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Water Supply and Demand Committee – Notes: March 29, 2011 Meeting
IN ATTENDANCE: 
Peter Culp, Squire, Sanders & Dempsey

Frank Corkhill, ADWR

V.C. Danos, AMWUA

Rebecca Davidson, SRP

Norm DeWeaver

Ron Doba, Chair, NAMWUA

Alan Dulanely, Peoria

Maureen George, MRGLaw 
Vivian Gonzales, USBR

Laura Grignano, ADWR

Don Gross, ADWR

Mark Holmes, Mesa

Doug Kupel, Phoenix

Mike Johnson, ADWR

Leslie Meyers, Chair, BOR

Karen Nally, Nally Law (Representing HIDD/CAIDD)

Wade Noble, Noble Law 
John Rasmussen, Yavapai

Robin Stinnett, Avondale

Tim Skarupa, SRP

Dianne Yunker, ADWR
INTRODUCTIONS
REVIEW/APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FROM 3/7/2011 MEETING
Copies of the meeting summary from the March 7th meeting were distributed for review. No changes were requested.
REVIEW OF DATA FROM MUNICIPAL SUBCOMMITTEE 
Ron Doba began the meeting by reviewing the municipal subcommittee’s finalized 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. Val Danos asked if the population group excluded undevelopable land when they used the area split method. Leslie Meyers said that they had. Leslie explain that the draft Municipal Subcommittee report stated that 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. Val Danos asked if the draft Municipal Subcommittee report was available for review. Laura Grignano said that she would post it to the Docushare as soon as possible.  Note:  Gerry Wildeman of ADWR and Adam Miller of City of Phoenix will be revising the baseline GPCDs within the Phoenix, Pinal and Tucson AMAs to incorporate Tribal Municipal Water Demands since the populations used include tribal population.  
Ron explained that he recently read an article in the Territorial about the new 2010 Arizona census numbers. He said that the Census numbers for 2010 were approximately 6.3 million and are lower than the mid range WRDC’s 2010 population number which are approximately 6.6 million. There was discussion as to whether or not at this stage of the game to modify the population numbers based on the 2010 Census findings. The group agreed that it would be advantageous to point this discrepancy out in the narrative as well as bring it up to the Commission, but didn’t think it was necessary to change all the work to date especially since population figures are needed by basin and that would require the new effort from the population committee. A number of folks also added that is some concern that the Census numbers might be too low for a number of reasons.

REVIEW OF DATA FROM AGRICUTURAL SUBCOMMITTEE 
Ron Doba gave a brief summary of the agriculture subcommittee’s finalized projections. It assumed that future agricultural demand will remain constant throughout 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.  Dianne Yunker pointed out that the Indian agriculture demand portion assumed in baseline data from the Atlas for non-AMA basins may underestimate actual tribal demands and that the agricultural subcommittee didn’t consider plans of some tribes to expand agriculture.  Others indicated any future increase of agriculture on Indian lands would be listed separately in tribal projections.  Feedlot and Dairy water use projections were developed by the subcommittee and were passed back to the industrial subcommittee to be compiled with the other industrial subsector numbers. Before the addition of projected tribal agricultural demand is added, total state agricultural demand decreases statewide over the next 100years. Maureen George pointed out that the supplies listed in the Agricultural demand numbers still show groundwater instead of Colorado River water in Lake Mohave. It was explained that the total demand numbers were used to make the projections and that the supplies listed on the spreadsheet are based on source data-the Water Atlas and don’t reflect the current work being done to separate out the Colorado River water that is being pumped from wells in the area.  That information will appear in the supply tables for those basins. 
REVIEW OF DATA FROM INDUSTRIAL SUBCOMMITTEE
Ron Doba gave a brief summary of the industrial subcommittee’s finalized projections. They developed two scenarios, a high and low scenario, for each industrial subsector. The total industrial use in 2110 varied from approximately 900,000 AF in the low scenario to almost 1,500,000 in the high scenario. Some sectors such as rock products and turf vary demand in basins depending on whether or not the Census split or Area split method is used. Ron explained that they will probably run both the high and low scenarios and see what and where there might be effect on future available supplies.   
REVIEW OF DATA FROM THE SUPPLY SUBCOMMITTEE
Tim Skarupa gave a brief summary of the subcommittee’s progress to date. Ron showed a Table of supplies dated 3_7_2011. Tim explained that the group is close to completion regarding available effluent supplies. Once completed, that information will go to the subcommittee for review. Efforts to quantify surface water diversions are also close to completion. For CAP, the group is using CAP entitlements to quantify supplies. He also explained that Dianne Yunker was working to identify portions of groundwater that are legally Colorado River water and categorize those correctly. Dianne Yunker mentioned that the group has not yet looked at artificial recharge yet. It was agreed, that it makes sense to treat recharge as a future supply. Tim mentioned that the group has started working on future supplies and he hopes the group can get current supply numbers to Ron before the end of next week. Ron is hoping to have both the demand and supply numbers by the April 15th full Commission.      

UPDATE ON STATUS OF TRIBAL WATER DEMANDS AND PROJECTIONS
Ron and Norm DeWeaver provided a recap of a meeting between the ITCA and the Navajo Nation regarding the progress on Tribal demands.  An updated table was presented that attempts to quantify Tribal entitlements to date, with notes that some tribes only have partial settlements and others don’t’ have quantified entitlements at all. Since baseline and future projections outside AMAs include tribal numbers but were gathered with different methodology, the consensus was that it would introduce too much error to try to carve out tribal demand from existing sector demands.  Mike Johnson of ADWR had summarized the meeting as follows:

1. Supply and demand numbers as currently collected for use in WRDC analyses will be not be modified.

2. For basins with significant Tribal water use:

a) Unmet demand computations will be performed with a qualitative understanding that in some cases Tribal demand may be underestimated, and

b) Future available supplies for non-Tribal use will be constrained by Currently Quantified Tribal Rights and Entitlements.

3. ITC will assist in drafting narrative text for WRDC Report.

Action Items:

· Dianne will (1) create a column for Currently Quantified Tribal Rights and Entitlements and (2) work with Ron in allocating the amounts to individual basins.  There are four or more Tribes for which this allocation isn't simple or straightforward.

· Norm will draft narrative text.
Leslie was uncertain if it was necessary to break out tribal entitlements by basins.  However Ron and Dianne had already started this process so it may or may not be useful, depending on how the committee wants to proceed.  

PRESENTATION BY PETER CULP – MODEL RESULTS OF PHOENIX, PINAL AND TUCSON AMAS. DISCUSSION OF HOW THE COMMITTEE WANTS TO USE THE MODEL DATA
Don Gross introduced the Central Arizona Water Demand Model and the reasons it was developed for the Department. Peter Culp then presented the model in greater detail and explained how it would be possible to adapt the assumptions in the model to those developed the WRDC. The presentation and handouts will be available on the Docushare. A number of scenarios based on differing assumptions about demand and supply were described. There was a discussion about using the model for the WRDC process, however, concern was raised that the model did not include the entire state and only the Phoenix, Pinal and Tucson AMAs. The point was made that the model accounted for the regulatory framework of the AMAs while the non-AMA basins don’t’ have such restraints and therefore, such a tool would not enhance results that could be more easily calculated in a simple spreadsheet.  It was acknowledged that there is a considerable amount of data needed for the model to work correctly and that in many parts of the state that data isn’t available. Leslie Meyers and others did however think that running the model for the three AMAs and then comparing its findings to the work of the committees would be valuable. Peter Culp asked to meet with Ron and Leslie, Don, Pam and others to better understand and incorporate the WRDC assumptions into the model. 
DISCUSSION OF HOW DATA WILL BE PRESENTED TO COMMMISSION (HOTSPOTS, LISTING, ETC.)
Ron explained that he was hoping to get feedback from the Committee on how to present the Supply and Demand Data to the full Commission on April 15th. Dianne Yunker reminded everyone that we have yet to analyze cultural demands with the environmental demands which are not entirely quantified and that it would require more of a visual mapping or spatial analysis, not just a tabular spreadsheet exercise.  Inclusion or consideration of environmentally sensitive areas within basins, coupled with increased cultural demands may be enough to ‘push’ an otherwise ok basin into hotspot zone.  It was decided that instead of highlighting basins where demand exceeds supply in red and calling them “hotspots,” it would be better to either use graduated colors of blue (or blue to brown) or just show unmet demand numbers in the basin and not color the basin at all. It was decided not to abandon the map idea altogether because the Committee still is required by HB 2661 to bring the information back to the county level from the basin level. It was decided early on in the process to develop numbers on a basin wide level because that is how the data is currently collected and available. The group would then use GIS technology to should which counties contained basins with unmet demand. Ron was also hoping to see if the group had any feedback on what limits, if any, should be placed on the amount of groundwater in storage that could be reasonably withdrawn from a basin.  

REVIEW OF REMAINING WORKPLAN AND SCHEDULE 

It was decided that the next Supply and Demand Committee meeting would be held on Monday May 2nd at 1pm at ADWR. 
ADJOURNMENT
March 7, 2011
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