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Welcome/Opening Remarks

George Renner chaired the meeting in the absence of Senator Herb Guenther.  Chuck Cahoy was also absent.

Approval of Minutes of September 10, 2003 AWBA Meeting 

The Authority approved the minutes of the September 10, 2003 meeting.  

Water Banking Staff Activities 

Tim Henley reviewed water deliveries and stated that deliveries for 2003 will likely be approximately 210,000 acre-feet.  There may be a decrease in storage in December due to an accounting problem with Wellton-Mohawk.  Consequently, CAP may need to cut back to keep Arizona at 2.8 million acre-feet.  He reminded the Authority members that the 275,000 acre-foot 2003 Plan of Operation that was approved was an optimistic plan and noted that the Authority stored about 35,000 acre-feet more than the pessimistic 175,000 acre-foot plan.

With regard to staff activities, Mr. Henley noted that staff continues to assist ADWR, specifically, Sandy Fabritz is on the Governor’s Drought Task Force and is heading up the Indian Firming Committee.  Ms. Fabritz updated the Authority on the recent activities of the Indian Firming Committee.  She noted that there have been five meetings between August and December and that the committee has (1) identified a firming volume between 500,000 and 600,000 acre-feet over 100 year period; (2) determined that the obligation to maintain the 15,000 acre-foot Southside obligation will likely be negligible: (3) initiated evaluation of the water supply available for firming; and (4) started to discuss the financial aspects.  She also noted that the Authority should have previously received all information from the committee meetings.  John Mawhinney asked Ms. Fabritz if the legislature and governor have been kept informed of this process as it is a substantial obligation.  Ms. Fabritz stated that Senator Guenther has been keeping them updated. 

Ms. Fabritz reviewed the Ten Year Plan that was distributed in draft form. Mr. Renner questioned when the Plan was due.  Mr. Henley reiterated that the preparation of the Ten Year Plan is a statutorily required process and that it should have been submitted to the governor in conjunction with the 2002 Annual Report.  However, due to changes, uncertainty and coordinating with CAP, the Ten Year Plan was not submitted in July.  Staff is trying to be consistent across the board with regard to demand, supply and other factors.

Mr. Renner commented that the issue of AWBA staff utilization by ADWR deserves some longer range attention.  He stated that while he is cognizant of the crisis mode ADWR is in, the AWBA has statutory responsibilities and that if AWBA staff is doing other things, then the AWBA responsibilities are not being met.  He does not want to see the over-utilization of the AWBA resources continuing into the future.  Mr. Henley stated that ADWR is currently undergoing changes and will start to address this issue through staff assignments.

Presentation by Southern Nevada Water Authority Regarding Development of Water 

Resources 

Kay Brothers, Deputy General Manager -Engineering and Operations for the Southern Nevada Water Authority was the presenter.  She introduced Tom Maher and Ken Albright of her staff and Jim Davenport of the Colorado River Commission of Nevada.  She stated that her presentation was a review of the most current Nevada water resource plan that would be taken to her Board for approval the following day.   She noted that this is done annually.  She reviewed the following via a Power Point presentation:  (1) the water resources available to the SNWA and issues that impact them; (2) SNWA demand projections with the notation that this is the first year that a demand range has been used versus an actual number and that historically, demand projections have been low; (3) SNWA’s drought plan and components: (4) actions that have been taken to develop in-state resources; and (5) the organizational structure of the SNWA.  In summary, Ms. Brothers noted that interstate water banking is a very important interim resource in the plan.  

The questions asked of Ms. Brothers are summarized below.  

Q:
What is the turf removal program?

A:
SNWA offered $1 per square foot for turf removal and should spend the entire $13 

million budgeted for the program.  The turf removal must be permanent.

Q:
What is the estimated date for utilization of the in-state water resources being 

proposed for development?

A:
One projection is 2010 and another is 2017.

Q:
What is the range of available Virgin River water based on and why is utilization of 

Virgin River water occurring later than projected in the last plan?

A:
The range is based on annual or seasonal variation and utilization is actually 

projected earlier than in the previous plan, however, groundwater resources are 

being brought on-line earlier to buffer the impact of drought on the surface water 

resources.  

Q:
What groundwater supplies could be brought on in the 2-3 year time period?

A:
About 17,000 acre-feet.

Q:
Why does the demand curve flatten out around 2026?

A:
The SNWA has a supply obligation to Southern Cal Edison that ends in 2026.

Mr. Renner commented that it appeared to him that the bridge being provided by the AWBA looks different now than it did in the early interstate discussions and it appeared that the reliance on the AWBA is becoming even more critical.  Furthermore, the demand picture looks very different than it did in the past.  Ms. Brothers replied that was the reason that the SNWA provided this information to the AWBA on an annual basis.  Mr. Renner said he would like to see the AWBA included more in the SNWA planning loop and that actions be taken to improve communication between SNWA and the AWBA.  Mr. Henley reiterated that there was contact between ADWR and the SNWA during development of the Interim Surplus Guidelines and that the information Ms. Brothers was presenting to the AWBA was going to be presented to the SNWA board the following day.  Consequently, the AWBA wasn’t really behind in the information exchange process.  He reminded Mr. Renner that if the AWBA continues to have concerns regarding Nevada’s reliance on interstate water, the decision could be made annually to offer no storage to Nevada.   Mr. Renner replied that his concern from the outset was Nevada becoming dependent on a supply of water from Arizona that could be perceived as permanent and that political action could be taken based on that perception which could be harmful to Arizona.  He stated that he has seen nothing so far that has eased that concern, that the current situation only makes it worse in his mind and that he would like that message taken back to the SNWA board.  Ms. Brothers stated that she believes the message is already there and that Nevada recognizes that Arizona must first take care of itself.  She noted that Nevada supports Arizona in that endeavor and is a vocal proponent of changing the CAP priority on the river.

Discussion Regarding Issues Identified by AWBA Members

Mr. Mawhinney wanted to preface discussion of this agenda item with that statement that he has no problems or issues with AWBA staff and that he has always received all of the information that he has requested from them.   His concern is that there are many things that the AWBA staff is doing and that there may not be adequate time for them to do other non-AWBA activities.

The first point he wanted to address was public participation.  He stated that he wanted to encourage more public participation and thought that maybe the manner in which meetings were set up and conducted could be altered to encourage more public participation.

Mr. Mawhinney’s next discussion point was recovery.  He stated that the AWBA has not yet had to actually recover water but that there are pending requests for creation of ICUA from both Nevada and California.  Mr. Henley noted that Dennis Underwood and Harry Ruzgerian from Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (MWD) were in the audience and that withdrawal of California’s request was likely pending.  Mr. Mawhinney replied that he would feel better if he knew that recovery was CAP’s problem and not the AWBA’s.  Marvin Cohen stated that it has long been a concern that the AWBA has no authority to recover and that it is an issue that needs to be addressed very soon.  Mr. Henley noted that the legislature intentionally prohibited the AWBA from obtaining recovery well permits but added that this prohibition doesn’t eliminate the AWBA’s need to work with CAP on recovery issues because the AWBA needs to store water where it can be recovered.  He provided a historical background on past recovery efforts and noted that a recovery subcommittee had been established.  Events over the last year established a process for recovery in the short-term but it was realized at that time that if a recovery plan had been developed 5 years ago, it would have been 100% wrong today.   Recovery is very much a real-time event.  Mr. Henley stated that, in his opinion, it is more important to establish shortage criteria on the river.  He said that the state has been using Arizona’s assumptions regarding shortage criteria in their planning process, however, there has been no federal buy in thus far.  He stated that staff would work on developing a recovery plan if the AWBA directed but he would focus more on shortage discussions at the current time since first recovery is not anticipated until 2017 but a shortage declaration could come before that.  Maureen George noted that recovery for the on-river users could come in the 4-5 year time frame.  Mr. Henley replied that the on-river credits are located in the Pinal AMA and that the Nevada/California process has evolved to the point that recovery in the Pinal AMA can be done.  Mr. Renner stated that it might be helpful to have Larry Dozier of CAP provide an update on recovery since it is ultimately CAP’s responsibility.  Gregg Houtz stated that ADWR could also provide a briefing on the recovery permit process.   Mr. Mawhinney asked whether the AWBA’s agreements with facility operators included a recovery provision.  Mr. Henley stated that they did and gave the CAP authority to recover as the AWBA’s agent.  Larry Dozier commented that much was learned in the process of obtaining the recovery well permits in the Pinal AMA and that they were pleased that the historic agreements provided protection to CAP and that the irrigation districts complied as needed.  Dennis Rule noted that in Tucson, under existing statute, third parties could prohibit recovery.

Mr. Mawhinney’s next discussion point involved M&I firming.  He asked how much water had been stored for M&I firming and the answer was in excess of 975,000 acre-feet.   He noted that 346,969 acre-feet of credits had been accrued for water management purposes. He questioned whether M&I firming was a water management objective and Mr. Henley replied that ADWR needs to make that determination but that the AWBA’s constituency generally agrees that it is.  Mr. Renner noted that this inquiry should be made of ADWR and directed AWBA staff to obtain an answer to this question. Cindy Shimokusu, Tucson AMA director stated that this subject has been discussed in Tucson and that AMA staff have brought it to the IPAG.

Mr. Mawhinney’s next question involved interstate storage at GSFs.  He stated that he believed that the Study Commission recommended that interstate storage pay at least the average cost and that was not the case when storage was done at a GSF due to the cost share.  Mr. Henley agreed and replied that interstate storage at GSFs was not anticipated, however, the storage done in 2002 was at GSFs in Pinal County due to the emergency type situation that existed.  He noted that most interstate storage done in the future would be done at USFs.

Next, Mr. Mawhinney noted that he did not think that the AWBA had a process for review of legislative activities.  Mr. Renner replied that, thus far, this has been done through the omnibus bill process.  Mr. Henley commented that one response could be creation of a subcommittee that would operate in a manner similar to the omnibus process.  For example, the AWBA was not given authority to recover in the original legislation for a reason.  Before that statute is changed, it should be subject to public review and comment and that could be achieved through a subcommittee of the AWBA.

Mr. Mawhinney’s next questions focused on the AWBA accounting process, water deliveries and surplus availability.  Mr. Renner stated that it would likely be beneficial to schedule a work study session in February to address accounting and budget issues.  He thought that focused work study sessions would be more beneficial than increasing the number of Authority meetings from quarterly to monthly.  Mr. Mawhinney questioned why only 209,000 acre-feet were delivered in 2003.  Mr. Henley replied that it was due to other higher priority entities taking direct delivery of the water.   Mr. Mawhinney asked whether the surplus declaration on the river had been quantified.  Mr. Henley said that it was still under discussion.  The ISG provides general guidelines, however, there are no agreements between the states that include specifics.  He stated that he knew for certain it would be limited but there could be some additional water available to the CAP.

Ms. George stated that although the resolution was adopted that gave first priority to the on-river communities for general fund credits, she would like to formalize that relationship with the AWBA.  She noted that the Mohave County Water Authority (MCWA) is currently in the process of developing an agreement with CAP to allow the MCWA to store water on their own behalf.  She requested AWBA support for formalizing this process.  It was suggested that this issue could be added to the February work study session proposed earlier.

Discussion and Approval of 2004 Annual Plan of Operation

Mr. Henley briefly reviewed the 2004 Annual Plan of Operation (Plan).  There was a question regarding the AWBA’s priority to deliver to GSFs over USFs.  Mr. Henley stated that the real reason involved the planning required on behalf of the GSF operators as they develop their annual water plans.  In their planning process, the AWBA water is included s a committed water supply and they make other power and water decisions on the basis of that quantity of water being available.  If it is not available, the GSF operators can be severely impacted.  USF operations are not greatly impacted by decreased water deliveries.  Ms. George asked why there were no new facilities included in the Plan.  Mr. Henley replied that there were none.  The Authority approved the Plan.

Call to Public

Dennis Underwood, vice president of MWD, informed the Authority that MWD is in the process of implementing the terms of the Quantification Settlement Agreement.  He stated that a letter will likely be coming in the near future to withdraw the request for creation of intentionally created unused apportionment in 2004, however, he noted that California would like to have further discussions regarding interstate water banking.

Tom Harbour from CAP informed the Authority that they have received the permits for the Tonopah Desert Recharge projects and are anticipating that the facility will become operational in 2005.

The next AWBA meeting is scheduled for Wednesday, March 24, 2004.

The meeting concluded at 12:17 p.m.

� Please note that these are not formal minutes but a summary of discussion and action of the meeting.  Official minutes are prepared prior to the next Authority meeting and are approved at that meeting.
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