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Arizona Department of Water Resources


Welcome/Opening Remarks

Chairman Herb Guenther welcomed the attendees to the meeting.  All members of the Authority were present except for ex-officio members Representative Lucy Mason and Senator Jake Flake.  

Approval of Minutes for AWBA Meetings
The Authority approved the minutes of the December 21, 2005 meeting and the minutes of the February 1, 2006 work-study session.

Water Banking Staff Activities

Tim Henley reviewed the water deliveries and stated that actual volumes were close to the 2006 projections for the Active Management Areas (AMA) except for Tucson, but indicated that deliveries would likely move toward the projections for that AMA also.  He noted that the central Arizona project (CAP) was currently down due to turbidity from Lake Havasu.  CAP staff commented that they expected to resume operations by week’s end.

Mr. Henley informed the Authority that staff was working on updating the website to make it more user friendly and introduced Kim Mitchell as the contact for the project. Ms. Mitchell provided a brief overview of the project and noted she was working with ADWR’s web design staff.  She stated that the updated site would still contain the current files, however they would be organized in a clear manner.  The website’s ledger would also be updated to include deliveries for interstate storage, which were currently not available.  She mentioned that ADWR was in the process of procuring new software and anticipated that the updates would be completed a few months after the software was received.  Chuck Cahoy suggested updating the web address as well, to one that was easier to remember.  

Mr. Henley provided an update of the status of the Indian Firming legislation (HB 2835) and noted that Authority members had proposed two amendments to the draft legislation at the February AWBA Indian Firming work-study session: 1) to allow the Authority to use withdrawal fees for M&I firming, which was considered a technical change, and 2) to include firming of additional “On River” M&I supplies that would result from the conversion of agricultural water use.  The draft legislation was subsequently amended to include the first issue, however the second issue was not included because staff determined that current statute already allowed for this type of firming.  Mr. Henley commented that the AWBA would increase its On-River M&I firming obligation if necessary.  Gregg Houtz noted that the bill was on the consent calendar for the afternoon and that if it passed it would go to a vote of the full Senate and then to the Governor's Office.

Mr. Henley briefed the Authority on the Seven-States Deal and provided a handout of the “Compromise Alternative”, which was the model the Seven-Basin States agreed upon.  He noted that this model would benefit the operation of both Lake Mead and Lake Powell.  In addition, the Lower Basin States had examined how water could be used within the Lower Basin to maximize flexibility and concluded the step-shortage approach to be the best-suited model.  A letter describing the proposal was submitted to the Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) in response to the Environmental Impact Statement scoping process.  Mr. Henley also noted that because a different shortage planning scenario was initially used in 1997, the AWBA was in the process of re-evaluating its M&I firming obligations.  However, any differences between the initial and current models were expected to be minor.  He stated that the Bureau of Reclamation would be releasing the scoping document by the following week.  The states would continue to work out the details of the agreement so that it could be supported as an alternative in the draft EIS, which was due at the end of the year.  The next meeting is scheduled for April 13, 2006. The Record of Decision for river operations must be completed by December 2007 for implementation by January 2008.

Mr. Henley noted that ADWR would continue to facilitate the shortage sharing discussions as well and commented that there are essentially two viewpoints, although both sides agree on the overall method: 1) the M&I users are concerned that by accommodating the river communities they could be at risk because of increased costs, and 2) the river communities feel shortages put them at risk while CAP customers received all of the benefits.  The Shortage Sharing Workgroup, represented by several cities and river users, has asked the Authority to consider making a firmer commitment to the river communities, as it would be a key component for determining the outcome of the shortage sharing discussions.

Mr. Henley provided an update of the interstate water deliveries, but focused primarily on the accounting process.  He informed the Authority that several staff members from the State Treasurers Office (STO) recently resigned, including Minh Trang, who had been the portfolio manager for the AWBA.  Staff was currently in the process of re-initiating discussions with the STO and had a meeting scheduled for April.  Mr. Henley also noted that staff met with CAWCD’s finance department to discuss simplifying fee payments for interstate deliveries. The parties agreed to amend the previously negotiated payment arrangement by making advance quarterly payments to CAWCD based on projected interstate deliveries.  Reconciliation efforts however would still be necessary because of changing water costs and monthly delivery volumes.  The cost of interstate deliveries had already increased from the projected costs due to increased energy costs and may increase again.  John Mawhinney was concerned that the accounting process with CAWCD was too complex and noted that this arrangement would allow CAWCD to have access to interstate funds as well as the 4¢ tax monies already retained.  He stated that the Authority should have greater control of the funds, which should be used to purchase water, and that the accounting should be more transparent.  Mr. Guenther commented that an accounting committee could be established and reminded the Authority that the legislature had control of the $100 million loan from Nevada except for purposes of the contract.  Mr. Mawhinney suggested the Authority be proactive in making recommendations that clearly identify expenditure of interstate funds so as not to lose the money through legislative sweep.  William Perry reiterated that the primary reason for receiving advance payments was to simplify the accounting process.  Larry Dozier (CAWCD) pointed out that the Nevada storage agreement helped to get water off the river in 2005.  By having an advance payment, CAWCD had increased flexibility in taking advantage of water that became available due to unforeseen precipitation and subsequent reduction in scheduled deliveries.  The Authority benefited because it was able to meet a portion of its interstate obligation.  In addition, because Nevada pays full price for water deliveries, CAWCD was able to recoup some of the revenues that were lost because of reduced demand by its other customers.  Mr. Henley suggested forming a workshop to discuss the accounting procedure with the STO and CAWCD.

Chuck Cullom (CAWCD) provided an update of the recovery planning process, which was discussed at the AWBA Indian Firming work-study session and noted that he was currently meeting with stakeholders.  He anticipated that the draft Phase I report, identifying stakeholder preferences, would be presented at the CAWCD meeting scheduled for late April.   Mr. Cullom expected the recovery planning process, including interstate recovery, to be completed in approximately one and a half years.

Facility Inventory Update
 

Mr. Henley noted the facility inventory update was prepared not only to provide a compilation of new and proposed facilities, but to comply with the Storage and Interstate Release Agreement, which requires an update of the facility inventory prior to utilizing new facilities for the storage of interstate water.  He introduced Virginia O’Connell, who briefed the Authority on new facilities that were permitted since the initial inventory was prepared in 1997 and the current total storage capacity available to the AWBA.  Ms. O’Connell also discussed facility permit applications currently pending with ADWR and proposed future facilities that may have storage capacity available to the Authority.  Mr. Cahoy asked if statute required that the Groundwater Users Advisory Councils (GUACs) also approve the inventory.  Mr. Henley and Mr. Houtz responded that it was not a requirement, however comments were received from ADWR and CAWCD through an informal process.  

Mr. Cahoy recalled that in 1997 there may have been an issue regarding sufficient storage capacity for the Tucson AMA and questioned if there had been any problems over the last few years regarding lack of capacity or funding and if sufficient capacity exists now in order to meet the firming obligation.  Ms. O’Connell commented that storage capacity had increased considerably since 1997 because several new facilities had been permitted and projects that had been ”pilot” projects had since become “full-scale” or long-term projects.  Mr. Henley added that even though facility capacity is shared by other higher priority users, sufficient capacity should exist in the Tucson AMA.  He noted that the proposed Southern Avra Valley facility would be coming online and that any storage issues in Tucson would likely be a result of funding.  Mr. Mawhinney asked if the Authority’s status of lowest priority was due to cost or if it was a legal issue.  Mr. Henley noted that it was primarily a function of the availability of water.  Mr. Dozier clarified that the cities’ higher priority allows them to schedule water deliveries before the AWBA.  CAP works with the water forecast group to determine the remainder of excess water that is available for water banking purposes and what facilities are needed to store that water.  Mr. Guenther commented that at 1.3 million acre-feet per year, the Authority had more capacity than supplies, but noted that the Authority not only had the lowest priority with regard to facility capacity, but also transportation capacity, which was yet another limiting factor.  He asked if the situation ever arose where supplies were available, but could not be stored due to a lack of wheeling capacity.  Mr. Henley replied that it had almost occurred in 2005.  Mr. Dozier commented that for approximately 3-4 weeks CAP did not take water off the river because of turbidity and the spilling of Lake Pleasant.  Mr. Mawhinney suggested that the conclusion of the facility inventory be tempered by stating that sufficient storage capacity “may” be available to the Authority, as much of the capacity is shared by other users.  

Maureen George asked what type of analysis was used to ensure that water remained where it was stored and that it would be of acceptable quality when recovered.  John Bodenchuk (ADWR Recharge Program Manager) commented that these issues were addressed through the permitting process by conducting a hydrologic analysis and through facility monitoring requirements once a permit was issued.  
The Plan was approved subject to the changes discussed at the meeting.

Gila River Indian Community Storage Permit & Agreement
Mr. Henley noted that the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) was moving forward with its plans for a Groundwater Savings Facility (GSF) permit and that they had been working closely with ADWR on the requirements.  Staff was prepared to submit its water storage permit applications once the GSF application was submitted. Two applications are required because the proposed GSF is located in both the Phoenix and Pinal AMAs. 

Mr. Henley also provided a brief overview of the draft agreement between the Authority and the GRIC for water storage at the GSF, which included comments from the GRIC.  However, he proposed deferring any action until the Authority had an opportunity to review the draft agreement, as it was only received that morning.  Ms. George asked what would happen if the Settlement was not reached with the GRIC.  Mr. Henley commented that any storage credits earned at the GRIC GSF would be owned by the Authority and could be used anywhere within the AMA where the GSF was located.  Mr. Cahoy commented that the agreement should be clear with regard to long-term storage credit accrual and/or extinguishment for water that is delivered prior to the enforceability date of the Settlement.  Mr. Cahoy also questioned if stored water would leave the AMA, resulting in a loss of credits, since the proposed GSF straddles the AMA boundaries.  Mr. Bodenchuck commented that a hydrologic analysis of water stored at a GSF is not required because existing groundwater remains in place through curtailment of pumping.  ADWR will prorate the irrigable acres within each AMA boundary to determine the groundwater savings for each AMA.  Mr. Guenther requested that any comments be submitted to staff and stated that the Authority would have a special meeting in one month, either in person or by teleconference, to take action on the agreement. 

Call to the Public

There was no additional public comment.

The meeting adjourned at   12:05 P.M.
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