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Population Working Group – Notes: November 9, 2010 Meeting
IN ATTENDANCE: 
Bill Schooling, ADC, by phone

Dean Trammel, Tucson Water, by phone

Jason Baran, AWMUA, by phone
Jim Chang, Dept. of Commerce, by phone
John Hunt, AZDA

John Munderloh, Town of Prescott Valley, by phone

John Rasmussen, Yavapai County, by phone
Karen Collins, SRP, Chair
Karen Nally, attorney

Luana Capponi, ASLD
Maureen George, Mohave County
Norm DeWeaver, Inter Tribal Council of Arizona

Pam Nagel, ADWR

Perri Benemelis, ADWR

Phil Bashaw, Arizona Farm Bureau

Robert Kirk, Navajo Nation

Santiago Garcia, USBR

Sharon Morris, ADWR

Shawn Murray, City of Mesa

INTRODUCTIONS (All)
· The meeting started with around the room introductions.
REVIEW/APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FROM 10/26/10 (All)
· There were no comments or corrections to the minutes from the October 26, 2010 meeting of the WRDC Population Working Group.
REVIEW OF ADWR PROGRESS TO DATE IN DISTRIBUTING COUNTY POPULATOIN PORJECTIONS TO BASINS (Karen, staff)
· ADWR staff summarized the methodology used to disaggregate the state projection to counties, CCDs, CDPs, MPAs and incorporated areas.  The base data has been brought in to an Access database.  The ratio of county to state population, CCD, MPA, and incorporated area to county population, and CDP to CCD population was calculated and also brought in to Access as base data tables.
· The proportion of land area of each CCD, MPA, incorporated area, and CDP within each basin was calculated in GIS using an ESRI script.  This information was also brought into Access as a base data table.
· Using this information, queries were written in Access to distribute the population projection at the state level down to counties, CCDs, MPAs, incorporated areas and CDPs within each basin.

· There was not sufficient time to incorporate final percentages into the data tables in time for this meeting.  However, an approximation was used so that queries could be run to show draft numbers to the Population Working Group.

· John Munderloh commented that the proportion of population by basin based on land area may not remain consistent from 2055-2110.  Some basins may reach built out prior to 2110, other basin areas may be able to take more population than their percent land area share would calculate.  Some counties have very little private land and thus the area available for development is limited. The question of whether we had any maximum density assumptions was also posed. We currently do not have any such assumptions (potential bin item). 
· If the proportions are allowed to shift over time between basins, it is not clear where population would move to or be taken from in order to still bench to the state total population.  This issue may be a “bin” item; an area of concern but not able to be addressed by the November 30, 2010 deadline.

· A comment was made that the draft table did not show population for the Butler Valley basin.  ADWR indicated this may be a glitch and staff will review the queries to determine why this basin dropped out of the query.

· It was noted that Pinal County has recently adopted new projections.  However, there is insufficient time for these to be incorporated into the projections by November 30, 2010.  The new projections will be a “bin” item – important to address, but insufficient time to incorporate.
DISCUSSION OF HOW TO ADDRESS NATIVE AMERICAN ON-RESERVATION POPULATION PROJECTIONS (All)
· ADWR was asked whether the projections show the percent of population by Indian Reservation.  Not all counties show on-reservation and off-reservation population.

· Norm DeWeaver commented that the Tohono O’odham population is not separately broken out in the Pima County projections.

· Robert Kirk commented that the Navajo Nation has prepared its own projections for purposes of water resource planning and would like this information to be considered by the Population Working Group.  He noted that the US Census typically undercounts (by as much as 20%) the Navajo Nation’s population. Additionally, Kirk noted that the Census information is received by the Nation at a much later date than the counties so it may be a while before they see the new numbers from the 2010 census.  

· Karen Collins echoed the importance of the undercounting concern but indicated it may need to be included as a “bin” item due to the lack of sufficient time to address this issue.

DISCUSSION OF HOW TO COMPARE POPULATION WORKING GROUP’S POPULATION PROJECTIONS TO COLORADO BASIN STUDY PROJECTIONS (All)

· Karen asked how the WRDC Population Working Group should compare its projections to those used in the Colorado River Basin Study.
· Perri Benemelis of Colorado River Management indicated that her staff plotted the various population projection scenarios used in the Basin Study compared to the Low-Series, Mid-Series and High-Series being used in the WRDC Population Working Group.  The numbers are comparable but not identical.   Perri stated that we were using the same sources of population estimates and even though our objectives are a little different she felt comfortable with how tight the range of estimates turned out.
· Karen asked if the Basin Study uses projections adjusted for an economic downturn.  Perri responded that they did not adjust their population series to reflect possible recessionary impacts.
· John Rasmussen commented that there are other studies that the WRDC Population Working Group’s projections could be compared too, including the Yavapai Highlands Appraisal Study by the Bureau.  Robert Kirk commented that another study is the North Central Appraisal Study, also prepared by the Bureau.
· Karen commented that historically there haven’t been many efforts as all-encompassing as the WRDC.  The appraisal studies and the Basin Study look at certain regions of the state, but to date, there have been few, if any, statewide studies.  This is understandable since water is a regional resource.  However, somehow this information needs to be reconciled at the state level.
· Maureen George raised a concern that the ‘bin” items not appear to be pages of reasons why the WRDC doesn’t work for one region or another, but instead, indicate what the WRDC did not address.
· Norm commented that although he appreciates Maureen’s concern, there is a lot of uncertainty in this process and it is important that the report indicate that the projections are not a prediction, but a range of possible outcomes with reality hopefully falling somewhere in the range.
· Luana Capponi commented that it is important to indicate that these figures are preliminary and that the “bin” items do not disqualify the numbers, but indicate that in the future as the data is better understood and more data becomes available some of the assumptions could be better addressed.
· There was a short discussion of what how the projections should be presented.  The Population Working Group discussed showing each basin and the high, medium and low values next to it for each of the projected years.  Another table showing Indian Reservation population would also be helpful, as well as a table showing each county, and the breakdown of population within basins or portions of basins within each county.
NEXT STEPS AND NEW MEETING DATE (All)
· The next meeting of the WRDC Population Working Group is tentatively scheduled for 9:00 – 12:00 a.m. on Monday, November 22, 2010.  The primary agenda item for this meeting will be discussion and review of the draft projections to sub-geography within the state and the format of the report.
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