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Population Working Group – Notes: November 22, 2010 Meeting
IN ATTENDANCE: 
Adam Miller, City of Phoenix

Christine Nunez, City of Surprise, by phone

Cliff Cauthen, HIDD, by phone
Dean Trammel, Tucson Water, by phone

Jason Baran, AWMUA
Jeff Johnson, Town of Taylor, by phone
Jim Chang, Dept. of Commerce, by phone
John Rasmussen, Yavapai County, by phone
Karen Collins, SRP, Chair
Luana Capponi, ASLD
Maureen George, Mohave County, by phone
Norm DeWeaver, Inter Tribal Council of Arizona

Pam Nagel, ADWR

Santiago Garcia, USBR, by phone
Sharon Morris, ADWR

Shawn Murray, City of Mesa

INTRODUCTIONS (All)
· The meeting started with around the room introductions.
REVIEW/APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FROM 11/09/10 (All)
· There were no comments or corrections to the minutes from the November 9, 2010 meeting of the WRDC Population Working Group.
REVIEW OF ADWR DISTRIBUTION OF STATE PROJECTIONS TO BASINS AND COUNTIES (Karen, staff)
· Copies of the population projections using the area split methodology of disaggregating projections to basins were distributed to those present and included in handouts.  The spreadsheet had also been emailed to committee members prior to the meeting.  These projections use the percent area of each CDP, CCD remainder, MPA, incorporated area or balance of county (unincorporated area) to distribute the projected population among basins within each county.  The exceptions to this methodology are La Paz, Pima and Pinal Counties, who provided specific instruction to ADWR on how they wanted the “CCD Remainder” or “unincorporated area/balance of county” population distributed among basins within their counties.
· Pam and Sharon presented two alternative projection scenarios to the Committee for review and/or comment:  the first alternative method used population projections by basin that were published in the Arizona Water Atlas as a basis for distributing the Committee’s extended population projections; the second alternative method used 2000 Census Block data to distribute each county’s projected population by basin.  A pro/con list for each of the three methods (area split, 2000 Census blocks and Water Atlas) was provided and the Committee was asked for feedback on how to move forward.

· Luana Capponi commented that the projection for Butler Valley basin was zero population and yet State Land is working on a project that includes 27,000 developed acres on state trust land in Butler Valley.  La Paz County did provide specific feedback to the Population Committee on how they wanted population distributed between basins for the CCD Remainder within their county, and they indicated zero population in their County portion of the Butler Valley basin for all projection years.  Sharon Morris commented later during the meeting that the area split method removed government lands from the distribution of population among basins; however, State Lands were not excluded due to the ability of State Lands to eventually develop.  
· Norm DeWeaver emphasized the speculative nature of these projections but that it is important to adopt a consistent methodology statewide for these projections.  He stated that to address the uncertainty in the projections, it is important for the Committee to acknowledge issues that are encountered, but they cannot all be taken into account in our projections.
· John Rasmussen supported the area split method over the other two that were presented.

· Maureen George supported the area split method.  She did not support the Water Atlas method of distributing population by basin.  She noted the objective of this project is to identify the areas where water is needed and that projections down to the smallest geography might become important in the Finance Committee where consideration of who could or might finance what may be discussed.
· Cliff Cauthen mentioned that for the Agricultural Subcommittee of the Demand/Supply committee it might be more helpful to have the projections broken down to the smallest geography for purposes of evaluating where current agricultural production is compared to where the projected population might be distributed within a basin.  Projections available only at the basin level might not provide the level of detail necessary for his subcommittee.
· John Rasmussen asked whether there are any GIS layers that show where agricultural land is currently located, and whether that data could be used to evaluate how many acres go out of production by the Agricultural Subcommittee.  Sharon Morris believes she can do this using GIS.  Cliff indicated he would contact Sharon at a later date to discuss this further.
· Norm DeWeaver commented that the projections for counties in northern Arizona seem low compared to those used in reports for Native American communities, specifically, the Navajo Nation.  He said there is the potential for a lot more growth than the DES projections indicate.  He further stated that the current DES figures for the Navajo population are too low.
· The Superstition Vistas development, which is another State Land project in Pinal County, also may not be adequately reflected in the projections.  However, Pinal County provided the Population Committee with specific feedback on how to divide their county remainder population among basins within the county.  This information overrode the area split method for Pinal County, just as in La Paz County.

· Karen Collins summarized that the area split method has advantages and disadvantages compared to the other two methodologies considered.  The Population Committee was not able to take advantage of local area studies in the development of these projections and meet the time frame.  Issues raised by those concerned, such as State Land, the Navajo Nation, and Tucson Water are important but were not able to be incorporated into the development of these projections due to the time frame, but are very important for the Demand/Supply Committee to consider in their work.  Karen urged anyone who has other concerns to please send her those for inclusion in the report to the Demand/Supply Committee.
· Maureen George commented that the area split method does not take into consideration area studies; however, for the most part, the projected population that one would expect to see for a given basin is captured within the range of the three projection scenarios: low, mid, and high, and urged that the Population Committee pass on all three of these scenarios using the area split method to the Demand/Supply Committee as well as the “bin” items that were not able to be addressed in the development of the projections.

· Karen Collins stated she recognizes the challenge the Demand/Supply Committee will have and encouraged members of the Population Committee to stay involved and attend Demand/Supply Committee meetings as possible

· Norm indicated that another “bin” item is that the 2010 US Census data won’t be available until 2011.

· Cliff requested a map showing how the basin/counties overlap.  He indicated that the Agricultural Subcommittee will need some help on how much population might be on current agricultural land.

· Karen asked for any and all “bin” items to be submitted to her by no later than November 29, 2010.
SUMMARY OF WORKING GROUP DECISION ON METHODOLOGY

· After the aforementioned discussions, the working group collectively selected the area split methodology as the one to use. The reasons for this are summarized below:
· The “Water Atlas” method was prepared at a different time and by different people. The committee was looking for a methodology that could be explained by us if challenged and that could be replicated.
· The “2000 Census block” method was felt to be too focused on old information. Many in the working group felt that keeping the population distribution over the next 100 years to the way it looked in 2000 was not a defensible position.
DISCUSSION OF FORMAT OF WRDC POPULATION WORKING GROUP REPORT ON POPULATION PROJECTION TO WRDC DEMAND/SUPPLY WORKING GROUP (All)
· Karen indicated she would draft an initial version of the report.  Maureen offered to assist with the draft report.
· Sharon Morris indicated that she had developed a document standards, including things like formatting, glossary, figure text size, etc. that she would forward to Karen.

· Karen will aim to have the first draft of the report by the first week of December.

NEXT STEPS AND NEW MEETING DATE (All)
· This agenda item was not discussed.  No future meeting date of the Population Committee was set.
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