Arizona Department of Water Resources

Third Management Plan Review Stakeholder Meeting Summary

February 3, 2006

Welcome, Introductions, and Agenda Overview

Robin Stinnett, ADWR Special Programs Manager

Joe Singleton, Assistant Director, Pinal AMA

Sandy Fabritz-Whitney, ADWR Assistant Director for Water Management 

Every large municipal provider in Arizona’s five AMAs was invited to attend the Third Management Plan (TMP) Review Stakeholder Meeting. 

Overview of the TMP Stakeholder Process

Ms. Fabritz-Whitney: Discussions regarding large municipal provider conservation programs have been ongoing for several years. The purpose for initiating this stakeholder process is two-fold: (1) The Department’s administration of conservation programs has been limited, in part, because of a lengthy lawsuit and current staffing capabilities and (2) Because of the lawsuit, the Department, in conjunction with public and private water providers, will consider development of a municipal provider conservation program that addresses the concerns of public and private utilities. This stakeholder review process and possible outcomes are limited to large municipal providers only. 

Questions concerning the Department’s administration and implementation of the non-residential GPCD program remain unresolved. The Department is evaluating the current status and future direction of the program heading into the Fourth Management Plan. An effective program in place by the Fourth Management Plan that meets water use efficiency standards is important. The Department has entered into this process without any preconceived notions regarding the actual program that will result from this stakeholder process.  Although this is not the first time the Department has commenced a process like this, the Department recognizes that this process has to result in a solution and the support for this process is in place at the Department where its was lacking in the past.  The Department seeks a constructive dialogue between the stakeholders and the Department during this process. The desired outcome is the implementation of a conservation program(s) that can be effectively administered by ADWR and that results in meaningful water use efficiency that can be demonstrated by large municipal providers, given the resources available to both. 

The timeline for this process is abbreviated. If this process results in the elimination of the current GPCD program, legislative involvement would be necessary. Additionally, the Department would like to have a program in place prior to the development of the Fourth Management Plan (to give the Department time to assess the effectiveness).  To accomplish this scenario a bill would have to be in place by November 2006. Conceptually speaking, a new conservation program would need to be largely conceived of no later than the end of June 2006. In addition, a June 1, 2006, court deadline requires meaningful progress to be made in reference to this matter. 

Ken Slowinski (Assistant Chief Counsel, ADWR): The Department would have to provide the judge with evidence of meaningful progress in order to keep the lawsuit in continuation and avoid the formal litigation process.

Review of Existing Municipal Conservation Program

Mr. Singleton: Presented an overview of three conservation programs available in the TMP: the total GPCD, the non-per capita, and the alternative conservation program (ACP).  

Common Components to Each Program

1) Individual user, turf-related and large cooling facilities conservation requirements

2) Groundwater use and rights-of-way limitation for plant types and public water use features

3) A distribution system with lost and unaccounted (L&U) equal to or less than 10% of total system use

4) Associated monitoring/reporting requirements 

These components tend to be less troublesome than other aspects of the GPCD program.

Total GPCD Program

How the Department measures total GPCD program compliance has raised numerous questions. The method for determining GPCD numbers has changed slightly over time, but an inherent expectation to lower GPCD use remains. The first three management plans (FMP, SMP, TMP) have required reasonable reductions in per capita usage. The non-residential GPCD component of the total GPCD figure was held constant from the SMP and into the TMP. 

Non-per Capita Conservation Program 

In response to community needs and legislation in the mid-1990s, a non-per capita conservation program was developed. Criteria for inclusion into the non-per capita program amounted to (1) membership with a district or entity that replenishes groundwater,  (2) having a plan to reduce mined groundwater totals to zero by 2010 or (3) obtaining a designation of assured water supply (AWS) from the Department. Additional requirements include; implementation of reasonable conservation measures (RCMs) for residential and non-residential interior and exterior use and creation of a public water education program. The RCMs are a suite of conservation activities with numerous acceptable substitute measures. GPCD driven compliance measures are nonexistent in this program.

Alternative Conservation Program (ACP)

The ACP program is a hybrid of the GPCD and non-per capita conservation programs. One eligibility criterion is a designation of AWS from the Department or an agreement to reduce groundwater use based on historical pumping volumes. If the provider existed on or prior to January 1, 1990, reduction amounts are based on pumping records from a period in the 1980s. For providers existing on or after January 1, 1990, reduction was based on 50% of the largest legal volume pumped in one year between 1990 and 2000. A residential GPCD component exists in the ACP, but GPCD is not applicable to non-residential uses. Additionally, the water provider agrees to implement non-residential RCMs, but a public education component is not required. Compliance with the ACP is based on meeting residential-use GPCD numbers and implementing non-residential RCMs. 

Keith Larson: Lack of AWS designation has kept private water companies and some municipalities out of these alternative conservation programs. Many municipalities have AWS designation based upon their Central Arizona Groundwater Replenishment District (CAGRD) membership. The usefulness of obtaining an AWS designation for enrollment into an alternative program needs to be questioned during this process.

Ms. Fabritz-Whitney: When the Total GPCD program was developed it was the only mechanism in the Groundwater Code in place to reduce groundwater use in the municipal sector. That has changed over time and additional programs are now in place that result in reductions in groundwater use by water providers - through the Assured Water Supply Program and renewable supply use incentives. This reduces the need to focus solely on groundwater reductions in the municipal conservation program.  Those areas in the AMAs that are not covered by the Assured Water Supply Program (e.g., Non-certificated areas) are decreasing in the majority of the AMAs and groundwater dependency reduction is evident.

Ms. Stinnett: Enrollment in the ACP currently does not specifically require a designation of AWS, however, it does requires groundwater use reductions.
Municipal Provider Interviews and Presentation of Alternative Concepts

Ms. Stinnett: Over the last several months, the Department held numerous internal meetings and met with approximately two-dozen large municipal providers in the Phoenix, Pinal, Prescott, and Tucson AMAs regarding alternative conservation programs in the TMP.

The abridged summary below highlights the key comments and concerns raised during the interview process. For a complete list of comments see, “Summary of Interviews and Framework for the Stakeholder Process.”  

ADWR Internal Meetings:

1) Administrative/Staffing capability

2)  Complexity of alternative conservation programs

3) Streamlining the overall process

4) BMP approach

      5)  Transparency during stakeholder process

Private Water Companies, Water Improvement Districts and Irrigation Districts:

1) Creation of a mutually acceptable program for the ACC

2) The Department should be a stronger partner in helping providers reach and maintain conservation requirements

Municipal Providers:

1) BMP approach

2) Is GPCD the most valid and reliable water conservation measurement tool?

3) If an alternative plan is approved a method for measuring and/or tracking success should be incorporated

4) Increasing sophistication, self-sufficiency and success in water management practices (recharge, CAP supplies, reducing groundwater dependence, etc.) by water providers should be noted by the Department

5) Flexibility for water providers to meet ADWR and individual service area needs

Ms. Stinnett: Although the possibility exists that no modifications will be made, it is the Department’s intention to work toward development of an alternative to the existing program. To begin the stakeholder process discussions, Robin offered the three most common alternatives proposed during the internal and external interview process.

Water Conservation Plan: Several stakeholders expressed the desire for providers to develop a justifiable water conservation plan (completed annually or semi-annually), select programs suited to individual character of service area which included staffing and budget needs, submittal of said plan for departmental review (annually or semi-annually) and regular follow-up between the parties.

Prescribed Water Conservation Program:  Similar to the current BMP approach. In this program the Department would assign a basic set of conservation measures and allow the selection of supplemental measures based on individual service area characteristics. An annual progress report would be required of the stakeholders with follow-up by the Department.

Modified Alternative Conservation Program: Similar to the ACP currently in place, but would no longer require municipal providers to lower groundwater use to zero over time. This program would, however, require designation of AWS.

These approaches should be viewed as points of departure for discussion and are offered by the Department for evaluation and exploration during the stakeholder process. Additional proposals are invited.
Open Discussion – Suggestions, Questions, and Comments

Ms. Stinnett: Are there questions on the substance of the paper, “Summary of Interviews and Framework for the Stakeholder Process?”
Val Danos: Does the Department view these three concepts as mutually exclusive?

Ms. Stinnett: These are general concepts at this point and are not mutually exclusively at such an early stage in the process.

Mr. Larson:  How would you rank the popularity of the three programs?

Ms. Stinnett: More of the external feedback seemed to favor the BMP approach. Personally, I don’t nor does the Department have a ranking of the three.

Rob Anderson: What was the thought in substituting an AWS designation for a zero-use groundwater withdrawal in the modified ACP?

Ms. Stinnett: The Department would have assurance that an AWS designation would require significant groundwater management and would quantify long-term groundwater demand.

Ms. Fabritz-Whitney: The issue of considering a groundwater requirement is up for debate. Again, the three plans mentioned are not mutually exclusive.

Bill Garfield: Raised concerns about modifying the ACP and requiring an AWS designation. With a few exceptions cities and towns generally have AWS designation, but private water companies do not. The water conservation plan appears to be a self-initiated BMP rather than a prescribed BMP for every provider. How are these programs going to effectively administered?

Ms. Stinnett: The ability of the Department and stakeholders to effectively administer self-initiated (plan) and/or prescribed BMP conservation programs is an important component of future discussions.

Mr. Larson: ACC approval for water conservation programs and implementation costs is much easier for Department mandated programs rather than provider self-initiated ones. I would suggest future discussion on this issue.

Mr. Garfield: The time between approval of the stakeholder process and final approval from the ACC can amount to two years. This lag time needs to be addressed as we move forward in this process.

Ms. Stinnett: The Department continues to encourage alternative proposals, questions, or concerns of any kind from the stakeholders. Additionally, the Department will primarily be using email to communicate with the stakeholders regarding agendas, papers, meeting schedules, etc. The Department’s website (www.azwater.gov) will eventually contain a link for the TMP Review Stakeholder Meetings. I am requesting the stakeholders, after review of the alternative programs discussed today, to come prepared with questions, comments or suggestions for the next meeting.

Carla Consoli:  Supports opening a discussion with the ACC to possibly modify or shorten their administrative burden knowing that several rate change requests will be coming from large municipal water providers.

Steve Olea: There is little chance of modifying the ACC process. There are ways to work with the system currently in place, but rules for rate changes are statutorily mandated and would require change to the constitution.

Val Little: Supplied a list of questions from the Water CASA Board of Directors.

· Can we get an update on the progress made by ADWR in accomplishing the 12 key recommendations in the Statewide Conservation Plan adopted in October 2004?

· How does ADWR plan to integrate the 2004 Statewide Conservation Plan into the regulatory framework for the remainder of the Third Management Plan and for the Fourth Management Plan?

· What plans does ADWR have to increase water use efficiency for Arizona through the legislative process and/or the rule making process? What statewide initiatives could and should ADWR be taking leadership on?

· How will the Department address the need for increasing water use efficiencies in new construction?

· How has the Department assigned the gallons per capita per day (GPCD) targets in the past and how will they be assigning GPCD targets now? How will weather be factored into any water use measurement?

· By what date will ADWR commit to having target number calculations available to water providers regardless of whether or not the target is met?

· Where are we on our goal to reach Safe Yield? It is important to all parties to have a clear picture of how close or how far we are from reaching this goal as we embark on establishing new regulatory efforts.

Tentative Plans for Stakeholder Process

A tentative timeline was distributed. The meetings are typically scheduled for Fridays. The second (February 17, 2006) and third (March 3, 2006) meetings are scheduled every second Friday and then every third week after. The schedule is highly fluid and dates may be added or changed if needed.

Arturo Gabaldon: Requested teleconference capability to improve statewide participation and eliminate travel time for stakeholders residing outside the Phoenix area.

Mr. Singleton: The stakeholder meetings will likely be held at different locations throughout Arizona because the issues concern representatives in every AMA. 

Warren Tenney: Supports extending meetings longer than two hours. An informal vote was taken with the majority of the stakeholders supported Mr. Tenney’s suggestion. 

Ms. Stinnett: Subgroups may be created to deal with specific issues to maximize time available during the limited meeting schedule. 

Water Conservation Summaries

“The Web Based Summary of Water Conservation in Arizona, California, Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah,” was created to identify standard and innovative conservation activities across six western states. Cities, towns and water provider websites were investigated. It is not an exhaustive list, but rather a broad compilation that serves as a starting point for discussion.

“Summary of Water Conservation Programs Implemented by Water Providers in Active Management Areas,” was created through information given to ADWR by water providers in Arizona. Ms. Stinnett asked water providers not included in the summary to provide information and asked for updates for those already found in the paper. This document is intended as a reference material only and will be revised periodically.

Next Meeting
Time: 10:00 am 

Date:  February 17, 2006

Location: ADWR

                 3550 N. Central Avenue

                 Phoenix, AZ 85012

In Attendance

Alan Berry

University of Arizona

Andrew Craddock
ADWR

Arturo Gabaldon

Community Water Co.


Bruce Hallin

SRP


Carla Consoli

Saguaro Water Co.

Cliff Neal

CAGRD


Connie Tucker

City of Prescott

Colette Moore

City of Mesa

Crystal Frost

ADWR

Danny Baeza

City of Eloy

Dave Crockett

Flowing Wells Irrigation District

Dave Iwanski

City of Goodyear

Deanna Ilaya

City of Peoria

Del Smith

ACC

Elisa Klein

City of Scottsdale

Fernando Molina

Tucson Water

Gerry Wildeman

ADWR

Graham Symmonds
Global Water/Santa Cruz Water Co.

Jake Lenderking

ADWR

James Holt

City of Prescott

Jim Peterson

Town of Oro Valley

Jo Miller

City of Glendale

John Schneeman

ADWR

Kathy Rall

City of Gilbert

Karen Warner

City of Scottsdale

Karen Young

City of Gilbert

Keith Larson

Arizona American Water

Ken Slowinski

ADWR

Kenneth Seasholes
ADWR


Linda Smith

City of Tucson

London Lacy

City of Surprise

Lynne Fisher

Bureau of Reclamation

Marilyn DeRosa

City of Avondale

Mark Frank

ADWR

Mark Holmes

Town of Chino Valley

Mark Marikos

University of Arizona

Pete Smith

City of Tempe

Rob Anderson

Witney, Anderson & Morris

Sally Ceccarelli-Wolf
Arizona American Water 

Scott Miller

ADWR


Steve Olea

ACC

Steve Rossi

City of Phoenix

Terri Sue Rossi

Central Arizona Project

Val Danos

AMWUA

Val Little

Water CASA

Virginia Welford

ADWR

Warren Tenney

Metro Water

William Garfield

Arizona Water Company
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