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Welcome/Opening Remarks

Senator Herb Guenther welcomed the attendees.  All members of the Authority were present.

Approval of Minutes of June 16, 2004 AWBA Meeting 

The Authority approved the minutes of the June 16, 2004 meeting.  

Water Banking Staff Activities 

Tim Henley reviewed water deliveries and stated that deliveries continue approximately as projected.  Mr. Henley noted that the Tonopah Irrigation District that has partnered with the AWBA since inception took their first AWBA water in August.

Mr. Henley provided a brief update on the status of the Colorado River shortage discussions.  He noted that there is an internal statewide process occurring in conjunction with a seven basin state process that has included formation of a technical committee to examine river operations during times of shortage.  This is necessary because operational strategies are known for the top of the reservoirs but not for the bottom of the reservoirs.  At the top, flood control is the primary factor of concern.    It is Mr. Henley’s belief that water supply will be the key issue at the bottom of the reservoirs.  He noted that the group is looking for some criteria for implementation by the end of the year.  There was a question regarding the role of water deliveries to Mexico in the discussions.  Mr. Henley noted that under the treaty, Mexican deliveries should decrease in a pro rata fashion under extraordinary drought conditions.  However, the group is currently looking at how that would happen because extraordinary drought and shortage are not necessarily the same thing.  There was a question regarding operation of the Yuma Desalting Plant (YDP).  Mr. Henley noted that operation of the YDP really comes into discussions regarding avoiding a shortage.  There was a question regarding how the intrastate and interstate processes meshed.  Mr. Henley replied that the interstate model runs provide information regarding volumes needed to avoid certain conditions while the intrastate process needs to address the manner in which the shortage is actually dealt with.

Mr. Henley next addressed the recovery planning process and stated that letters had been exchanged between the Authority and the Central Arizona Project (CAP) and that both parties had identified staff to participate on the team evaluating the issue. 

With regard to the status of discussions with the Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) to amend the existing interstate water banking agreement, Mr. Henley stated that the SNWA is interested in this as reliance on interim surpluses over the next decade is probably not as desirable as it seemed when the original agreement was drafted.  A matrix was handed out that compared the existing agreement with the proposed amendments.  In essence, the amendments would guarantee 1.2 million acre feet (AF) of water to be stored in Arizona with recovery of the water taking place earlier and in smaller quantities.  Mr. Henley stated that the amendments would be mutually beneficial to both parties as Arizona would have a smaller commitment to recover water in any year and would receive payment for the water up front.  Also, the up front cost would include an in lieu tax component that directly benefits the Arizona Water Protection Fund.   In addition, he noted that preserving good relations with Nevada is beneficial as the basin states move through the shortage discussion process.  There were questions regarding the source of water and how the up front cost would be determined.  Mr. Henley stated that it would be excess CAP water but may also include other types.  With regard to cost, he stated that CAP is currently looking at various ways of arriving at a cost.  For example, CAP is looking at purchasing water ranches and the Bureau of Reclamation is looking at land fallowing costing about $150 per acre foot.  No cost has been set at this time.  Maureen George questioned whether the water would be replaced and Mr. Henley stated that it would not, unless the water used was groundwater.  Also in response to Ms. George, Mr. Henley stated that intrastate on-river firming issues would be resolved prior to approval of the interstate amendments.  Chuck Cahoy questioned whether guaranteeing storage would negatively impact other Arizona water users.  Mr. Henley stated that only the AWBA could be impacted and could require a deferral in AWBA storage.  He noted that a meeting in mid-November for potential approval of the amendments may be necessary.  In response to public comment, Senator Guenther stated that any approval of amendments would take place at a public meeting of the Authority. 

Status Update Regarding On-River Discussions

Mr. Henley reminded the Authority that they had directed staff to develop a mechanism to provide surety to the on-river water users that credits would be available to be recovered during times of shortage to make up lost water supplies.  To that end, staff have been working with CAP staff to develop an agreement that addresses transfer of general fund credits to CAP on behalf of the on-river communities.  Ms. George asked that staff continue to examine all possible options as agreement(s) were being developed and that she recognizes that there are concerns with transferring all of the general fund credits.  There was a question regarding surety for all M&I subcontractors and Mr. Henley reviewed how firming for subcontractors in the tri-county CAP service area differs from firming for the on-river communities.  He noted that the credits are not an asset of the M&I subcontractors.  Mr. Cahoy also noted his concern with transferring credits in advance of an actual shortage and stated that he would need to see a compelling reason for transfer in advance of a shortage.

Discussion Regarding Previous FY 2005 Budget Approval

Mr. Henley stated that the Authority had approved the 2005 administrative budget at the June meeting and requested that a new water delivery budget be developed.  He developed one but questioned whether or not a water delivery budget needed to be approved in conjunction with the administrative budget.  He stated that it had been done that way in the past primarily because of concern over the extensive carryover and when it would be utilized.  In essence, it was more for information purposes only.  Furthermore, the actual expenditure of funds for water delivery is approved in December with approval of the following year’s plan of operation.  Then, final accounting for water delivery is done in the annual report for that year.  His question was whether or not the Authority wanted to continue including water delivery in the fiscal year budget approved in June.  George Renner suggested that it might be appropriate to have this information in an appendix to the administrative budget for informational purposes only.  Mr. Cahoy stated his concern regarding whether it was a legal requirement to have this as a component of the budget.  Ms. George shared Mr. Cahoy’s concern.

Draft 2005 Annual Plan of Operation

Gerry Wildeman informed the Authority that the draft of Table 2 included in the handouts was the first draft of the 2005 Annual Plan of Operation.  She reviewed the process for submitting orders to CAP and stated that things are still very preliminary at this point and based on three year forecasts submitted to CAP.  She noted the following significant points: (1) the cost share for the groundwater savings facility partners would be $30 per acre foot; (2) the Pinal area continues to be constrained by funds so there is significantly reduced storage in Pinal County for 2005; (3) Tucson will also be constrained by funds in 2005 to approximately 65,000 AF of storage; and (4) with the fiscal constraints in both Pima and Pinal counties, there will be additional CAP water left over.  John Mawhinney questioned whether the AWBA wanted to allow 50,000 AF to go down the river.  Mr. Henley replied that the Authority could direct staff to begin discussions with Nevada to determine if they would be interested in storing any of the remaining CAP water.  Ms. Wildeman noted that the GUAC meetings at which the draft would be reviewed were scheduled for November 10 (Tucson) and November 18 (Pinal).  The Phoenix GUAC meeting for November had not yet been scheduled.

Interstate Water Banking Issues

Mr. Henley informed the Authority that he had received a copy of a letter sent to CAP from the Metropolitan Water District of Southern California regarding development of 40,000 AF of ICUA in 2005.  These credits were stored in the early 1990’s as part of a demonstration project.  At the time of storage, there was no entity authorized to allow recovery of the credits and transfer of the water back to California. Today, the AWBA is the authority and would thus be involved in the process of creating ICUA.  Thus far, no action has been taken by CAP.  Ms. George asked if the AWBA would be paid for any staff time involved, as they were not party to the original agreement.  Mr. Henley replied that an administrative component could be included.

Discussion Regarding Amended 2004 Annual Plan of Operation 

Mr. Henley explained that two changes were made to the existing plan of operation.  First, a letter was received from the Southern Nevada Water Authority that requested storage of 10,000 AF of their unused allocation in Arizona in 2004.  Through conservation programs, the SNWA has managed to end up with 30-40,000 AF of unused allocation and will not be able to store the entire amount within the state of Nevada.  Therefore, an amendment of the plan would be necessary to include the 10,000 AF of interstate water banking.  Prior to any interstate storage occurring, the water would need to be directed to Arizona by the Secretary.

Second, the AWBA had less than projected water storage at the Agua Fria (AFRP) and Hieroglyphic Mountains (HMRP) Recharge Projects throughout 2004.  This was primarily a result of greater utilization of the facilities by other higher priority partners.  The change in the plan was a transfer of water from the AFRP and the HMRP to the Granite Reef Underground Storage Project and New Magma Irrigation and Drainage District. 

The Amended 2004 Annual Plan of Operation was approved pending receipt of the necessary letter from the Secretary.  Maureen George opposed the approval.

Call to the Public

Beth Miller of the City of Scottsdale commented on the recovery planning process and stated that she thought it important that the M&I subcontractors be involved in the process.  Senator Guenther replied that the process would involve public input during development.

The meeting concluded at 11:40 a.m.
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