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Merced Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan

Regional Advisory Committee Meeting #8
December 18, 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 eighth meeting of the Regional Advisory Committee (RAC) for the Merced Region Integrated Regional Water Management (IRWM) Plan.  All those present introduced themselves.
Department of Water Resources (DWR) Update







There was no update from DWR.  
RAC Activities and Materials
Gardiner asked for comments on the notes from the RAC Meeting 7.  One of the RAC members indicated that she had corrections that she would send via e-mail; following the meeting, after further review, she determined no changes were necessary.  Since there were no comments, the notes were finalized without modification.

Workgroup Reports










Mr. Bill Spriggs provided a recap and update on the work of the Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) Workgroup.  At the November RAC meeting, based on the recommendations of the DAC Workgroup, the RAC elected to supplement the previously compiled DAC data with a GIS analysis to be performed by the Merced County Association of Governments (MCAG).  MCAG began the analysis, but additional data is needed.  The DAC Workgroup will present the results of the analysis at the January RAC meeting.
Ms. Dena Traina reported on the work of the Project Review Workgroup.  Through its review of the submitted projects, the Project Review Workshop made the following observations: the projects cover a wide range of resource management strategies, the level of information provided by project proponents varied, opportunities may exist to combine projects (e.g. combining individual communities’ water meter projects into a region-wide water meter project), and projects that address the same regional need sometimes take different or even conflicting approaches (e.g. flood protection projects range from the development of levees to the restoration of floodplain functions).  The Project Review Workgroup recommended that in the future the RAC form workgroups around categories of projects.  These categories could include flood management, water supply and quality, water conservation and metering, community stewardship and education, data collection, and groundwater recharge.  Each workgroup would refine the projects within its category to achieve a program that best meets the region’s needs.
Governance
Ms. Alyson Watson walked through a series of slides reviewing the proposed governance structure. (The presentation is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).  She explained that while no formal, written comments were submitted regarding the draft governance structure, several offline conversations have occurred since the November RAC meeting.  As such, governance was added to the meeting agenda to encourage those with remaining concerns to discuss them as a group. 

The following comments and questions were raised:

· Comment: The figure illustrating the proposed governance structure is missing a line from the RAC to the Policy Committee.  The RAC’s input should not be funneled through the Management Committee.

Response: The intent is for the RAC to advise the Regional Water Management Group (RWMG) in its entirety.  The illustration was not meant to imply that the RAC’s input stopped at the Management Committee.  The illustration will be revised.

· Question: How will the Policy Committee be created?
Response: The Policy Committee will be comprised of elected officials. Each board or council of the RWMG member agencies will appoint a representative.  
· Comment: The RAC should also have a representative on the Policy Committee.

Discussion: After some discussion, the members felt strongly that the RAC needs to be connected to the Policy Committee either through a representative on the committee or a liaison.
· Comment: The RWMG should follow the MCAG model.  The Management Committee of the RWMG would be equivalent to the Technical Committee of MCAG.

Response: If the Management Committee is the technical advisory group, there still needs to be an entity responsible for day-to-day administrative needs.  Also, following the MCAG model, the Policy Committee would become the decision-making entity. 

· Comment: Perhaps the Management Committee could be replaced by an Executive Management Group and Technical Advisory Group.

· Comment: The RWMG needs more engagement from the elected officials of its member agencies.  The process needs more voices than just the small group representing their respective agencies.
Response: The Policy Committee was created for this purpose. 

· Comment: Atwater and Livingston should be added to the RWMG.

Response: Livingston expressed interest in being represented on the RWMG.  The interim RWMG will reach out to Atwater to assess their interest. 
· Question: To be in the RWMG, do you have to pay?

Response: That is something that needs to be decided.  

· Comment: Would other water districts want to be represented on the RWMG?

Response: The RAC members representing Winton Water & Sanitary District and Meadowbrook Water Company indicated that cost will be an important factor in this decision.

· Comment: The County or MID needs to be a strong enough voice for the other communities not included in the RWMG.

· Comment: Concern was expressed that there is the potential for collaboration among the RWMG member agencies to turn into regulation of member agencies.

· Question: How would MAGPI interface with the RWMG and Merced IRWMP effort?

Response:  For now, MAGPI will continue to function as a separate entity. In the future, when the Merced IRWM Plan is complete and the IRWM governance structure is functioning, they may be integrated if appropriate at that time.  MAGPI could potentially be a workgroup of the RAC.
· Comment: Without strong RAC representation, the RAC will fade away.
· Question: Won’t the RAC disband after the IRWM Plan is complete?

· Response: The commitment made by the current RAC members was through the completion of the IRWM Plan.  After the plan is complete, there may be an opportunity for those interested in continuing to serve on the RAC to do so, as there is expected to still be a RAC advising the RWMG.
· Comment: In other regions, the advisory groups have not faded away.  Through the momentum and trust that is built in the planning process, the advisory groups become more empowered.

· Question: Should we decide if the RWMG will be organized as a Joint Powers Authority (JPA) or under a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)?

· Response: This will be a decision for the Policy Committee.    
Summary of Technical Studies
Watson and Mr. Ali Taghavi presented summaries of the work completed as part of the water conservation, integrated flood management, groundwater recharge and climate change technical studies.  (The presentation is available on the Merced IRWMP website: http://www.mercedirwmp.org).  The results of the salt and nutrient management technical study will be presented at the January RAC meeting.  

The following comments and questions were raised regarding the water conservation technical study:

· Question: Why is Atwater’s per capita water usage projected to increase?

Response: Atwater is not metered.

· Question: Does the “No Organized Agricultural Water Suppliers” category include areas within MID that don’t use groundwater?

Response: No, those areas are included in the “Merced Irrigation District” category.

· Question: The land use figure uses data from 2009, which does not capture the conversion of pasture lands to irrigated agriculture.  Is there more recent data?
Response: For the purposes of the conservation study this is the appropriate data set because the water use data is also from 2009.  For future planning, the County Agricultural Commissioner might have more recent data.

· Question: Does the agricultural water demand represent only evapo-transpiration?
Response: Yes.

· Question: What accounts for the difference between the estimated annual water demands and the estimated net groundwater withdrawals for the “No Organized Agricultural Water Suppliers” category?

Response: The consultant team will look into this.

· Question: Do we have a sense of the percent of agricultural users implementing efficient water management practices?

Response: MID has records for their service area.  The NRCS could provide additional information.

· Question: What is the basis of the MID’s boundary?

Response: MID’s boundary is based on water rights.  MID has some water rights that pre-date the State Water Resources Control Board permitting process (“pre-1914” water rights).  This water can be moved outside MID’s boundary.

The following comment was raised regarding the integrated flood management technical study:

· Comment: None of the creeks in the region have 100-year flow capacity. 
The following comments and questions were raised regarding the groundwater recharge technical study:

· Comment: Concern was expressed that in areas with loose soils, the water being recharged will not be adequately filtered.

Response: The water to be recharged would be snowmelt, which is good quality.  Recharge would not use tailwater.

· Question: Could recharge affect areas with high nitrates?

Response: The recharge prioritization excluded areas with known contamination plumes but did not look at nitrate or TDS levels.  Sometimes recharge can result in flushing of areas with high nitrates.
· Question: Recharge in Area D does not look good.  Why is it considered?

Response: At the resolution of the figures, it is difficult to see, but there are potentially favorable recharge areas.

· Question: Does the Planada/Le Grand area have potential?

Response: Yes, it is an area of interest.

· Question: The Planada area is shallow groundwater.  Is shallow groundwater good or bad?  

Response: This needs to be studied further.

· Comment: The Cressey Recharge Basin lies south of a groundwater ridge.  If that ridge goes away, the water would go to the river.
· Comment: The sites that are being looked at in the groundwater recharge technical study are not significantly different than those considered years ago.  We can keep looking and talking about the same sites or do something at the agreed-upon sites.

Response: This technical study reaffirms the past work.  The intent is to document the information and move forward.

The following comments and questions were raised regarding the climate change technical study:

· Comment: Weather change can change cropping patterns.
· Question: Will the climate change technical memorandum (TM) address crop changes and education?
Response: Interested parties are encouraged to review the TM. RAC members are asked to provide input as to whether this and other topics are adequately addressed in the TM, or if this discussion should be expanded upon.
· Comment: Higher-intensity storms will lead to increased debris loads.

Implementation Grant Update








Mr. Hicham ElTal provided an implementation grant update.  A handful of project proponents have expressed interest in pursuing funding through Round 2 of the Proposition 84 Implementation Grant Program.
ElTal was planning to discuss the implementation grant at the following day’s MAGPI meeting.  Project proponents interested in pursuing funding are invited to attend the MAGPI meeting, which will be held at MID’s office on December 19, 2012 at 2:00 pm.
Ms. Cindy Lashbrook volunteered to assist ElTal with making follow-up calls to interested project proponents.
Next Steps








The consultant team will distribute the draft technical study TMs by December 25, 2012.  Watson requested that comments be submitted to comments@mercediremp.org by January 15, 2013.
The next RAC meeting will be January 22, 2013 from 2:00 pm – 5:00 pm.  Topics for the meeting will include the salt and nutrient management technical study, technical analysis, plan performance and monitoring and data management.
Public Comment








No public comments were received.

Attendance 










RAC Members and Alternates

	RAC Member 
	Present
	Alternate
	Present

	Johnnie Baptista
	X
	Brad Samuelson
	

	Martha Conklin
	
	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
	X
	Tom Roduner
	X

	Thomas Grave
	
	
	

	Gordon Gray
	
	Dena Traina
	X

	Robert Kelly
	
	
	

	Cindy Lashbrook
	X
	
	

	Jim Marshall
	X
	Marjorie Kirn
	

	Lydia Miller
	X
	Bill Hatch
	

	Jean Okuye
	X
	
	

	Jose Antonio Ramirez
	X
	
	

	Terry Rolfe
	
	William (Skip) George
	

	Ron Rowe
	X
	
	

	Larry S. Thompson
	
	Jerry Shannon
	

	Kole Upton
	
	Walt Adams
	

	Paul van Warmerdam
	
	Gino Pedretti, III
	

	Michael Wegley
	X
	
	

	Bob Weimer
	
	
	

	Philip Woods
	
	Tibor Toth
	


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
	

	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
	

	
	
	

	
	
	


Other Interested Parties

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

	Patti Dosetti
	
	
	

	Larry Harris
	
	
	

	Leah Brown
	City of Merced
	
	

	Eddie Ocampo
	Self-Help Enterprise
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