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Identification of Firming Volume

Sandy Fabritz welcomed attendees, reviewed the agenda and objectives of the meeting and introduced Tom Carr for further discussion regarding the model.

Mr. Carr discussed how the model runs described at the last meeting had been taken one step further and the CAP demands had been included.  Additionally, one more scenario was added to the 8 presented at the last meeting.  This scenario was added pursuant to the request of CAP staff.  Mr. Carr reviewed the handouts that were distributed and noted the following: 

1.
The model output is the amount of water available to the CAP.

2.
The graph included in the packet illustrates the probability of shortage.  The greatest probability of shortage occurs using the Bureau’s Upper Basin demand assumptions and conservative Lake Mead protect levels.  The least probability of shortage occurs when current Upper Basin demand levels are utilized. The other scenarios fall between these two extremes.

3.
The Indian Firming Analysis handout held CAP diversion constant at 1.490 million-acre feet per year.  The values on the bar chart are for water only not long-term storage credits.  There was a question regarding whether this data could be adjusted for cut to the aquifer and operational losses at storage facilities.  Tim Henley stated that it could, but it would be a conservative 

Doug Toy asked if these model runs were equivalent with the model runs done for the AWBA.  There was discussion regarding whether it should be similar or different due to the need for Indian firming being a future need while the AWBA is firming for 100 years from 2000-2100.  Ms. Fabritz proposed that staff would prepare a white paper that identifies a number, or range of numbers, for the firming volume.  This should be done in the next couple of weeks and distributed for review.  Mr. Carr noted that there should be some consistency with the Bureau of Reclamation because they also have a firming obligation for SAWRSA.  There was discussion regarding this point focusing on the facts that some individual’s don’t want the Bureau to guide the state and the impossibility of duplicating the Bureau’s efforts.  Mr. Carr stated that it is important to know what the Bureau is doing; it is not necessary to have absolute agreement with them. Mike Pearce had a question regarding the impact if the selected firming volume ultimately is insufficient.  Tim Henley stated that a contingency plan needs to be developed for this possibility.

Review of Southside Replenishment Program Protection Zone Limitations

Randy Edmonds discussed the residential development demands done for the Pinal AMA.  There were two scenarios addressed, one with four houses per acre and one with five.  He stated that the SAWRSA numbers likely came from this demand schedule.   Mr. Edmonds also discussed the use of effluent in the protection zone and the impact on water use.  

Overview of Approach for Determining Southside Replenishment Volume

Ms. Fabritz stated that the technical committee needs to evaluate the options to firm for potential water use in excess of the limitations.  Some items that need to be discussed are assumptions and possible demand scenarios.  There was some discussion regarding the information utilized to develop the limits.  It was stated that there is not extensive industrial zoning in the protection zones and that most entities felt comfortable that the likelihood of incurring a replenishment obligation was quite small.  The following comments were made:

1.
The risk for replenishment is low but replenishment would have to occur within the protection zone.  It may prove difficult to site recharge facilities within the protection zones.  In work done by the Pinal County Augmentation Authority; potential recharge facilities within the zones have been identified.  However, Augmentation Authority doesn’t have money to reserve land for facilities.

2.
Development in the zones is occurring with switch from agricultural use to residential use.

3.
The potential danger exists in the Eastern Protection Zone due to high concentration of industrial uses.

4.
Dairies are not zoned as industrial however utilize in excess of 2.3 acre-feet per acre.

Mr. Henley noted that staff will collect already existing information that was identified in this meeting and overlay and update it.

Overview of Water Supply Availability

Cliff Neal discussed that the CAGRD is in the middle of a study to identify 

potential sources of water available to meet the CAGRD’s replenishment 

obligations.  He identified a number of them and noted that some will not be of use to the AWBA.  Mr. Neal noted that coordination between the CAGRD and the AWBA could be beneficial as the CAGRD need for water is low now and will increase over time while the AWBA need may be higher now and decreasing over time.  The following questions and comments were made:

1.
Surplus supply is not as important to the CAGRD due to how their funding comes in.

2.
At some point there could be competition between the AWBA and the CAGRD and there could be competition within the AWBA between M&I firming and firming for Indian settlements.

3.
The issue of available supplies needs to move one step further, i.e. past discussion of traditional AWBA supplies and into discussion of less traditional supplies such as effluent or exchanges.  Additionally, there needs to be some discussion regarding cost and potential funding sources.  Mr. Henley noted that the availability of funding doesn’t look too promising in the short-term.

4.
Firming for Indian settlements should be in the same time frame as the CAGRD or the AWBA.  Perceived as perhaps politically dangerous to try and put it ahead of the other state obligations.

Next Steps

Ms. Fabritz noted that the next meeting will consist of updates and further 

discussion on topics identified in this meeting.  Mr. Dishlip requested all 
attendees to forward any additional questions or comments to either he or Ms. 
Fabritz.

Upcoming Meeting

Scheduled for October 20, 2003 at the ADWR.

� This document was prepared as a summary of the meeting for informational purposes only.  Official minutes will not be prepared.  All handouts provided at the meeting are available upon request or can be accessed on the AWBA web page.
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