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Water Resources Development Commission (HB 2661)

Water Supply and Demand Committee – Notes: May 13, 2011 Meeting
NOTE:   This was a joint meeting of the WSAD Committee and the Supply Subcommittee

IN ATTENDANCE: 
Beth Miller, Bill Plummer, Brenda Burman, Cliff Cauthen, David Brown, Dianne Yunker, Don Gross, Doug Kupel, Frank Corkhill, Gerry Wildeman, Jocelyn Gibbon, Karen Nally, Leslie Meyers, Linda Stitzer, Lucius Kyyitan, Maureen George, Michael Johnson, Norm DeWeaver, Peter Culp, Ron Doba, Simone Hall, Spencer Kamps, Tim Gibson, Tim Skarupa, Val Danos, Vivian Gonzales, and Wade Noble.
INTRODUCTIONS
All attendees introduced themselves.
REVIEW CENTRAL ARIZONA WATER DEMAND MODEL RESULTS
 As discussed at the May 2, 2011 meeting, the question before the committee was whether the Central Arizona Model results based on the modified model from the Colorado River basin study would be used for the three CAP AMAs instead of the WRDC results. The modified basin study model is more complex and incorporates the regulatory component found within the AMAs.  The demands are very close between the two models but the supply components are different in the modified basin study model.  There are two questions inherent in this decision:  (1) is there agreement with the assumptions in the model; and (2) is there agreement that it is appropriate to treat AMA and non-AMA areas differently.
Peter Culp presented information regarding the following:  modifications to the basin study model; demand input assumptions (using WRDC demand and no longer having model project demand); and supply projections and assumptions.  The Powerpoint presentation used by Mr. Culp and the model metadata are available on the ADWR InfoShare site here:  http://infoshare.azwater.gov/docushare/dsweb/View/Collection-394. Scenario reports are available here:  http://infoshare.azwater.gov/docushare/dsweb/View/Collection-316 
Some major points of discussion included the following:

1. Agriculture projections and water supplies for agricultural uses.  The modified Central Arizona Model has no CAP water used for ag after 2030.  In the Pinal AMA, the switch from CAP supply to groundwater supply is very noticeable;

2. Regression analysis between population growth and farmland presented as possible alternative scenarios, although not adopted by the WRDC using AMA assessment based reduction rates;

3. The manner in which language used in the slides (describing model assumptions) moves forward;

4.  Tribal demands in the model are not demands obtained from the tribes; and

5.  Groundwater supply.  Although physically and legally available, may not be fiscally available;

ACTION ITEM:  Based on overall consensus from the group, the modified basin study model results for supply and demand will be utilized for the Phoenix, Pinal and Tucson AMAs.

Mr. Culp noted that the straight-line GPCD assumption made a big difference in demand over 100 years. 

DISCUSSION OF HOW TRIBAL INFORMATION WILL BE INCLUDED IN THE REPORT

Norm DeWeaver noted that the Navajo numbers are still forthcoming.  Right now it looks like the information being gathered for tribal supply and demand will be addressed separately in the WSAD final report.  The settlement numbers will be used and will be presented as a constraint on supply because the settlement water can’t be used by others.  By addressing tribal information separately, there will be no impact on numbers already being utilized, however in a qualitative unmet demand analysis, basins with significant tribal presence will be identified among the legal and technical issues in meeting future unmet demands.
DISCUSSION OF ISSUES BROUGHT FORWARD BY SRP AND CITY OF MESA

There were nine issues that were forwarded to the WSAD committee from the City of Mesa and SRP.  The nine issues and the action to be taken by the WSAD committee follow.
1.  Portrayal of high-low range forecasts is chaotic when some sectors only provided single point forecasts.

Committee Action:  Statewide summary data will be displayed high-low whether they actually had a high-low or not.

2.  Industrial use is characterized as a principal driver in state water planning due its use in column headings, this is not the case.

Committee Action:  Industrial use is called out because it is the only sector with high and low values.  The column headings will not be changed.

3.  Two sets of data for 2110 is confusing, why do we need two sets of data?

Committee Action:  Will footnote the data and state that both populations were selected because the committee felt that both population estimates are valid assumptions in the 100-year time frame.

4.  HB 2661 asks the WRDC to develop information based on counties, not basins.  The power sector provided data for counties as well as basins.  Non-water business experts are not likely to be able to identify with basins.

Committee Action:  Data analysis will not be re-done on a county basin but the data will be presented in a manner that will meet the legislative requirements.
5.  Some of the information being displayed for years between the 25, 50, and 100 year targets identified by HB 2661.  Subsector experts/representative have not been involved in the development of this data.

Committee Action:  The committee recognizes that the interim year data is just in the model runs and the final data that will be reported will be only for the required years.
6.  We cannot have the data displayed the current way with negative numbers for half of the basins in 2035 even though there is more than enough water for current and future demands in those basins and call it unmet demands.

Committee Action:  Projected Future Supplies renamed Currently Developed and Adjusted Supplies.  Also, the committee is looking at future potential sources of supply (groundwater, surface water, Colorado River water, CAP, Effluent and Other) and the analysis of its legal, physical and fiscal availability will be considered.
7.  We should not create solutions or scenarios on a basin-by-basin manner for those basins where water supplies will not meet future demands.  We need to be very careful with any recommendations regarding unintended consequences or negative backlash, which is the exact opposite this report was original (sic) intended to do.
Committee Action: The committee does not think this falls within its charge.  This issue will be forwarded to the Recommendation committee.

8.  Our recommendation should include a strong and proactive ADWR that is funded strongly by the State, emphasizing strategic planning that includes the legislators, Governor’s office and planning areas to address issues.

Committee Action:  The committee does not think this falls within its charge.  This issue will be forwarded to the Recommendation committee.

9.  Recommend that counties get more involved by recommending a Water Advisory Commission be established with representatives from the various stakeholders within that county and strictly from a water resources planning standpoint with understanding water resources, supplies, demands and alternatives.  Basically, expanding the idea of the GUAC in the AMA’s beyond the AMA boundaries.  These planning commissions could conduct the necessary studies that give the stakeholders the best options for their future.
Committee Action:  The committee does not think this falls within its charge.  This issue will be forwarded to the Recommendation committee.

SCHEDULE NEXT MEETING DATE

The next meeting was scheduled for Thursday, May 26 at 9:00 a.m. at ADWR in the Verde Conference Rooms.  Agenda items to include review of spreadsheet with model numbers incorporated for the AMA’s and analysis and discussion of “end” product for each basin. 
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