Upper San Pedro Water District Organizing Board

October 6, 2008

Cochise County Supervisors Conference Room

I.  
CALL TO ORDER:   Meeting was called to Order at 6:30 P.M. by Chairman Rutherford did the Call of Board to Order with Call of Roll

II. CALL OF ROLL:

Mary Ann Black

Rick Coffman

James Herrewig

John Ladd

Stephen Pauken

Holly Richter

Carl Robie

Susan Shuford


Mike Boardman  (initially not there at call of roll, but arrived at 6:33 P.M.)

ABSENT:  MARY ANN BLACK – Excused

OTHERS PRESENT:

Cado Daily

Gene Fenstermacher

Pat Call

III.
Work session with continued discussion of ADWR Scope of Work with Focus on Development of Comprehensive Plan with Measurable Objectives.

PRESENTER: 

THOMAS G. CARR

Assistant Director

Statewide Water Conservation and Strategic Planning

Attachment 1 – Handout 1

Upper San Pedro Work Plan Schedule – Overview (1 page)

Attachment 2 – Handout 2

Upper San Pedro Water District Plan Schedule – Task 2 through Task 5 (5 pages)

Attachment 3 – Handout 3

Upper San Pedro Water District Schedule – Task 3 through Task 5  (2 pages)

Attachment 4 – Handout 4

Upper San Pedro Water District Work Plan Schedule – Task 6 through Task 9 (2 pages)


Carr reviewed the Plans as set forth above and that the Plans were taking previously discussed information and creating a schedule of work and completion.  The dates began with September 2008 and ran through July 2010.  Carr, with the Board Members’ agreement stated that the documents are “living” documents and are apt to be modified.   

Discussion was had regarding making clear within the Plan that certain parts of the information cannot be changed.  


A request was made to have materials prior to Work Sessions and Meetings in an effort to be familiar with the information instead of having an expectation of making a decision on the spot with no previous knowledge of the contents.


Inquiry was had about Members giving input which may be provided within reports and how this could be accomplished without misrepresentation or creating a problem as to meetings being held without all members.  Carr stated that information could be provided by Members, and that the information would be made a part of the public documents and provided to the full Board for discussion and feedback, thus not infringing on any rules regarding Meetings.

Dates within the documents (because of typographical errors) were corrected (from 2008 to 2009).  


There was clarification made to what parts of the Plan would be set up and put together and by whom – whether it be staffers to the State or Board Members or other individuals.


The Public Work Shops and Election Process were reviewed and that this would be for the Board Members to work with and create.

PRESENTER:


HOLLY RICHTER

Attachment 5 – Handout 5 – Compilation of Maps from azconservation.org (4 pages)
*Upper San Pedro River – 2008 Surface Water Extent

*Midsummer Surface Water Extent in the San Pedro Riparian National Conservation Area, 1999-2008

*San Pedro River in Mexico - 2008 Surface Water Extent

*Wetted River Length in SV Subwatershed

There was discussion of the planning goals and that the long term goal is greater than 20 years.  Proposal of a change to the goal being 2030, instead of 2040, which is currently listed.  This was believed to be an error.

The Outreach project was brought up as something to be a consideration as to employing assistance and procurement of that expertise.     


Agenda items to be addressed:


*
Confirmation of next meeting date and time to be added to the Agenda.


*
Approval of Minutes for the October 20, 2008, Meeting as follows:



September 8, September 15, and October 6, 2008

*
Bills to be paid for Chairman Rutherford and Susan Shuford

IV. 
FUTURE MEETING DATE AND LOCATION:  Chairman Rutherford confirmed the next meeting would be on October 20, 2008, at 6:30 P.M. at the Cochise County Foothills Conference Room. 


V. 

ADJOURNMENT:  There being no further business Chairman Rutherford adjourned the work session meeting at 8:00 P.M. 
Upper San Pedro Water Districting Organizing Board

October 6, 2008 -  6:30 P.M. 
Work Session

Cochise County Offices – Bisbee, Arizona

Narrative of Meeting

Time Start:  6:30 P.M.  

Rutherford:  Call of Board to Order with Call of Roll

Mary Ann Black

Rick Coffman

James Herrewig

John Ladd

Stephen Pauken

Holly Richter

Carl Robie

Susan


Mike Boardman  (initially not there at call of roll, but arrived at 6:33 P.M.)
ABSENT:  MARY ANN BLACK – Excused
Rutherford:  Tonight is a Work Session with Continued Discussion of ADWR Scope of Work with Focus on Development of Comprehensive Plan with Measureable Objectives.

I think we have some handouts.   

PRESENTER: 

THOMAS G. CARR
Assistant Director
Statewide Water Conservation and Strategic Planning
Carr:   Handout 1:  Attachment 1:  

Tonight might be a little tedious, but I want to go through the whole plan so you can see the piece of the whole schedule and as you look it over.  Then, if you have any questions, the next time we meet I will be glad to address those.

What I am trying to do here is to try and keep you informed about what we are expecting ourselves to do for you and then, when you should be seeing progress so that you can start giving feedback.  I have three handouts.  The first thing I have handed out is Upper San Pedro Work Plan Schedule.

Rutherford:  Has anyone told you how optimistic this is.  I am a speed reader.
Carr:  I haven’t gotten to the details yet.

First of all, it was based on the overall schedule that the Board had put together several months ago.  I can be changed.  I wanted to lay it out so you could see how everything fit together.

Across the top I have the months laid out from September 2008 through July 2010.  We are up to the end of September 2008.  Our charge was to facilitate and identify discuss and develop the problem statement.  We are complete on that. 

Our next task will be to actually write up Plans.

The longest and most detailed will be the Water Resources Management Plan and then we also need to do an Organizational Plan, Election Plan and Financial Plan.  I will show you the detail on those in just a minute.  All of those are to be completed by the first of January, but I gave us until the end of January, because you wanted to start the public work shops under Task 6A in February and run that for three (3) months.  After that, you wanted to have three (3) months feedback time with the public groups that you met with.  So, I laid it out just as we had blocked it out before.    You all need to think about whether this is going to be a reasonable thing to do.  From our end, we believe we will be able to pull together the Plans by January in report form.  I think there is another step that has to happen and that is to take the Report (especially for the Water Resources Plan) and we turn it into a very short graphics and picture oriented presentation in order to go out to the public for the workshops.  So we would have a Report and the public presentations for the workshops.  We think we can get that done.  I have people tasked out and they are working on pieces of that right now.  Once we are through the public workshops, then, I won’t say it’s completely automatic, but then we get into the election process requesting the Board of Supervisors to hold the elections and choosing whether you want to go to Election a year from now or whether you will want to push it off to the spring election and that would take us to 2010.    
So this is just a summary that I have handed out.  I am not expecting you to read it and understand it, but if you have questions, let me know.
Let me go into a little more detail – Handout #2  – Attachment No. 2

Carr:  Bear with me here.  I have done so many of these, I know what it’s like trying to go through them, but I think it is very instructive. 

What I have done is that I have taken the proposed Water Resources Plan outline and chapter review that we handed out last time and I turned it into a schedule.  So, this isn’t something that you haven’t previously seen.  Although I have made some changes to it.  I will tell you what those are.  

The first part of Section 1 is pretty straight forward.  It is an Introduction.  Why are we making this report…what is the statutory framework.  It’s so people will have something as a reference here to know why we are doing it.  A little explanation between what the different plans are that we have to put together and how they are different.  A description of the Organizing Board and the permanent Board.  I think that is something that the public needs to know in order to explain what the process will be for an election and how that is different from what the Organizing Board is trying to do.  

Then, a little section on who the audience is.  Here we have questions as we move through the description of the audience and we will engage you to make sure that we all have the understanding of the work that you really want us to do.

We also want to hit upon just how much data we have, and the credibility of the report.  This report will be based upon the credibility of the USGS studies and the accompanying studies that were done for the Partnership and for the Department of Water Resources over the last ten to 20 years.  Also, a description of what we don’t know and that is the current data gaps analysis.  

So that basically lays the beginning of the story – Chapter 1 of the story.

The next part and I have somebody already working on writing that section and we hope to have that to you next Month at your first meeting in November.  

The next piece I have got one of our hydrologists taking all of these technical reports and turning them into some very direct and simple to understand concepts if we can get it to that.  We know that the concepts are very complex and as you have seen in the presentations there are a lot of details to them.  But we want to take it down so that the layperson can pick it up and understand what the problem is that we have.  It has several parts to it.  The first part will be where we talk about why the San Pedro River flow is very important itself.  That brings us to discussion about SPRNCA and ESA and in particular about the endangered species or threatened species that are getting supported along the River.  We want to talk about the hydrology and the base flows of the River are maintained, why they are there, a description of the groundwater aquifers and the interaction between the River and the aquifers.  We talk about what recharge means and a description of at least the natural recharge aspect in the water resources problem and then a description of the water budget.  You have seen some pieces of the water budget.  You have seen some pieces of the water budget, in particular what you have seen is a description of overdraft as it currently is and what the deficit is from the USGS with regards to the regional overdraft portion of the water budget.   We will try to bring in some easy to understand graphics and tables in that particular area in order to explain that regional overdraft issue.

Then, before we can actually get to proposing solutions or action plans, you need to know what the legal framework is for dealing with water rights and actually Tom Whitmer will be writing most of this piece here.   We have got not only our surface water laws and groundwater laws, but the Court is also in the process of developing our subflow determinations.  We have already done the geology for the San Pedro – we just completed it – we want to bring that in and talk about the uncertainty with regard to the type of analysis and what sort of uncertainty a new well owner or an existing well owner might have with regard to pumping water in the future.  So we will bring that in.  We can’t make any determinations because that is up to the Court.  We can certainly lay out what the problems are.  The Arizona Water Settlements Act was our settlements act that settled the Indian tribes.  Parts of it affect the San Pedro, no new dams for example.  Also no new agriculture.  Even in this area in Cochise County.  So, we want to explain how that water rights settlement act affects the use of water and development of water down here in Cochise County.  We will introduce water adequacy rules.  The counties have adopted requirement for 100 year water adequacy for all new subdivisions.  But there is even a different requirement that could be put into place and probably would be in place for the District and so we will want to explain the interaction between the Department of Water Resources rules with regard to water supply adequacy and how that would apply in the District.  So, we will probably bring that in at this point here.

Finally, we will talk about ESA and other environmental laws that we have to deal with those with regards to our legal framework and for the development of new water and also for the continuation of some water uses across the State we have that is very unique.  ??

Then, we will get into just a quick description – a lot of this stuff is only going to be a paragraph so it’s not going to be too detailed on the institutional framework.  That will takes us through the 321 issues, the federal goals, a description of the federal agencies and their responsibilities.  It will just be kind of general state and local responsibilities.  Those will just be kind of general background information as reference.  Also, part of that will be a description of the San Pedro partnership and their role in the water resources management here.
Then, in Section 3, we lay the final groundwork before we get to the Action Elements.  We talk about what are the risks and uncertainties that we are facing down here in Cochise County.  We think that we have done this in our active management area analysis for the San Pedro District Area and we have updated that information for our Water Resources Atlas so we have all of the information.  In this particular area, we want to talk about the growth rates, what we think population and demand will be, what we think the water use increase will be for the District and also bring out and discuss the issues of exempt wells.  Discuss what those water demands possibly could be and what they mean in terms of water management down here.  Then, we want to bring in land use and zoning impacts and we will meet with the County to lay out kind of the overlay district and discuss how that impacts growth and development, but also within that there our zoning impacts and one thing is just land ownership.  There is lots and lots of land that borders the River and is undevelopable and is either owned by the Department of Defense or its in the SPRNCA area or in some cases it is State land that could be developed but we want to bring all of that information out as well as the County Land Use restrictions with regards to their arguments for zoning and that type of thing.  This will allow us to get a better handle on what we expect for the future for this area.  We will be doing a bunch of maps in that area.  I also have down that we will try to have this all pulled together by the 10th of November.  I will let you know if we are on track towards the end of October.  We really want to push really hard to bring all of these pieces together by November so that we can lay the ground work and then we can start talking about action elements as we move into December.

I do think it is aggressive especially in this particular area.

RUTHERFORD:  Remember we only have two (2) meetings in November unless we are going to meet 15 times.

CARR:  Well, what I am hoping what we will do is present them with information on and then the Board can give us feedback as needed.  We wanted to try and set the work load and performance here to match up with what we had laid out a few months ago.  I am always willing to keep my plans based upon reality of the situation.  Sometimes you can be overcome by the events that surround you.  But there will be a lot of information here.  A lot of it will be, I don’t want to call it boiler plate, but a lot of it is just background information.  I don’t think it will do much but except to lay background.  That is where decisions will have to be made.

RUTHERFORD:
Carl has a question.

ROBIE:  I think that as we go through laying all of this out, it is crucial that we make it clear what stays the way it is, whether or not there is a District and make it very clear those things that the District cannot or will not try to change. . . 
CARR:  Oh, right.

ROBIE:  . . . There is just a whole bunch of this in here that is just true.  I do not want to create the impression, in the voters’ minds in particular that by turning down the District they can make 321 go away, DNR go away, some of that stuff is just true.  We need to be very clear about that throughout the document.

CARR:  That is a good emphasis and that is exactly why we are laying down the background.  Even in the future risks and uncertainties, a lot of it has already been determined.  The population projections of course are always hit and miss, but as far as the land use and decisions of ownership, those are things that are always. 

RICHTER:  I just want to ask, but I know this is going to be a fast moving train, but to the extent and we can get materials in advance so that we can really review them and not be asked to respond on the spot at a meeting because I just don’t think that is going to cut it.

CARR:  My intention is to have it done at the end of the month for the next month’s work group meeting.  

RICHTER:  That would be great.

ROBIE:  Is there a way that we can individually input into these things between meetings without violation of the meeting laws.

CARR:  Ummmmm.

RICHTER:  And who would be….

ROBIE:  . . . that’s just it.  If I came up with an idea and I wanted to (share it or discuss it) is there a way I can get that into the document that the group will eventually consider.

RUTHERFORD:  As long as it is not on a conference call with four (4) people.

CARR:  Let me answer and then those who have to deal with it every month you can also add.

When you deal with giving us input, there shouldn’t be a problem.  We can do that one on one.  We can even do it in small groups, but what we can’t do is to set it up so there is a serial discussion that takes place, particular items that you are going to act on later.  I think we should be very careful about that so that you don’t get into a situation where I told you Holly is ok with this concept, and later Steve that you are ok with it and everybody understands where everybody else is.  It is going to have to come out and be acted on in the public meeting.  We are very sensitive to that.

ROBIE:   With that comment I just made, had I thought of it will it have any influence. . . .
CARR:  It will have influence on us.  What we will do is turn it around and bring it back as a public document for . . . . .

ROBIE:  That may add some efficiency if we do that. . . I am not just saying. . . 

CARR:  Because we are going to have to have some help from other staff.

RICHTER:  You mentioned that Tom Whitmer will be working on the legal framework part.  Who else will be working on the other parts so that we can get a sense of what to ask and who to ask questions.

CARR:  I have a person in Tucson, Linda Stitzer, who you have probably met

RICHTER:  Oh we know Linda well.

Agreement from others in meeting.

CARR:  Linda will be helping out with future risks and uncertainties.  I have a contractor, Herb Dischlich ?? who will be doing the overall editing and he will be filling in the gaps of most of the background materials that we just talked about.  

RICHTER:  Herb is doing the background.  

CARR:  I also have him down for the Action Elements, but that’s going to be ummmm.  We will be posing to you and awaiting your comments back and make the changes for three years to the Action Elements.  

Then, when you get to the Comprehensive Plan – I will get to that in a minute.

We are keeping it in house for the organizational plan and the financial plan.  I don’t think Dishlip  is going to do that.    

I didn’t hit on adjudication of groundwater, drought and impacts of reduced underflow from Mexico.  We need to bring those up.  All we really want to do is to introduce those and bring those out that those are issues that we cannot do anything about.

It may have some influence on our water budget in the future.

ROBIE:  We want to avoid the impression of the voter’s that they are being asked to pay to take care of themselves.

CARR:  Absolutely.

RICHTER:  It seems like in the introduction sections, they are all pretty straight forward, but who is the audience question is something I think that the Board needs to be providing input into as I don’t think that we can ask a staffer to answer that question for us.

CARR:  Exactly.  That’s why we left those as questions that are going to need some community talk.

RICHTER:  I think there are several audiences.

BOARDMAN:  I missed the last meeting, but up to that time our general statement of the problem involved a reference to Fort Huachuca and there is no reference here and I think that is critical because most people may or may not but it is not a major tourist recreational facility . . . 

(23:00 very grumbled)
RICHTER:  But it could be under 
BOARDMAN:  If you tell people why they need to vote for a Board, where they have taxation or other repercussions and why they need to create another piece of government and you say it’s because of the ESA, I think it is dead on arrival.    

It is going to have to be related back to the problem statement and the sustainable water use in the valley and its relationship to the economic driver in the valley which is a federal entity, Fort Huachuca.  That needs to be the problem identification, not that the willow flycatcher and the __________ are having a hard time.

CARR:  That was our intent.

BOARDMAN:  Ultimately, this Board is here to create a political action and we have to have some political importance in reference to the document, not just scientific or environmental importance.

CARR:  I think that we probably overlooked stating under problem identification bringing in the problem statement right away.  We intended to do that.  

HOLLY:  Because that is the obvious.

CARR:  And ESA designations were, well they are related back to why it is important in order to meet the ESA requirements and that takes you directly back to protecting the interests of the Fort which is the interests of the economic base and there are some other issues with regards to taking ES but I think that the BO dominates the discussion.

HOLLY:  I was wondering about 321 which is in fact a law.  Shouldn’t that be under legal framework not under institutional framework?

CARR:  Thinking…..

HOLLY:  It really isn’t an institution it is a law.  Then get into federal, state and local agencies – those are institutions.

CARR:  We were thinking of 321 more of a planning requirement.  Let me think about that.

HOLLY:  Under No. 6 on page 3 – NGOs and the San Pedro Partnership roles.  NGOs are as different from the Partnership as Cochise County, the Cities, ADWR or anybody else, so to lump those together, I feel that they are very different and should not be lumped together.  They are member agencies in the Partnership, so why. . . . ?

CARR:  We haven’t gotten to how we are going to write that, but we were thinking that the Partnership is a collection of NGOs and government agencies, where you kind of come together in this Partnership in order to do the planning that the Partnership took on.

HOLLY:  But just wearing my Conservancy hat, I don’t want to be perceived as the Upper San Pedro Partnership any differently than Carl would be.  I am a member of it and that is all that I am.

CARR:  I understand.  Writing notes.

CARR:  Any other comments up to that section or can we go on?
HERREWIG:  Is there a way that you will be able to track and provide information, and bring that information back to know how each person responds.

CARR:
We could do that.  We could just turn it around and include that these are the general comments.

PAUKEN:  Before we proceed, we have been throwing around a lot of alphabet soup here.  Susan may not be familiar with.  Instead of using NGO use the term until she gets it.

RUTHERFORD:  Non Governmental Agency (NGO).

CARR:  Susan you can call me any time over any of those questions.

STEVE:  You can call him anything you want.

SHUFORD:  Thank you.

CARR:  Let me jump into the Proposed Action Elements.  It was really helpful to nail down the problem statement and then to go straight into the measurable objectives and planning goals.  Because it sets the stage for everything else and we can start thinking about it ahead of time.

The Proposed Action Elements, we have completed part of it already as far as setting up those measurable objectives.  I want to lay this out and I want you to give me feedback.  We were envisioning the Action Elements would be including a monitoring Plan.  We need to monitor in order to know if we are meeting the objective.  The parts of that would be cost and what’s the role in the District in monitoring.  Then we always measure it against how to meet the measurable objective.

That is how we are thinking of structuring the whole section.  That part of the Action Plan would be described and then, how does it meet the Measurable Objectives.

Then, we would get into the standard ones that are laid out within the law.  Layout a Conservation Plan, again, what is it, how can it be implemented, what’s the role of the District and how does it potentially meet the measurable objectives.  

The District can require conservation, but there might be intergovernmental agreements that you can set up with the cities or county in order to implement conservation.  That is something we want to take a look at.   We will come back to your suggestions.

Reuse Plan in our lingo is when you take an affluent source or source of water that has bad quality and treat it and bring it back into your system for direct delivery.  We will explain what it is, how we implement it and how to use it to meet objectives.

Recharge Plan (or Replenishment of the aquifer) is probably going to be a strategy that you are going to look at very carefully.   We will go through the same sort of analysis for that.

Augmentation Plan so that people understand what augmentation is, and one of the things we don’t have in here, but we mean to is to create . . . when we start talking about how does it meet the measurable objectives you are doing the timing part of it.  So, augmenting in the first ten years, there may not be feasible, cost effective augmentation for that period where as there might be for the second ten years.  We will bring those analyses in as to how do we meet the measurable objectives.
Then, one of the strategies that we will have to describe for you and write it out but water supply adequacy is also another one.  Working with the District, the Department of Water Resources has to evaluate water supply adequacy based on meeting the goal of the measurable objectives of the District so we have to cooperate with the District to make that determination and then put it in our rules.  Then, that becomes then a water management strategy.  What sort of requirements would we put on new developers within the District and so as we write that up we can explain how that can be implemented in the different time periods.  Then, we aren’t even sure what we are talking about yet, because we are brainstorming.  There are other Action Elements out there that could occur and might be influenced by the District, changes to federal, state, county or municipal laws and then, possibly enabling or encouraging voluntary conservation actions including conservation easements in order to protect certain areas of the aquifers that are important for maintaining the flows of the river and for meeting measurable objectives.  So that is how we envision going through and doing the analysis for what we are going to call the Action Plan of the Water Resources Plan.

RUTHERFORD:   Just for the sake of the proofreader in the bunch, please change 2008, to 2009 on all of the last pages.  I hate to be late.

RICHTER:  Especially a year late.

RUTERFORD:  More than likely we will be changing it but not backwards.

CARR:  Spreadsheets are terrible.  I don’t know how that happened.

CARR:  OK the last section would be basically a segway into the organizational plan, financial plan and that is how do we implement this whole thing.  We want to talk about the processes that the Permanent Board would use or would be recommended to use just to have those priorities, and monitoring system, possibly purchasing water rights, if necessary and constructing and operating projects and then, also what process would be used to update the Plan by the Board that took over.  

So, that is the Water Resources Plan.

RICHTER:  One quick question.  Under Augmentation Plan, the question how is it going to be implemented?  Is that going to be at all cross-pollinated with some of the augmentation planning that is already occurred with BOR or that will be ongoing with BOR for the next year.  How do you envision us because that is going to be a big hard part of this in figuring out the augmentation strategy?  

CARR:  The augmentation plan is kind of the overall Water Resources assessment and some potential on these issues with the BOR, those types of reports are broad brush elements and often times when you go into feasibility it will change considerably.  So, we are looking at the augmentation plan and we will take information from that assessment that has been done but we will put it in terms of how does it fit into the long term program for the District to meet its overall objectives in the long term and then, how does it fit into the medium term and short term.  This type of augmentation that is being proposed, if you started today it would or could easily take 20 years.  So, what we will probably do is put the practical front end considerations that the Permanent Board will need to take a look at augmentation in order to offset the long term or a portion of the long term regional overdraft.  They will need to engage in studies to define the problem and then now move to going to some sort of feasibility and I don’t want to because we haven’t set down and talked about this with the staff.  When we do that though we probably need to start thinking about moving towards those types of programs after they have done the public and gone through and worked with the public, started to talk to the public and hopefully the willingness to pay for something like that.  Then, we would move into more detailed studies.  

This is just me talking.

RICHTER:  Sure.

CARR:  But, I believe that it is probably going to be slower than what the Bureau did.  They had no constraints on them.  They came in and said we can do an assessment for you.  Now, you are looking to do this feasibility study, but I think that given all of the issues with regard to the funding, the economic analysis, the hydrologic analysis and that is just the political wherewithal to pull together projects of this size, even at the State level, it takes a lot of politics and interaction with other agencies like Central Arizona Project and other water users that have a stake in the operation.  All of that takes a really long start up time.

RICHTER:  I guess my real question then is two things then:  Would we actually have a specific project or projects recommended or just some guidelines as to what studies need to be done and/or would we be bringing BOR along with us so that we can hope to potentially have the federal funding part of this that will be required to implement this.

CARR:  I am kind of thinking that you are going to be recommending to the Permanent Board that they put this onto the long term discussion planning basis.

RICHTER:  That sounds reasonable.

CARR:  I used a lot of words.  But what I am trying to say is that this is going to take a lot of talk before you get to a point before people are going to agree to do it.  Here is what we want to try to lay out in the plan that here is all the talk before we can get to this point.

RICHTER:  OK.

CARR:  I think it will be more process and how you get there.  I think this is how you will want to approach it.  We can probably identify right off that you probably are going to need augmentation of some sort in order to take care of the regional overdraft.  That piece we can do.  How we get there is really the hard part.

RUTHERFORD:  Two more date corrections on the dates on the first page for September and October.

CARR:  I looked at these.  I am really glad we had this work meeting.

Now I guess Mr. Chairman we have had this since the last time we met, not the dates, the only thing I added new was the adequacy stuff.  I am thinking this is a living documents.  We still have time to modify it, change it and adapt it and take lots of comments.  We want to make sure we communicate this. 
RUTHERFORD:  Definitely.

CARR:  That is it for the Water Resources Plan.  I have got the last couple of pieces to it.  I just left the Organizational Plan and Financial Plan to last.  Once we kind of work through and decide what is going to be proposed that will kind of determine Organizational Plan and Financial Plan you will recommend to the permanent Board.   This last hand out, we just set out an outline in here.  The outline is mainly just to say we need to do an Organizational Plan.  What’s it purpose, audience, what do we think the Organization is going to do and deal with public and client, to define public as general citizen and client would be people who might have a business relationship with the Board.  They will have to have offices, board room, technical services, intergovernmental relations possibly with even with the legislature, but definitely the intergovernmental relationships down her in Cochise County.  There may be a potential to have an advisory committee.

Then, we would write up recommendations for what they needed for executive support, administrative support, technical support and legal support.  We have lots of examples and its pretty straight forward for these types of organizations.  We think this is going to be pretty easy to do.

Financial Plan is going to be harder to do because the estimate of costs is going to be at a very cursory level.  We will talk about what can be done by the District and then we will get down with you all what you want to recommend for the Permanent Board to take on as its first set of action.  I guess I don’t know for sure, but I will lay this out for people to think about as we move through the process, and that would be it might be that in the election process it might be enough just to try and break off and establishing the Permanent Board, who is going to be on the Board and what all of the issues with regards to going to the electorate for taxation might be something that the Permanent Board would take on.  Those are some of the options.  You could also do it all at once which would be another – that would be something else that if you took it to the electorate all as a big package, then the electorate could be voting on taxation too.

Also, want tot talk about other kinds and types of revenue.  These are all speculative.  The municipal piece by the way is the one that is authorized by legislation.  Other contributions could be made from State appropriations, perhaps federal and or local contributions.  We wanted to kind of talk about the feasibility of that, but we aren’t going to spend a lot of time on it.

ROBIE:  I thought the law also allowed the District to charge fees for services.

CARR:  Yes sir.  Let’s make sure that is in there.  That is just an oversight apparently.  

RUTHERFORD:  Correct the last two dates.

CARR:  The election plan is pretty much boilerplate.  Who is qualified to vote, what must be voted on and a short description of what the process is for voting.  We weren’t thinking again, that it won’t be difficult to put together.

RUTHERFORD:  I would like you to consider one item under the election plan and that is phasing in the Permanent Board as opposed to just turning it over to a bunch of new faces.   My fear is that we work on this for three or four years and then we turn it over to an elected Board and all of us by this time are not interested in running for the permanent Board, but we could end up loosing three or four years of work if the wrong people are elected in.  I think that we need to consider phasing it in over a two year period.  We need to maintain some of the original Board Members in order to get this thing headed down the right path in our opinion.  
COFFMAN:  So it would be a mix of elected and appointed.

LADD:  like an advisory board . . . 

COFFMAN:  An advisory board . . .no one here wants to run.

RUTHERFORD:  Yes, but on the other side of it you don’t want to work for whatever period of time we are going to be engaged here and if the population approves the Water District and the people elected don’t have the same interests at heart some of us are going to end up looking for blood.  So, I would rather than end up in jail I think it would be better to phase it in.

PAUKEN:  Well if that is the alternative then, I agree.

SHUFORD:  Can I quote him?

RUTHERFORD:  You can always quote me.  Hess is not here.  He misquotes me.   Even if he’s not here he misquotes me.

CARR:  I think the last thing that I don’t think we will need to much discussion on is simply the Public Workshop Schedule and the Election pieces.  HANDOUT 4 – ATTACHMENT 4

RICHTER:  This is going to be not ADWR, this is what the Board needs to arrange for.

CARR:  You are making my point.

RICHTER:  OK

CARR:  We can assist with the public workshops and making presentations.  We try to do that.  I think that we would highly recommend that you also take on some professional help.  We can act as the technical advisor there.  I don’t think we can get involved in the election part.  So that means you will need to take on professional help.   I am not sure who would be qualified, I mean what type of organization would be qualified to take it through public workshop to the election.  Or is it two different groups.  Start looking at this sooner than later.

That is all I have Mr. Chairman.

RUTHERFORD:  That’s all you have.  Has everyone had an opportunity to review the Measurable Objectives which was attached to the Agenda?  If so were there any comments.

RICHTER:  I had some comments, but I had also offered to provide some additional Wet/Dry mapping of the area, which I brought tonight.  Hand out 1  - ATTACHMENT 1  (4 Pages)
Page 1 – Upper San Pedro River 2008 Surface Water Extent

These are actually PDF files on the internet so if you need them they are at AZ Conservation.org.  They show the extent of the river that was wet this last June.  Blue shows where the river was wet or flowing.   The red shows where it wasn’t.  This shows the entire SPRNCA, our Water District.  The watershed would only be from where it says Tombstone Gage, anything above that is out of our district boundaries.  These statistics were originally calculated for the entire SPRNCA, so where it says 24 miles of wet river 49% of total stream length wet.  So, that is for the whole SPRNCA.  I ask the folks that did this map if they could chop it off at the Tombstone Gage and give us those statistics and so I have some of that information here later on.  

The second page – Midsummer Surface Water Extent in the SPRNCA
The squiggly line map basically shows what remained wet every year that this project was conducted since 1999.  You can see there is the highway bridge crossings are noted on the right.  It gives you a special idea of where the River remained flowing.  This is on the same weekend every year. It is the third weekend in June.  We believe it is the driest weekend of the year reliably before the start of monsoon.  At the bottom of the page, it tells you the number of miles each year that remain wet and the proportion of the River that was wet.  And again this is the entire SPRNCA.  Then, it also relates that to what the Charleston gage.  It gives you a sense of how it bounces around from year to year.  Interesting things if you look at 2001, and you look at the bottom and the proportionate was 76% and the reason we believe that was so much higher than the other years because that was the June following the October of 2000 so base flows were elevated even nine (9) months later.  No on going trend here one way or the other, but you can see there is a lot of variability in year to year.  Last year 2007, was our wettest year at 62% wet.  We had some great monsoon flows and the year before that probably and again think in terms of lag response.  What you see in June is a reflection of what happened months before in many cases in terms of precipitation.

COFFMAN:  Is there significance in the colors?

RICHTER:   No.

Then, the most recent year is 49%, which is higher than some and lower than others.  Nothing to much one way or the other.  
From this data, we have blow ups of different stretches of the River.  I know there are people interested in Mexico issues and stream flow.

Page 3 – San Pedro River in Mexico 2008 Surface Water Extent

This shows some of the wet/dry mapping that was done in Mexico this past June as a part of its effort.  So, parts of the entire River all the way down to the confluence with the Gila, I think there is 120 miles of 170 total River miles mapped.  So different groups collaborate in different regions of the River.  You will notice at the bottom of this page our Mexico partners who worked with us to map this part.  You will notice that it was flowing almost up to the border and then, just as John (Ladd) knows and told us at the last meeting it wasn’t flowing at the border, so 64% though of the River was wet in Mexico of the area mapped.   There are some breaks in there that had t do with access and logistics.  Not all of it was mapped.  The folks in Mexico want to extend their mapping next year up 65 kilometers all the way up some of these tributaries to the backside of the Huachucas, so we should have a lot more information next year.  
Page 4 – Wetted River Length in SV Subwatershed

This is probably what you care about.  It is where I asked for our folks at DIS to splice out the SV subwatershed and they did that.  They did that and they used all the different figures in miles per year since 1999 that remained wet on the driest day of the year.  So this is the part that matters.  The reason we were caring about this because of having one of our measurable objectives being ensuring that perennial flows are maintained in at least 17 miles of the San Pedro and that objective was well met and has been at least since 1999.

But that’s the information.  Again, this is all available on the internet.

COFFMAN:  What’s the website?

RICHTER:  AZCONSERVATION.ORG.

RUTHERFORD:  Any other handouts.  

RICHTER:  No, this is it.

RUTHERFORD:  Any other comments on the measurable objectives that came out with the Agenda or are we ready to move on?

PAUKEN:  Any one got any comments or changes.

RICHTER:  Are we trying to set some planning goals as well.

PAUKEN:  Yes.  I am trying to prompt the question.

RICHTER:  I have a question.  Tom’s email to us which sends us information, it talks about the math behind the different time frames.  The original long term goal was greater than 20 years and so by 2040 is actually 32 years and I am wondering can we . . .

PAUKEN:  I will be 85.

RICHTER:  Yeah, how much fun are we going to have then?  So, here is my philosophical question:  If our midterm goal is met as written by 2030, that means that we would have reduced the overdraft to zero.  Any thing better than that is basically starting to accrete storage as is defined in the long term goal.  So, why can’t the long term goal say 2030 and thereafter instead of just saying that we are going to get to zero and we are going to stay there for another 10 years before we actually start accreting storage?

CARR:  Good question.  I am thinking about an answer.

RUTHERFORD:  If you don’t know the answer we will give you a week to think it up.

PAUKEN:  Two weeks.

CARR:  I don’t have an answer for you.  Why don’t you suggest what you are trying to say?

RICHTER:  OK here is what would be my proposal.  Why don’t we leave mid term goal as it is by 2030 and we change the long term goal to then say “2030 and thereafter” instead of “2040 and thereafter.” What we are saying is that there is a 10 year gap and nothing is happening.  I think this is a math issue.

CARR:  That is fine.  The ability to go from what we call safe yield which is also capturing your recharge and to replace all of your pumping and allowing accretion because your natural recharge would be used to accrete to the aquifer there could be a phase in area of over 10 years to get that.

RICHTER:  We don’t talk about safe yield in our mid term goal.  All we say there is we reduce the overdraft to zero.  Anything better than that is the beginning of accretion.

CARR:  That is correct and I am using safe yield to reduce your overdraft to zero.

RICHTER:  But why just stay there at zero.

CARR:  Again, you don’t have to flat line.  I don’t know what your natural recharge is right off the top of my head.  You are still going to have to reduce all of the groundwater pumping even more in order to get accretion from the natural recharge.  So, you get to safe yield and you have replaced or reduced your pumping so that is maybe all of the inflow you have coming into the area, but you still have a hole in the aquifer.  So the next step is to start going beyond just reducing the overdraft to zero but beyond that to say ok now we are going to replacing or replenishing the actual pumping so that we can get accretion occurring from natural recharge.  You may not be able to accomplish all of that in one year or two years, so we are giving you ten years and beyond in order to do that.  

RICHTER:       I am saying that if we have the word “begin to accrete,”  We aren’t going to say that….

CARR:  you can begin to accrete.  If we say it that way. . . 

RICHTER:  That’s how it says it right here.  

BOARDMAN:  Demand isn’t static, it’s growing every year.  Whatever measures will have to increase and have a way of increasing every year with increases in population.

RUTHERFORD:  Just because you hit your goal that particular measure for the year, doesn’t mean you won’t be below that goal the next year because of climate or whatever else.  Maybe there is a housing boom.

COFFMAN:  I hope so.

RICHTER:  Any one of these years that could be said.  Drought could wipe us off from making that goal.  Let’s just kind of park that aside and say in general what we are trying to do is get to zero by that year and in general beyond that we are thinking we can do beyond that.

COFFMAN:  Is it realistic to think that the next year after you reach safe yield you can begin to create. . . 

RICHTER:  You could put an extra gallon in the aquifer or an extra 1000 feet.

COFFMAN:  You could go to Tucson and put in a bucket.   

Laughs…..

RICHTER:  So that we are moving towards that.  So that you aren’t just saying that we are going to get to this and then, we are basically going to flat line for ten years before we look to something else.

CARR:  We can make that and it will say the same thing we intended to say.

RICHTER:  That’s where we started and I think we meant to be there.

COFFMAN:  Again, it’s a goal, it’s good to accrue.

LADD:  It’s a lofty goal.

RICHTER:  But it’s 20 to 30.

LADD:  That’s tough to do.

RICHTER:  We have 20 plus years to get there.

LADD:  The projected population growth is. . . . .

CARR:  We have been able to get our municipal water demand from basically or get them on a renewable water supply.  We had them on a 15 year ramp down.  All of our municipalities are coming in and are in a position if they are continuing to grow so that they will be on renewable water supply for all of their current and their continuing growth.  Now, I have some specific little small entities and water companies that are subject to that.  Almost every other one is on their own supplies.  It’s not unreasonable to think that you can get to safe yield portion but the concern is that we don’t go over 20 year time period.  Again, that is the Board to look over and make the decision and if it so happens and they feel they can stretch it out a bit.  But I was thinking that those were time frames that people generally understand 10 and 20.  I also thought it was doable.

We can make that modification.

RICHTER:  It’s where we started really.

RUTHERFORD:  Are we ready for the next step?

CARR:  The next step for us to go back and start the writing and the work.

RUTHERFORD:  Shall we have a short meeting tonight.

We will need to determine meeting dates.  

PAUKEN:  Mr. Chairman, we have October 20, is our regularly scheduled meeting for two weeks at the Foothills Complex.  What would you like on our agenda?  Shall we continue with continued discussion of ADWR scope of work?

Tom, do you have anything else two weeks from now.  

CARR:  I don’t have any other products to bring in two weeks.

RICHTER:  What if we start tackling that part that you are not going to do the Outreach issue?  That’s a biggie.  
PAUKEN:  What do we want to call  it?

CARR:  6 A & B – 9

PAUKEN:  6A through 9

ROBIE:  Keep it general and talk it through.

PAUKEN:  I think leave the agenda item general and the same.

RUTHERFORD:  I think that is fine.

PAUKEN:  Focus on work Plan Task 6 – 9

ROBIE:  Is there any potential for us to come to a decision to lock in parts of this or call for possible action as well as discussion?

RUTHERFORD:  Certainly, keep in mind that this is a living document and that it’s for discussion and possible action.

PAUKEN:  Do you want to do it two weeks from now.

ROBIE:  I don’t want it to say we can’t do it.

PAUKEN:  For our agenda item, I will put it as for discussion and possible action.  That way if we do, we will have the legal authority to do so.

RUTHERFORD:  We will need to approve minutes.   September 8 and September 15 minutes.  

ROBIE:  September 8:  They aren’t ready yet.

HERREWIG:  September 15:  I just got the information today.

RUTHERFORD:  We can do October 6.

SHUFORD:  Yes.

PAUKEN:  I hate to ask this, but I don’t have them.  ROBIE:  Not done yet.

PAUKEN:  Please supply draft minutes to Rutherford, myself and Shuford.  Jim do you have all the information back.

HERREWIG:  Yes.  


RUTHERFORD:  Include tonight’s meeting.

PAUKEN:  Yes.

RUTHERFORD:  Include official welcoming of Susan at our regular meeting.

We can’t make anything official at a work session.

RICHTER:  How are we going to do the Outreach project – something to chew on.

RUTHERFORD:  Let’s have a meeting.

ROBIE:  Kosiah ??? Watkins process kind of thing.
RICHTER:  How do we get informed.  I don’t think we come cold and talk about it.

RUTHERFORD:  Where is Judy Anderson?
PAUKEN:  She is still around.

RICHTER:  What is it the 2020 – Visioning thing.

PAUKEN:  Visioning 

RICHTER:  Maybe the City can help us with that regarding Watkins.  

Maybe the three of us could cover all of those bases.

LADD:  Cherette – He mailed to individuals.

PAUKEN:  I am not sure that moving forward with this, would have much in the Cherette documents.

LADD:  But it was a good example of how to do a public meeting.

PAUKEN:  Maybe I can convince him to come to our next meeting.

CARR:  My experience is not something I can help with.  You have something new here and so you need to explain what it is, why it is and why the public should be interested in adopting. What is the vision of the group and what would they like to see.  It is more constrained and it’s a limited set of actions.  I think CHERETTE may be a little too free reined.

PAUKEN:  I think what John is referring to is how he set it up and got people involved.

LADD:  I was fairly impressed about the number of people he got them to show up.  The mail is how I was made aware with the flyer.

PAUKEN:  You wouldn’t have gotten it if you weren’t a property owner in Bisbee.

CARR:  A good facilitator could walk a group though.  Here is what we have.  Why it’s important.  Especially involving the public in why should we protect the river and what benefit is that to the community is a very important ground work to lay.  

RUTHERFORD:  That is important, but equally but someone who has the experience to put on the meeting and get the advertising.  Let’s not reinvent the wheel.  Let’s get the person with the experience and not have another meeting.  

RICHTER:  So would we have to write an RP to get what we want.

PAUKEN:  It would be nice to tap the skills right here in Cochise County who can facilitate that.

ROBIE:  But what is the construct so there isn’t a single point of view to be at the meeting.

PAUKEN:  I believe there is someone on the public payroll that we should examine.

RICHTER:  But do we have to…..

PAUKEN:  But if I can get the someone for free, in preference to hiring someone.

RICHTER:  If it’s the right person.

PAUKEN:  The right person.  Yes, and I believe they may be on the payroll or may have been on the Cochise County payroll.

RICHTER:  I’m just curious as to how to procure this.

PAUKEN:  Call their agent.

CARR:  You would be working through the County Procurement process.

PAUKEN:  Not if I can get them for free.

RICHTER:  This is going to be a process.

PAUKEN:  I think this means we aren’t ready to do this yet.  I think we need to do more talking about it.  I think we need to understand the animal first.

CARR:  Some things you need to think about is general planning approach with the communities.  Often times you just go out and do general communication.  In this case, affected parties and some organizations, such as Chamber of Commerce but that’s what pops in my head.  Those are specific organizations that will have specific membership and might want to bring them in as one particular group and make presentations to.  Thinking ahead to the elections.

PAUKEN:  Understood.  We will need an Agenda item to pay bills.

RUTHERFORD:  Yes.  Susan’s and I have a bill I have been carrying around.  

Agenda Item for a call to the public.  

PAUKEN:  Yes, I have it.  

RUTHERFORD:  I think that wraps up the Agenda.  Anyone have any questions, concerns or things to bring up.  Is there something that is eating on you?

BOARDMAN:  I have a comment.  In plans for this Board, the Outreach as I have heard the discussions here are how we are going to inform the public leading up to an electoral decision.  What I would suggest is that we might want to build into the Board a public information or public outreach function in the Board that starts after the election.  This is a very sensitive issue and it seems like an annual report or an annual update to the 5, 10 or 20 year plan or in publishing a report or annual reports.  Ask the public to buy into a brand new governmental agency with potentially significant authority and we are going to build a selling point into the Board.

RUTHERFORD:  The public is who we will answer to so we will need to update them, what has been accomplished and what we have encountered and is difficult.

BOARDMAN:  We are trying to change and /or affect the ecology of the watershed.  That is a big thing.  That is a dynamic thing.  That calls for some periodic public information.  It isn’t like planning and zoning where people can go to the hearings of the meetings.  This is a very large issue.  It ought to have some periodic information to the public.

CARR:   As we write up the comprehensive plan implementation and the organizational plan section, I have made a note to include something.

LADD:  The three best documents that we have had in my opinion are the location of the wells, the three time period and the information that Holly brought tonight.  We need to address those and make sure they are a part.

CARR:  We are working on making the time periods and it’s been updated to 2006.  We have met us USGS just last Thursday on how to make these graphics that the public can look at and understand.  It will all be based on this information.

ROBIE:  Invite the BOR to our meeting.  Have we invited them yet.

RUTHERFORD:  We have agreed that they are welcome.  

Contrary to the newspaper, I did not say that the Partnership could not be in the meeting.

RICHTER:  Are we going to send a letter to them?  

RUTHERFORD:  We need to welcome them and that they can come to our meetings and stay abreast so we can work together.

PAUKEN:  Provide name and address and we will have Susan send a letter.

To Tom:  Please send Susan a copy of the spreadsheets to include in the minutes.

CONCLUDED:  8:00 P.M.  

Meeting Adjourned by CHAIRMAN RUTHERFORD

