for Projects would begin October 9, 2012.  To be included in the first version of the IRWM Plan and for consideration in the Proposition 84 Implementation Grant Round 2 proposal, projects must be submitted by November 6, 2012.  Project proponents are encouraged to submit their projects using the online database system.  Hard copies of the project form will also be made available at the County of Merced, City of Merced and MID offices. 
After November 6, projects can continue to be submitted and project proponents can modify the information for projects that have already been submitted.  However, the snapshot of projects that will be included in the IRWM Plan will consist only of the information submitted as of November 6, 2012.  The IRWM Plan is a living document and, as such, will reference the online project database for the full and evolving list of projects. 

A public workshop will be held during the Call for Projects to introduce the project review process to the public, inform interested parties how to submit projects and provide tips for enhancing project submittals.  Watson encouraged all potential project proponents to attend the workshop.

Gardiner discussed the importance of reaching out to potential project proponents.  Proponents may include water management agencies, nonprofits and any individuals with project concepts.  Gardiner requested the RACs assistance in providing contacts.  Watson added that the media release that was being prepared would be distributed to the RAC members, and she encouraged the RAC to use their mailing lists to forward along the release.

The following questions were raised regarding the project submittal process:

· Question: Is the project form for Merced the same as other regions?
Answer: Watson explained that in order to obtain the information required by DWR, the type of information being requested is similar throughout regions.  However, the Merced form has also been tailored to Merced’s needs, e.g. the objectives are specific to the Merced region.  She added that the project database that Merced will be using has the same look and feel as the database being used in other regions.

· Question: Can projects that are inter-regional be submitted?

Answer: Yes.  Watson noted that the project submittal form includes a question about project linkages.  Project proponents should note the project’s relation to efforts in other regions in the linkages section.

· Question:  Is the project team working on IRWM Plans for other regions in the funding area?  Would the project team be aware of projects with potential linkages?

Answer: Watson is also working in a neighboring IRWM region.  Gardiner is only working with the Merced Region.
· Question: Will we have time to look at issues like Arundo (an invasive plant species) removal and other project concepts that need to enter the planning phase?

Answer: The development of projects will be a topic at the next RAC meeting.

Topics of General Interest 
During tabulation of the first round of balloting, Gardiner asked Mr. Mike Wegley, City of Merced, to discuss work at the City that may be of interest to the group.  The RAC used the second tabulation break as an opportunity to ask the DWR representatives questions.  These discussions are summarized here.

Wegley discussed water projects of interest to the City.  These include projects to address flooding issues, groundwater overdraft and water quality.  To address flooding from Black Rascal Creek and Bear Creek, the City is interested in the Haystack Dam and alternative projects.  To help maintain groundwater elevations, the City is pursuing water conservation projects. Wegley noted a challenge of water conservation is that it drives up costs for the rate payers; however, because it provides regional groundwater benefits, there may be opportunities for regional collaboration.  For water quality, the City is working to protect the groundwater supply through well head protection programs.  Water quality constituents that the City is monitoring include arsenic, nitrate, TCE (which is a dry cleaner chemical) and MTBE (which is a gasoline additive).  These water quality projects also provide a regional benefit.
The question posed to DWR and answers were as follows:
· Question: How is the Central Valley Flood Protection Plan process being coordinated with IRWM Planning?

Answer: Dooley explained that DWR encourages three concepts in IRWM Planning: flood protection, Ahwahnee Principles and an IRWM Plan outline that meets the needs of the local region.  Since flood management is an integral part of IRWM Planning, the State will be coordinating the CVFPP and IRWM processes.
· Question: What are the Ahwahnee Principles?
Answer: Dooley explained that the Ahwahnee Principles are named for a meeting held at the Ahwahnee Lodge which looked at resource efficient living.  Central to the Ahwahnee Principles is eliminating single source projects.  The Ahwahnee Principles emphasize multi-agency coordination, stakeholder involvement, coordination of land use planning with water planning and monitoring of projects to evaluate results.  

Preece added that the Ahwahnee Principles recognize that all facets of water are interconnected.  Water does not disappear; different water interests are all connected in through the water cycle.

Additional information can be obtained at www.lgc.org/ahwahnee.

Identify Next Steps








Watson requested that comments on the materials presented during the meeting be submitted to awatson@rmcwater.com by October 9, 2012. 
The next Public Workshop will be October 17, 2012 from 1:30 pm – 3:30 pm in the City of Livingston City Council Chambers. 

The next RAC meeting will be October 23, 2012 from 2:00 pm – 5:00 pm.  Topics for the meeting will include the call for projects and governance.  As part of the call for projects, the RAC will discuss the development of projects.  To prepare for this topic, Watson asked the RAC to review regional issues and begin brainstorming project concepts.
Public Comment








An audience member commented that it is difficult to hear in the back of the room.  Gardiner suggested that an alternative seating arrangement could be considered for future meetings and also encouraged participants to feel comfortable raising their hands at any time if they couldn’t hear.
Attendance 










RAC Members and Alternates

	RAC Member 
	Present
	Alternate
	Present

	Johnnie Baptista
	
	Brad Samuelson
	

	Martha Conklin
	X
	Thomas Harmon
	

	Kathleen M. Crookham
	X
	Bill Spriggs
	X

	Jim Cunningham
	
	
	

	Daniel De Wees
	X
	Scott Magneson
	

	Hicham ElTal
	
	
	

	Connie Farris
	
	Irene De La Cruz
	

	Bob Giampoli
	X
	Tom Roduner
	

	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
	X
	Walt Adams
	

	Paul van Warmerdam
	
	Gino Pedretti, III
	X

	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
	

	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
	

	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

	Michelle Dooley
	DWR
	X

	Jason Preece
	DWR
	X

	
	
	

	
	
	


Other Interested Parties

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

	Gail Cismowski
	
	Karen Kirk
	Provost & Pritchard

	Larry Harris
	
	Paul Boyer
	Self-Help Enterprises

	Leah Brown
	City of Merced
	Eddie Ocampo
	Self-Help Enterprises

	Richard Schwarz
	County of Merced
	Jim Genes
	UC Merced

	George Park
	Lone Tree Mutual Water Co.
	Philip Woods
	UC Merced

	Rod Webster
	Merced Sierra Club
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