December 7, 2010


Summary of Municipal Subcommittee Meeting 

Water Supply and Demand Committee of the WRDC

Meeting Date:  November 29, 2010
I. Brief Introductions
1. In attendance:   Christine Nunez, Stu Spaulding, Ron Doba, Mark Holmes, Alan Dulaney, Robin Stinnett, Maureen George, Gerry Wildeman, Vivian Gonzalez, Steve Rossi, Dennis Rule, Wally Wilson, Dianne Yunker, Norm DeWeaver, Luana Capponi, Sandra Rode, Cliff Cauthen, Jason Baran, Val Danos, Wade Noble, John Leeper (telephone), Ray Benally (telephone) and Robert Kirk (telephone)
II. Roles were not discussed

III. Objectives were discussed later in the meeting 

Four items expected from this committee 

1.  Current Municipal Demand by basin with municipal being recognized as water for people including water delivered for non-residential uses by water providers and domestic use from wells.
2.  25-year Municipal Demand by basin

3.  50-year Municipal Demand by basin

4.  100-year Municipal Demand by basin
Deliverables as part of the demand scenario above
   1.  Methodology  
2.  Footnotes/documentation on data manipulations & assumptions

3.  Recommendations 
4.  Bin Items 

IV. Rural Arizona GPCD analysis

· Community Water System (CWS) reports were identified as a data set that could be utilized to determine rural GPCDs.  The variability in reporting made this data somewhat unrepresentative, one thought was to remove the outliers and use a percentile (e.g all #’s within the 80 percentile range would be used) and to only use water provider reports.  It was recognized that use of this data would require some type of manipulation based on personal knowledge. 
· There was extensive discussion regarding the use of GPCD by this subcommittee.  There was also discussion about how the GPCD would/should/could be applied in the projection phase.  Every stakeholder was asked to give their opinion on what methodology was preferred; 11 people agreed that some version of GPCD should be used, some in this group also agreed that it should be followed up with a more detailed GIS product/project, two  thought straight GIS was good, and five suggested other methods including the Monte Carlo method by HDR, ACC/ADWR report #’s, CWS augmented by other information but on customer not GPCD basis, demand divided by the population of each basin.

· The Navajo Nation stated that they did not agree with the numbers coming out of the population subcommittee.
· Concern was expressed by some with respect to the basin and county issue. 
· The use of a gross GPCD (despite the recognized limitations) for use in projections was selected by the subcommittee.  Agreement was not unanimous.  ADWR was asked to develop baseline (2006) municipal GPCDs for each basin using the sum total of demand from the Arizona Water Atlas (municipal groundwater, municipal surface water, municipal CAP water) and 2006 population.  The GPCDs will be calculated both including and excluding the effluent demand component.
V. AMA GPCD analysis
· Although there is more extensive data regarding GPCD’s within the AMA’s, the subcommittee agreed that a consistent approach for determining GPCD would be applied whether inside or outside of the AMA.

VI. Determine methodology i.e. one average or an average +/- some percent variability for a county by county GPCD that best fits all demand sectors

· It was that, for the projections, the methodology discussed was population and demand of each basin then overlay the county over this information.
· Methodology will be consistent for both AMA and Rural area analysis.
VII. Define assumptions for the final report regarding methodology chosen

VIII. How will demand look and shift sector by sector in 25, 50 & 100 years?

· Discussion on this item surrounded the conservation efforts and the changes in older provider areas such as Phoenix versus newer provider areas where the conservation through plumbing code requirements is already there so the GPCD will not decrease through time unless other mandated plumbing code changes occur. It was determined that conservation would be further discussed.
IX. Exempt well

· Minimal discussion on this item but it will essentially be a non-issue using the Atlas demand for baseline because it includes uses that are self-supplied
· Some discussion of exempt wells was if they should be included in overall demand numbers as municipal supply instead of restricting the concept of municipal supply to water providers that supply more than 15 households or 25 people, which is how municipal providers are defined inside the AMAs. The municipal definition provided above negated this discussion.
X. Concerns of subcommittee members or others

· We are not meeting the requirement to provide county numbers by doing basins.
· The environmental committee should consider the human species in their concerns 

· Using atlas data and no discussion on the supply side for deliverables

· Conservation effects – Plumbing codes, Structural efficiency improvements reducing lost and unaccounted for water should be evaluated
· The basic unit of analysis for municipal demand and supply should be the community water system, a regulated provider.

XI. Additional work and support needed

· Committee members – Bring back Top Five Projection Issues - Mark from Mesa offered to work with ADWR on a GIS perspective.

· ADWR – To get data on demand and population of the basins for the committee with and without effluent

XII. Next Meeting

· December 20 10am-Noon

XIII. Bin Items
· Tribes supply and demand

· Effluent variability and use

· Conservation

· Future Project of an Analysis of various CWS Plans for a more detailed analysis

· Development of a robust database/spreadsheet with baseline information and update it yearly or every five years using new reports.
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