Upper San Pedro Water District Organizing Board

April 20, 2009

Cochise County Foothills Complex

I.  
CALL TO ORDER:   

Meeting was called to order at 6:30 P.M. by Chairman Rutherford.  
II. CALL OF ROLL:



PRESENT:




Mike Rutherford

Mike Boardman 




Rick Coffman




Steve Pauken




Holly Richter




Mary Ann Black




John Ladd




Susan Shuford




ABSENT:



James Herrewig

Carl Robie



OTHERS PRESENT:




Britt Hanson

Tom Whitmer




Eve Halper



Laurel Lacher




Tom Runyon

III. REQUEST FOR APPROVAL OF MINUTES:  



March 16, 2009, Meeting

Steve Pauken moved to accept the Minutes of the Meeting of March 16, 2009.  Seconded by Mike Boardman.  
VOTE:  Unanimous in favor.   Minutes of March 16, 2009, were accepted unanimously.  No objection heard. 


April 13, 2009, Work Session 

Rick Coffman moved to accept the Minutes of the Work Session of April 13, 2009.  Seconded by Mike Boardman.  

VOTE:  Unanimous in favor.  No objections heard.  Minutes of April 13, 2009, were accepted. 
IV. FORT’S MODELING PRESENTATION:  

Laurel Lacher with Lacher Hydrological Consulting provided a presentation entitled “Groundwater Simulations in the Upper San Pedro Basin 1902-2105."   A hard copy of the presentation is included in the Board’s files.  

Tom Runyon explained the background of the model’s commission for Fort Huachuca.  He informed the Board that the model was based on “pretending” that there has been no pumping increase since 2003.  John Ladd questioned the validity of this.   Runyon stated that they were looking at the best case and that the information will still be valid.
Lacher stated that the model she presented to the Board on this night does not include any detailed report, because the report is preliminary and is not ready to be presented.  She said the model is a guideline for the behavior of the overall basin based on the USGS simulation.

A specific effort was looked at as if eliminating wells pumping on Fort Huachuca and to evaluate the potential mitigation strategy.  The Fort has certain objections.  
The model extends from Cananea, Mexico to the Tombstone gaging station.  

Lacher provided a quote from CV Theis (1940) who defined capture as “Under natural conditions. . . previous to development by wells, aquifers are in a state of approximate dynamic equilibrium.  Discharge by wells is thus a new discharge superimposed upon a previously stable system, and it must be balanced by an increase in the recharge of the aquifer, or by a decrease in the old natural discharge, or by loss of storage in the aquifer, or by a combination of these.”
She explained that wells capture and intercept groundwater that would naturally discharge to the River, the effects at the River occur before cone of depression hits the River and the effects at the River continue after the well pumping ceases.

Lacher stated that the location/distance a well is from the River has a different impact on the River.  In addition, the clay unit acts as an insulator to the River and the clay layer west of the River protects the River from pumping effects.   She clarified that each individual well has its own curve.    She stated that there is a 30% return flow for irrigation pumping.  

Lacher said that historic pumping effects may not have peaked yet.  She stated that the model’s future pumping simulations hold pumping at 2002 levels with no growth.   Lacher explained that with the five (5) different layers of the aquifer are different and that pumping has different effects and how easy or hard it is to push water either horizontally or vertically at each level.

Lacher pointed out that the results from the model show that “basin wide discharge to streams decreases by 26% from 2003 to 2105 with no growth, aquifer discharge to ET decreases by 19% from 2003 to 2105 (mostly after 2020); both ET and stream discharge are still decreasing in 2105 and headwater of the San Pedro River (south of Palominas) are at the greatest risk of going dry before 2105.”

The limitations of the current model were set out and how the model can be used for future applications.  

Holly Richter questioned the possible use of the model for use by the Board with regard to  public outreach.  Lacher stated that the model shows the spatial aspect of the impacts on the River.

Coffman inquired about the continued function of the River and the protection of it until solutions can be found.  Lacher stated that it is a “time issue.”  She stated the response has to be to what the River’s time is.  She said if the interest is in preserving the flows in the River from now for the next 15 years until a Plan can be devised, then, and interim strategy has to be come up with.  She talked about the expense and costs of moving water.     
IV.
CONTINUED DISCUSSION OF ADWR SCOPE OF WORK WITH FOCUS 
ON DEVELOPMENT AND COMPREHENSIVE PLAN WITH 
MEASUREABLE OBJECTIVES:  


Tom Whitmer provided an animation tool which USGS created for ADWR to show what is happening over time in the SPRNCA boundaries.  He showed the animation tool that starts at 1930 through 2002.  This can be used as a tool during the public outreach.  

Whitmer stated that there has been discussion that the Comprehensive Plan is filled with too much information for easy understanding and delivery to the public.   He stated that this does not mean that the Plan will not be used, but he suggested a second “Action Plan.”  This would tell what the Board is about and what it is proposing to do.  He asked if the Board wanted to entertain this idea.   Rutherford stated that the Board’s discussion from the beginning has been to give an overall synopsis that is not too complex and easy to understand for the general public.  Pauken stated that he understood that the Comprehensive Plan was being prepared on the direction of the legislation and it was intended to be used by the Permanent Board.  He stated that it is an important part of the outreach to have a concise message for the public.  Boardman stated that a variety of media is necessary for outreach.  Whitmer stated that an idea is to pull the “Action Plan” (which would be about 20 pages) from the 100 pages plus Comprehensive Plan as a recommendation to the Permanent Board to use.  Boardman stated the need for a baseline set of documents.   

Ladd stated that after public outreach the documents may change and more added to them, but that the Plan as developed so far is legitimate.  Whitmer stated that the concept of the Comprehensive Plan should remain the same.  Coffman stated that the emphasis and priorities may change.  Rutherford stated that with the diverse interests represented on the Board and those nine being in agreement, then, the interests and overall agreement on the Plan should be able to be delivered to the constituents.  
Ladd asked about the number of registered voters for the District.  Hanson said that he would confirm this information.  


V.
INVOICE SUBMISSION AND APPROVAL:
There were no invoices submitted for payment at this Meeting.  

VI.
PUBLIC OUTREACH/STATEMENT OF WORK:

Holly Richter requested clarification of the contract procedure to engage a communications consultant.  Britt Hanson (attorney for the Board) stated that typically professional services are not competitively bid.  Hanson will provide clarification on the procedure to Richter.

 
VII.  
CALL TO THE PUBLIC:
Cado Daily:  At the February meeting, Cado provided the information regarding the Water

Awareness section and she provided a copy of the insert for the Board.  She hoped that the Board would purchase a page in the 2010 insert.  
Gene Fenstermacher:  Asked when the next version of the Plan is anticipated to be received for review since the input of comments and feedback.  Whitmer stated that it would probably be provided for the next meeting.   
Tricia Gerrodette:  Wanted to make the Board aware of something that has happened and comments that she has made.  The City of Sierra Vista, under the Clean Water Act has an area called Section 208 that they are responsible for dealing with the wastewater treatment in that area.  The City is proposing to more than double their area of influence for wastewater treatment that is out into the County into unincorporated land.   As part of this amendment, they are also proposing new additional wastewater treatment plants which are built into this proposal.   She made comments on the draft proposal on the treatment plants and specifically in regard to the Organizing Board and pointed out that if the plan is approved, then it undercuts (at least to some extent) the Board’s authority and/or circumvents the Board’s ability to implement a Plan about how wastewater is dealt with.  It is not clear to her that the Board would the authority to implement any plan with that component if the City’s plan gets approval.  She said she will be glad to answer any questions she can or that the City should be contacted.
Eve Halper:  (BOR)
The Omnibus Public Lands bill passed into legislation.  It grants authorization to perform a feasibility study.  She stated that the next step is for funding.  The USPP put in a funding request with BOR for the upcoming fiscal year (begins in October).  BOR can start working towards the study with the limited budget.  A cost share agreement needs to be set up with a partner.  The study will be funded 55% by local partners and 45% by the federal government.  Originally, the cost share was coming from the State of Arizona, but will not be so based on the budget.  BOR will need another cost share partner.  Cost share can be in kind.  She believes it is important that the Board be involved in the project because they may end up operating the project.  The Board may want to draw up an IGO. 

Laurel Lacher:  The BOR has just announced their 2009 challenge grants for water usage and water efficiencies.  It provides $1.5 Million and provides an opportunity for water providers.  It can be used to enhance water conservation, marketing and anything that facilitates the sale of water from one entity to another that will improve conservation.  She wrote a grant for a client last year.  She believes the deadline is June.  She can answer further questions.  

 VIII.  
FUTURE MEETING DATES AND LOCATIONS:  

Chairman Rutherford confirmed the next meetings would be as follows:


Work Session:

May 11, 2009, at 6:30 P.M. at the Cochise County Office, 





Bisbee


Meeting:  

May 18, 2009, at 6:30 P.M. at the Cochise County Foothills 




Complex, Sierra Vista 


IX.
ADJOURNMENT:  

There being no further business Chairman Rutherford adjourned the Meeting at 8:00 P.M.   

