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Water Supply and Demand Committee – Notes: March 7, 2011 Meeting
IN ATTENDANCE: 
Jason Baran, AMWUA
Tom Buschatzke, Phoenix
Brenda Burman, TNC

Frank Corkhill, ADWR

V.C. Danos, AMWUA

Rebecca Davidson, SRP

Norm DeWeaver

Ron Doba, Chair, NAMWUA

Tim Gibson, Freeport McMoran

Maureen George, MRGLaw (by phone)
Vivian Gonzales, USBR

Laura Grignano, ADWR

Don Gross, ADWR

Mark Holmes, Mesa

Doug Kupel, Phoenix

Brad Martin

Leslie Meyers, Chair, BOR

Adam Miller, Phoenix
Karen Nally, Nally Law 

Krishna Parameswaran, ASARCO

Chris Payne, HRO (Representing Freeport McMoran)

John Rasmussen, Yavapai

Dennis Rule, CAP

Tim Skarupa, SRP

Saeid Tadayon, USGS 

Bill Wells, BLM

Lyn White, Freeport McMoran

Dianne Yunker, ADWR
INTRODUCTIONS
REVIEW/APPROVAL OF MEETING SUMMARY FROM 12/6/2010 MEETING
Copies of the meeting summary from the February 7th meeting were distributed for review. It was noted that Brenda Burman from the Nature Conservancy should be added to the attendee list of the meeting minutes. 
REPORTS FROM SUBCOMMITTEES

Ron Doba began the meeting by asking for status reports from the subcommittee chairs. He will use the projection numbers and methodology information generated by each subcommittee to develop a draft report that he will present to the full Commission on Friday, April 15, 2011. Ron and Leslie, with the help of ADWR staff, will compile all the projection data into an access database that has been developed for the Commission process. The baseline data has already been entered into the database. The baseline data queries will be placed on the Docushare. 
Municipal Subcommittee
Val Danos gave a brief summary of the municipal subcommittee’s progress to date. The municipal subcommittee has finalized its projections. They ended up using the basins’ 2005 average gpcd and applied this rate to the mid range population scenario. In 2110 there are two scenarios, one based on the area split population method and one for the census split population method. Originally, the subcommittee was going to use a constrained demand scenario which reduced the 2005 gpcds each year through time due to future conservation efforts, however, it was decided not to use that approach for the baseline projection. It was noted, that the constrained demand scenario would most likely be valuable when future supply needs are addressed and the offset demand of that scenario could be helpful in meeting future demands. Val was not sure if the municipal subcommittee write-up had been completed yet or not. Dianne Yunker indicated that Gerry Wildeman had produced an initial write up using the demand constrained methodology and was in the process of modifying it to reflect recent methodology changes and rationale.  Adam Miller stated that the projection data had been set to Gerry Wildeman last week. Laura Grignano would send those projections to Leslie and Ron and upload them to the Docushare site.       

Agricultural Subcommittee 
Laura Grignano gave a brief summary of the agriculture subcommittee’s progress to date. The subcommittee has also finalized its projections. It assumed that future agricultural demand will remain constant through out the state within basins outside the AMAs, with the exception of the Yuma and Lower Gila basins. In those two basins, they assumed a 7% decline in acres and water demand by 2060 and then flat lined use until 2110. It was assumed that demand, in the Phoenix, Pinal and Tucson AMAs, would decline according to the revised basin study projection numbers out to 2060 and then flat line until 2110. Feedlot and Dairy water use projections were developed by the subcommittee and were recently passed back to the industrial subcommittee to be compiled with the other industrial subsector numbers. The projection numbers are currently on Docushare but are password protected so that only the agricultural subcommittee can view them. They will soon be available to the public on Docushare. Cliff Cauthen is currently working on the write up describing the methodology and assumptions used by the subcommittee to develop its forecast. This is also on Docushare, but currently by password only.
Industrial Subcommittee
Laura Grignano gave a brief summary of the industrial subcommittee’s progress to date. She estimated that the industrial subcommittee was approximately 80% complete in compiling their data and write-ups. The hard rock mining sector is 100% complete and has compiled high, medium and low projections from their mining operations. The electric power generation group is also 100% complete and is using a per capita energy production rate and electric power plant water consumption per unit of energy to project future demand. They developed two scenarios, a high and low scenario based on varying those two factors: production per person and water consumption. The sand and gravel subsector and the golf subsector aren’t quite finished but are expected to have their data submitted to the group by the next Industrial subcommittee meeting on March 17th.
Lyn White, chair of the Industrial subcommittee, asked how the subcommittee should handle the fact that some subsectors had three scenarios while others only had two. Leslie Meyers, chair of the Supply and Demand Committee, preferred that each subsector pick their most likely scenario as opposed to using ranges. Several people voiced their concern that given the high volatility of some industrial subsectors, especially mining, picking the most likely scenario was not realistic and thus the reason for ranges. It was decided that the Industrial subcommittee would discuss this issue more at its next meeting. (After the meeting, Tim Gibson and Laura Grignano discussed the issue more with Leslie and it was decided that it was ok for the industrial subcommittee to submit a high and low range scenario.)  

Supply Subcommittee
Tim Skarupa gave a brief summary of the subcommittee’s progress to date. He explained that the group has been addressing surface water diversions, Colorado River water, groundwater and effluent. He referred to a handout which consisted of a table that lists all the groundwater basins in the state and their current supply. It lists 2006 groundwater demands, estimated natural recharge, storage capacity recent water level changes, etc. Four alternatives are being considered on how to determine available groundwater supplies. There is also a column on the table that lists whether or not there has been documented historic or current groundwater or surface water impacts. He asked the Environmental Committee to help verify these and more importantly help the supply subcommittee document this info if available for basins with question marks. Dianne Yunker is working with the Colorado River staff at ADWR to identify the contract areas in each basin along the western border of Arizona and quantify both the entitlements and actual diversions of Colorado River water used to adjust baseline supply numbers for both surface water and groundwater since some Colorado River water was pumped from wells and coded as groundwater in the initial dataset.  Frank Corkhill provided two maps to the Committee that showed documented historic/current impacts to surface water as well as depth to water. Tim believes that the group won’t be finished until early April but will try to finalize their work by March 21st, their next scheduled meeting. A question was asked regarding long-term storage credits.  Don Gross (ADWR Colorado River) indicated that the Colorado River Basin model used in the AMAs does consider it but wanted to have it confirmed by Peter Culp, who will be invited to present at a future Supply and Demand Committee meeting.  
ITC Task Update
Norm DeWeaver gave a brief summary on the progress of the Inter Tribal Council work. He asked that the group refer to a write up provided at the last full WRDC meeting and posted on the ADWR Commission website, which included draft values for many tribes.  Tribal leaders, water resource managers and attorneys have been involved in the process. The Navajo are working separately from the ITCA. He said that there was a desire to enhance the preliminary ITCA report that was presented to the Commission at the last meeting before getting tribal sign off. He indicated that each tribe had different types of information and data available, causing some consistency problems. Also, some information is proprietary and tribes won’t be able to make it public for the WRDC.  There is a desire to quantify claimed amounts, therefore, he explained that he was doubtful that by the end of this process there would be an Tribal demand number that could be easily entered into a model like the one developed by Peter Culp. The concern to avoid ‘double counting’ tribal demands was reiterated since non-AMA basin values include some estimates of tribal demands within each subsector.  He concluded by suggesting that it might be helpful if Ron and Leslie met with the ITCA and Navajo to resolve how best to combine the ITCA’s findings into the Commission process, ideally within the next two weeks. 
Climate Change

There was a discussion on including climate change in the supply assumptions. It was noted that the Basin study assumes a gradual decrease of 10% of surface water in 50 years. Previously the group had contemplated a 10% reduction in only 25 years, which was considered too aggressive by some members of the subcommittee.  The difference between long term climate change and short term drought was discussed. It was decided that there would be a 5% decrease in surface water and natural recharge from 2010 to 2035 and then an additional 5% decrease in both surface water and natural recharge again from 2035 to 2060 with a flat line assumption thereafter.   A representative from the U of A cooperative extension invited anyone interested in a Climate Change in the Southwest discussion being held March 23 from noon -2:30 at the 4341 E. Broadway office in Phoenix.  Colleen Lane sent out a flyer for this discussion to the supply & demand meeting with additional information.
REVIEW OF SCHEDULE AND NEXT MEETING DATE

It was decided that the next Supply and Demand Committee meeting would be held on March 29th at 1pm at ADWR. Ron Doba asked that all data and write ups from the subcommittees be submitted to him and Leslie prior to that date so that they could present draft findings to the Supply and Demand Committee before presenting them to the full Commission on April 15th. 
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