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Call to Order

Chairman John Newman called the meeting to order at 10:05 a.m.

Meeting Date Announcement

Chairman Newman announced that the next Full Commission meeting was scheduled for October 16, 2006 in Tucson.  This will be the voting meeting for the current grant cycle.  

Approval of Meeting Minutes

Chairman Newman requested a motion to approve the June 19, 2006 meeting minutes.

Commissioner Kristine Uhlman made a motion to approve the minutes.  Commissioner Marie Light seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously.

Call to the Public

Chairman Newman announced the first call to the public.  There was no response.

GENERAL COMMISSION BUSINESS

Meeting Rules

Chairman Newman reviewed the meeting rules and reiterated that any discussion during presentations was limited to Applicants, Commissioners, and staff.  If the public has any comments, they should address them to the Commission during a call to the public at either the beginning or end of the meeting.

Conflict of Interest Guidelines

Chairman Newman reviewed the conflict of interest memo that was provided by Deputy Counsel, dated August 26, 2006.  The memo pertains to statutes ARS§38-5012511, ARS§38-503B, ARS§38-502, ARS§38-502 Section 10.  Commissioners need to submit conflict of interest forms if necessary and accordingly refrain from involvement in any discussions or decision actions.  

Voting Protocol

Chairman Newman stated that the Commission needed to establish a voting protocol for this year’s grant awards.  This is one of the few times that the Commission has had a competitive grant cycle in recent years as there are more funding requests than money available.  Staff tried to develop a fair way to conduct voting so there would be no advantage given to any application.  Chairman Newman stated that Mr. Rodney Held sent everyone an email dated September 15th, with the following staff recommendation:

1) Each application printed on a separate slip of paper at beginning of meeting.

2) The Chairman reads out loud each slip of paper identifying the application number and project title prior to folding each slip and dropping them in a box.

3) After all slips are put in the box, the box is shaken to mix the slips of paper.

4) The Chairman, Vice-Chairman or another member of the Commission randomly draws a slip of paper from the box and reads out loud the application number and project title.

5) The Chairman asks for a motion and a second to fund the application.

6) After a motion and second to fund is made, Commissioners discuss the application and vote yes or no on whether to fund the application.

7) Repeat steps 4-6 until either all of the applications have been considered, or all available funds are awarded.  (Staff will keep a running total of the remaining balance as applications are considered and funds are awarded.)

Chairman Newman asked the Commission if this strategy sounded fair?   Chairman Newman added that he thought this puts the burden on Commissioners to arrive at the voting meeting knowing which applications they feel strongly about and which they don’t.  Commissioners sometimes change their votes based on discussions that ensue.
Commissioner Sam Campana questioned the fairness of this protocol.  She has been involved in this type of system before and is concerned that when the money runs out there still may be great candidates that deserve consideration.  In order to give all applications consideration, the Commission should have a final vote at the end of the meeting.  
Chairman Newman responded that the concern was not allowing a numerical or alphabetical order to affect the voting; we felt a random system would be better. 

Commissioner Marie Light asked what the difference was between the total amount that has been requested and the funds available?  
Mr. Reuben Terán responded that there is approximately $2.8 million available for funding and there is almost $5.1 million being requested.  The first page in the application binders has the amounts requested for each application.  

Chairman Newman stated that all of the money could be spent before getting to all Commissioners’ priorities, depending on how the drawings go.  Chairman Newman added that the Commission still had a month to talk about the protocol, but needed to resolve this issue.  Other ways the Commission has voted in the past has been putting high priority applications as reviewed by staff on a consent agenda and approving them as a block.  Medium and low priority applications were considered after that.  That process might not be entirely fair either.  

Commissioner John Keane stated that there is no easy solution; however voting should be done based on a high priority standing.  
Chairman Newman reiterated that the Commission did not need to decide today, but needed to have it resolved by the voting meeting.  

Commissioner David Kirchner stated that he disagreed with the voting being based on a random process.  The Commission is appointed to make decisions and determine priorities.  The Commission should select applications that are best for the state.  Leaving it to a random process might leave out those high priority applications that would have been selected based on the established evaluation criteria.  A random process defeats the purpose of this.

Chairman Newman requested that any suggestions regarding how voting could be done in a fair manner with more consideration toward the better proposals versus the marginal ones, please get those to Mr. Held ASAP.  The Commission will have additional discussions and will come out with a final procedure prior to the October meeting.

Commissioner Uhlman asked if the research and capital projects were ranked separately?

Chairman Newman responded in the negative and stated that research is simply limited to 5 percent of new funds received and staff will have to track those separately; however they come out of the same pool of money.  
Commissioner Keane stated that there is no requirement that the Commission spend 5 percent for research, we just can’t spend more than 5 percent.  In other words, the Commission can decide to spend none of it on research and put it all towards capital projects.
Applicant Presentations 

WPF0329 – Picture Canyon Rio de Flag Meander Restoration Project (City of Flagstaff) Presenters, Ron Doba and Tom Moody:
Mr. Doba and Mr. Moody provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Paul Brick requested to view a previous slide and asked if the area they were planning to restore was actually adjacent to Rio de Flag, and if it would connect with the Rio de Flag at the lower end of the project area.  
Mr. Moody responded in the affirmative.  Mr. Moody stated that right now the effluent is transferred by a narrow ditch and dumped into the Rio de Flag.  They would take the opportunity to utilize that water to create more riparian habitat in that area.  It would be completely outside the jurisdictional area of Rio de Flag in this case.  They are going to be doing construction in the jurisdictional areas downstream and the 404 permitting process is already underway.

Commissioner Keane asked why they did not just put the effluent of the Rio de Flag in the upper section of the project area and then put some meanders in the Rio de Flag through the rest of the proposed project area.  
Mr. Moody responded that the Rio de Flag in the project area contains a berm and that it has been channelized as well.  The thought is that they could get more by working off-channel to the wetlands, which would create a different type and quality of habitat associated with the available effluent water than if they just created a much longer part of the river itself.  They would then have more of a riparian system downstream and more of a wetland system upstream.
Commissioner Keane asked how much in the way of flood flows could get down the Rio de Flag?  
Mr. Moody responded that it is constrained to some extent by small culverts underneath the Santa Fe Railroad upstream.  The maximum is about 230-cfs so we still get flood flows and anticipate that the stream channel will handle those flows.
Commissioner Keane asked if the constructed wetlands would be protected from the flood flows by the barrier that is in place, or are they going to lose the barrier?  
Mr. Moody responded that there could be some overland flow, but nothing that they expect to damage it. 

Commissioner Uhlman asked what the depth to groundwater was and if any calculations had been done as to what the seepage rate will be?

Mr. Moody responded that they didn’t know what the seepage rate was.  They do know that because the effluent now enters the Rio de Flag downstream it is perennial flow, so the flows, minus whatever seepage and evapotranspiration occurs still leaves water; however they do not know the minimum amount.  They do have a water budget based on the evapotranspiration of plants, but that is something they will look at over time.
Commissioner Uhlman asked if the depth of the groundwater was known there?

Mr. Moody responded in the negative.  Depth to groundwater is deep and too far down for roots unless there is augmented water.  
Mr. Ron Doba further responded that depth to groundwater in their experience with well drilling in that area is that the City of Flagstaff typically drills about 2,500 feet for their water wells.  The City had some hydrologic work done around the wastewater treatment plant regarding sludge disposal that is immediately upstream of the project area.  The City disposes of the sludge if it is generated from the plant on City owned property.  It was determined that the depth to groundwater is extremely deep.  

Commissioner Light asked if there would be changes in the rate of effluent flow that goes through the constructed wetlands, how would that flow change over time?  
Mr. Moody responded that was a management question.  The wetlands that they are looking at here are not wetlands that necessarily have water in them all of the time.  The natural wetlands of northern Arizona have water in them a couple times a year; late spring and in fall with respect to the hydrologic cycle.  They actually are colonized and support wet tolerant native species that can stand great fluctuations in soil moisture.  This is an important consideration of the hydrologic cycle in an arid area that allows more flexibility if you are using effluent which has other demands on it as well.

Commissioner Light asked if this project changes the plant treatment qualities to support the proposal, or is that something that is independent?  
Mr. Doba responded that in 2004 they had a bond project that was passed by the voters to upgrade this particular plant.  One of the reasons for that was so the water quality would match the cities newer waste treatment facility or reclaimed water plant so they could connect the two plants together and loop the reclaimed water system entirely through the City of Flagstaff.  They depend a lot on reclaimed water in the summertime as a water conservation measure so it is not entirely being done for this particular project.  This project will see a lot of benefit from the improved water quality; especially considering that the City has committed to a continual minimum discharge not only at that location, but at their other treatment plant as well, which discharges into a riparian area.  

Commissioner Campana asked if the project is on Arizona State Trust lands and if they will be affected by the vote next month?  In addition, are they in the package, will that land ever become private land and also please identify where that is?  
Mr. Moody responded that they are Arizona State Trust lands.  He did not know if they were in the package.  The location is behind the mall at the northeastern corner of Flagstaff and the road out towards Page, north of the Continental Country Club.  There are state land sections and the State Land Department is supportive of the project.  City and other members of the partnership are meeting on regular basis with the State Land Department to work out the agreement.  There are efforts with Deb Hill and Coconino County to find ways to purchase the conservation easements, or other ways to protect the area over the long term.  Mr. Moody stated that their number one task is permit and access agreements that will provide the necessary protection.  Even if the land went private, this all becomes jurisdictional except for downstream, which is likely where it will happen.  Those floodplain areas are not going to be developed.  
Mr. Doba further stated that the right of way for this alignment will stay regardless of what happens, because it is a permit process that the City is involved in now for the existing right of way.  The City is relocating it to the meandering alignment and there is a fee involved in that with the State Land Department.  We need that right of way to continue to have the discharge location for the wastewater treatment plant.  

Commissioner Keane asked if the State has an active grazing lease on it now?

Mr. Doba responded in the affirmative.  He believes that Manarola Sheep Company has a grazing lease although he does not believe they have been grazing out there lately.  
Mr. Moody further responded that the lessee is aware and supportive of the process.

Commissioner Keane asked if they would be taking active measures to fence his livestock out?  
Mr. Moody responded in the affirmative.  There is a section in the plan to make a riparian pasture if that is needed.  If it is not needed, it will not be used.  It will be treated like other projects; if grazing continues in this section, the area will be kept out for five years in order to establish it.

Commissioner Uhlman stated that there was mention of  upgrading the treatment plant so that the City could get reclaimed water.  Commissioner Uhlman asked if the portion of water originating from the treatment plant would be in the reclaimed system?  
Mr. Doba responded in the affirmative.  The majority of water in the reclaimed system is used during certain times of the summer; however they will continue to discharge a specific amount into Picture Canyon.

Commissioner Uhlman asked if there were a priority need with reclaimed water, would there still be sufficient water to sustain the wetland?

Mr. Doba responded that the City has adopted a resolution that identifies a certain percentage of our reclaimed water to be allocated for specific uses.  A certain percentage is allocated for recreation, a certain percentage for commercial and industrial, and certain percentage for environmental and residential uses.  The water would not be turned off for another purpose; if a number is locked for that location, it will be utilized there.

WPF0337 – Pratt & South Mittry Restoration, Bureau of Land Management, Presenter, Fred Wong:
Mr. Wong provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Uhlman inquired about water rights?

Mr. Wong responded that the Bureau of Land Management has 4,100 acre feet annually through an agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation.  They are currently amending the agreement.  The Bureau of Reclamation is reviewing the final draft and has indicated that they do not see any problems so far.
Commissioner Uhlman asked for clarification as to whether or not the water rights are pending?

Mr. Wong responded that they do have water rights already.  It is just a matter of identifying which location that they will use those water rights.

Commissioner Uhlman asked if they have determined the cost of pumping in terms of an increase?

Mr. Wong responded that he estimated the budget to be a little over $3 per diesel gallon, which is a good estimate because diesel fuel is a little cheaper than unleaded.

Commisioner Kirchner asked if this site is readily available to the public?  Mr. Wong responded that it is actually a demo site with a boat launch near by.  One of the purposes other than creating wildlife habitat is to improve recreational opportunities for people.

Chairman Newman asked if this proposal had any application to the Multi Species Conservation Plan on the Colorado River and would it apply as credit towards the program?  
Mr. Wong replied in the negative.

Chairman Newman asked if their request to use amended administrative contract provisions had anything to do with the appropriation of federal funds; and are the matching funds subject to appropriations, or available in their current budget?  
Mr. Wong replied in the negative.  He added that the matching funds are definitely available.  The reason why they asked for different general provisions is because of conflicts between state and federal statutes.  His understanding is that AWPF has developed a certain set of federal government general provisions.  
Chairman Newman responded in the affirmative.

WPF0343 – Watson Woods Riparian Preserve Restoration Project – Prescott Creeks, presenter, Michael Byrd:
Mr. Byrd provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Chairman Newman asked if the current feasibility design study had gone far enough to adequately allow the Applicant to propose the final restoration project?  Chairman Newman expressed concern about the timing of submitting the final design, given that the feasibility study isn’t finished yet?
Mr. Moody responded that the plan included in the application is a preliminary plan and the final design is feasible.  There is potential to restore and enhance the riparian corridor; it is a matter of completing the final design, which will be within the next few months.  They want to get the funding now, because it keeps the project on schedule.  The final design will be submitted, it gets approved, and they begin the permitting process.  

Commissioner Uhlman asked if there is an uncontrolled waste disposal site, and if so, to please show her on the on the aerial photo?  In addition, would it be proper to assume that disposal is into an open gravel pit?  
Mr. Moody responded that there is household garbage disposed in the bank.  One of the tasks is to remove that.

Commissioner Uhlman asked if there had been any coordination or communication with ADEQ about some of the health and safety issues or contaminant issues associated with the waste disposal?  
Mr. Byrd responded that at this point there had not and AWPF staff did express concern with that issue.  They are open to further investigation if that is warranted.  As they have watched it over the past 10 years, it has eroded considerably and it has been their observation that it is mostly old household junk.

Commissioner Light asked if the report identified that surface water effluent or CAP water would not be used for the project, what water source would be used?  
Mr. Byrd responded that the water source to be used for drip irrigation is supplied by the City of Prescott.  When they built the Prescott Lakes Parkway Bridge a few years ago, they put a twelve-inch water line through the preserve and supplied them with two taps.  The source will be potable water.

Commissioner Light asked if monitoring the stratification of habitat out there would occur, and if so, what does that indicate about the riparian habitat?  
Mr. Byrd responded that reptiles and amphibians could be used as a yardstick to the health of the system.  In particular, when they did their study a few years ago they were hoping that they would find evidence of a few species historically documented in the area, but they did not find those.  It does not mean that they are not there, but our suspicion is that the habitat is not in a high enough condition to support those different species.  
Commissioner John Munderloh asked if a water budget for the restoration part of this project had been completed and if there would be an increase in evapotranspiration?  
Mr. Moody stated that by increasing the density and width of the riparian corridor, evapotranspiration would also increase.
Commissioner Munderloh stated that one of his concerns about the whole Watson Woods area is the Yavapai Prescott Tribes prior appropriation senior water rights.  They can draw pretty much everything out of the creek that it can produce upstream of Watson Woods.  Commissioner Munderloh asked if there have been any conversations with the tribe over their intended use?  
Mr. Byrd responded that they have coordinated with the tribe; however not specifically on this particular project.  Use of water out of Granite Creek has never been a topic that was discussed with them and he didn’t think that he could address that.  
Mr. Moody added that if they don’t meet surface flow, they meet sustained surface flow and their groundwater monitoring suggests that groundwater is quickly responsive to flood flow.  That is what is supporting it today.

Commissioner Keane asked what has been happening with respect to groundwater levels?
Mr. Byrd responded that what they have seen within the preserve is that they have a seasonal variation in the neighborhood of twelve to sixteen feet.  Throughout the preserve there are eight groundwater monitoring wells.  In the last two years data has been collected on a weekly basis.  Data is being collected every fifteen minutes in half of those wells so they have a really good idea of how the groundwater is moving.  The deepest that they have seen the groundwater get within the preserve is sixteen to eighteen feet below the surface.  From their perspective that is well within range of being able to get cottonwoods and willows established, especially if they have access to irrigation water.  

Commissioner Kirchner asked to see the slide with the bridge on it.  Commissioner Kirchner inquired which bridge it was, if the restoration effort would change the hydrologic regime and if an analysis of the bridge had been done?  
Mr. Byrd responded that it is the Prescott Lakes Parkway, which is owned by the City of Prescott.  When the bridge was built, Prescott Creeks worked very closely with the City of Prescott to get the width that was there to have potential for channel movement across the floodplain.  His understanding is that the analysis was part of the bridge design, which happened before completion of design work for the restoration project.
WPF0336 – Evaluation of Riparian Habitat and Head cutting on Lower Cienega Creek (Pima Association of Governments [PAG]) presenter, Claire Zucker:
Ms. Zucker provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Steve Olson stated that he was intrigued that PAG was doing this project, and that it doesn’t sound like a usual Council of Government (COG) project.
Ms. Zucker responded that they are a very unique COG and have a strong technical support program, and that there is no other COG that has four or five scientists on board.  She stated that this is very important for their region as they have picked up a lot of projects that might not have been done, and that they would like to continue this and implement projects that they have a little more control over.  

Commissioner Munderloh asked if the head cuts appeared out of nowhere, or if they existed prior to 2001?

Ms. Zucker responded that a number of small head cuts developed in 2001.  This one grew bigger and became obvious.  It is the primary head cut along the river.

Commissioner Kirchner asked what she believed was the cause of the head cut? 

Ms. Zucker responded that it is an unstable system with an unstable sediment load.  There is no obvious reason for the deficit of sediment upstream.  A variety of causes such as grazing and drought can be attributed to erosion.

Commissioner Keane stated that the slide indicated tracking the head cut up to September of 2005 and asked if it was still moving upstream?

Ms. Zucker responded in the affirmative and stated that monitoring is only completed on a quarterly basis.

Commissioner Kirchner asked about the date of the aerial photo shown earlier?
Ms. Zucker responded that she was not sure; however it was probably 2000 or 2002.

Commissioner Olson said that a comment was made regarding not having the monitoring that is needed.  He inquired if there was anything in the proposal that would put the necessary monitoring in place?  
Ms. Zucker responded in the affirmative.
Chairman Newman asked if by studying this head cut, would the fix that might be developed have application to other head cuts on Cinega Creek in that same general area, or just the one identified in the proposal?
Ms. Zucker responded that she believes it will say scientifically what is happening in that whole region.  It is unclear what could happen.
Commissioner Munderloh asked about head cutting events in the 1880’s.
Ms. Zucker responded that portions of the creek in Davidson Canyon had terraces up to 50 feet.  Some were affected by bedrock outcropping in the area.

Chairman Newman adjourned the meeting for lunch at 11:50 a.m.
Chairman Newman called the meeting back to order at 1:00 p.m.

WPF0332 – Blue River, Non-Point Source, Sediment Reduction (National Wild Turkey Federation) – Presenter, Rick McLeod:
Mr. McLeod provided the Commission with a presentation regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Brick asked if the grazing shown on one of the slides was attributed to elk or cattle?

Mr. McLeod responded that it was cattle grazing.
Commissioner Brick asked if the rancher was in support of the project?
Mr. McLeod responded that they are not opposing the project; however they have not provided written support as far as he is aware.

Commissioner Campana asked if Mr. McLeod was here as part of a National Organization?

Mr. McLeod responded in the affirmative.
Commissioner Campana asked if the project was identified by working with the State?  
Mr. McLeod responded that Game and Fish is involved in the project.  They also are providing funding and are involved in a portion of fencing.  The National Wild Turkey Federation will be working as the project director in coordination with the Forest Service regarding revegetation and fencing for this of the project.  

Commissioner Campana asked if there is also a statewide organization and if so, is it volunteers?

Mr. McLeod responded that there are over 2000 state chapters across the United States, and yes, volunteers probably will be involved in this project with respect to informational signage and project maintenance.
Commissioner Campana asked if the national organization decides who gets hired locally?

Mr. McLeod responded that they would hire a local reseeding contractor, and stated that two other projects they had with AWPF they hired locally.

Commissioner Brick stated that a couple of years ago the Commission took a field trip to one of their projects up by Springerville; what are the results so far on that project?

Mr. McLeod responded that they are hoping to finish it up.  He just submitted a CD to Mr. Terán with their final photographs.  They also have finished the final report and the willows have improved significantly.  

Commissioner Light asked if the entire 300 acres will be reseeded?

Mr. McLeod responded that it will be the revegetation zone.  The pictures do not give good credibility to the elevation change but it is fairly flat in some areas.

Commissioner Light asked if the fences would need to be maintained?

Mr. McLeod responded that the fencing would be maintained past the project term until the site regenerates to a condition that they can allow for more intensive grazing.  There is a grazing plan that will be implemented after germination.  After the sight has recovered, they will go back in on a less intensive grazing rotation.  The fencing along that trail will be maintained as well.

Commissioner Munderloh asked how the dozer track seeding is being proposed?

Mr. McLeod responded that most of the work would be completed in the flat area.

Commissioner Keane asked if seeding with irrigation is hit or miss.  The rain is too hard or not hard enough; is there any plan for follow up if it doesn’t take.

Mr. McLeod responded that there would be.  Funding could come through from other sources.

Commissioner Kirchner asked how seed would be planted?

Mr. McLeod responded with a hand held seeder in the dozer tracks.

Commissioner Uhlman asked why they were interested in this area?

Mr. McLeod responded that they were interested for a number of reasons.  The Forest Service is a big partner of theirs, there are turkeys in this area and this area will provide suitable turkey habitat.

Commissioner Uhlman asked if there were similar graded lands adjacent to, or around this particular parcel?

Mr. McLeod responded it was selected because it is the most degraded parcel.  The topography is steeper on one side.  This is not a typical project; you have to get out of your comfort zone to look at it.

WPF0345 – Santa Cruz River Restoration Project – Urban Tucson Reach (Tucson Audubon Society) – Presenter, Ann Phillips:
Ms. Phillips provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Keane inquired about the species to be used for revegetation in the river bottom.  It is an extremely harsh environment that is way above the water table and has terrific floods.  How will it be kept alive?

Ms. Phillips responded that it seems like a brutal environment when you look at it from the top.  She just took a nice long walk down it last week and after the monsoon flows, there were a number of native species trying to hold on adjacent to the buffalo grass.  The focus would be on giant Sacaton.  It would be great to get that established.  There are Goodings Willow that have established in this reach of the river, indicating that there are localized clay lenses or bedrock outcrops that are creating shallow water table conditions.  There also are a number of storm drain outlets into the Santa Cruz.  In addition to the rainfall you get overhead or from the big floods, there also are additional waters.  Giant Sacaton, Alkali Sacaton, and Tobosa Grass would be some species they would want to introduce.  Also, they want to increase the amount of seed density for those that they have already observed in the river, which includes Feather Finger Grass and Needle Grama Grass, which does linger there.  The conditions are favorable enough for growth there; the question is whether it is going to be an invasive non native species washing downstream or a native species.  They would be seeding over three seasons to help address the flooding question, rather than investing all the money in one season.  There will be no irrigation.

Commissioner Brick asked if this is strictly planting on the riverbed and nothing on the stream banks or uplands?
Ms Phillips responded that on the sub-bottom there will be planting and seeding; then there will be soil cement.  For a portion of this on the west side, there is a linear park that the City owns.  There will be planting in the linear park and that will include native grass, shrub and tree species.

Commissioner Brick stated that a couple of years ago the Commission funded a mesquite project with Tucson City Parks and asked if they are cutting down the ones that were funded?  
Ms. Phillips responded that she did not believe so.  She stated that they are not going to cut down anything native or non-native in the river.
Commissioner Uhlman asked how they would remove or deal with the Buffalo Grass?
Ms. Phillips responded that the Buffalo Grass is actually amenable to pulling, but there is a group called Weed Whackers in Tucson that spends time pulling the Buffalo Grass by hand.  It also can be sprayed, but in this reach of the river it is relatively easy to pull out when the soil is moist.

Commissioner Kirchner asked if there are any known contaminant sources along this stretch?
Ms. Phillips responded that this stretch of the river is landfill central.  Fortunately they are contained in the over bank and separated from the river channel by soil cement.  They are not going to deliberately get near soil contamination.  Arrangements have been made with the City Environmental Services Department to inspect anything they might encounter during their daily reconnaissance of the river.  They are extremely cautious at Audubon and have never had any problems with people being exposed or hurt.

Commissioner Kirchner asked where the funds would be coming from for City Environmental Services inspections?
Ms. Phillips responded that it would be from the City Environmental Services Department.  They own this reach of the river.

WPF0335 – Little Colorado River & Nutrioso Creek Riparian Enhancement Project – Presenter, Rick Benoit:
Mr. Benoit provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Kirchner asked if the property just upstream was in similar condition, and if so, what impact would that continue to have on this property after work is completed?
Mr. Benoit responded that directly upstream is the Game and Fish property that received a grant from the Commission.

Mr. Moody stated that upstream of this project there are ones that were treated in 2002.  There is a piece directly above it that is going to be treated this fall.

Commissioner Kirchner asked if there was five years of stability based on the experience they have had on the other side, or was that something else?
Mr. Moody stated that he believed so.
Commissioner Olson asked if the main focus was to encourage other landowners to do this type of work, who would this include?
Mr. Benoit responded that he had met two landowners downstream that were open to the idea.  Once they see it working they will see it is the right thing to do.
Mr. Moody added that these projects were all on private property and that five years ago they wouldn’t let him in their doors.  Since then, there are now three projects with long time Springerville residents.  This indicates that there is good credibility. 

Commissioner Uhlman asked about the use of rip rap.

Mr. Moody responded that there is a very sharp turn that they felt needed more strength along the curve.  The philosophy is to use as little structure as possible.  

Commissioner Uhlman asked if they had any long-term results from other projects in Arizona or another location that shows stability?
Mr. Moody stated that there are large flood events in the southwest.  We tend to have less long-term stability in the river system no matter what.  The demo project has been in place for four years and it has seen quite a bit of water.  It has done quite well and we have a good track record.  There are other projects in the west that are not ours that argue for the nonstructural approach or limited structural approach.

Mr. Benoit stated that another private landowner he talked to has had success for about eight years.

Mr. Moody stated that last spring there was a long period of high water in the Little Colorado River and this particular area had some erosion; however nothing compared to the non-treated property areas.

WPF0339 – Little Colorado River Project on H-Y Ranch River Property, Presenter, Rachel Murph:
Ms. Murph provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Uhlman asked to be shown on the map where the well would be drilled.  
Ms. Murph responded that there is an old hand dug well on the homestead.  They would like to make sure it is out of the floodplain so it will be drilled either right near the hand dug well, or further back with a storage tank.  When they get to that point they will probably use an irrigation drip system, which are low maintenance.
Commissioner Uhlman asked if that well would be an alternate water source?
Ms. Murph responded that once they get back into grazing, it would provide a water source for cattle and they would fence them off from the river.

Commissioner Light asked how deep the well would be?
Ms. Murph responded that it is estimated to be at about 200 feet.  The old hand dug well is dry now, but when she talked to the well driller, he said they wouldn’t have to go very far.
Commissioner Light asked if the power for operating the well is coming from a solar panel?
Ms. Murph responded in the affirmative.  She stated that it is the cheapest method at this point.  There is electricity there, but they would do it the cheapest way.

Commissioner Olson stated that one of the concerns the Commission has had with other projects is the cost of fencing, because it has been going up fairly rapidly.  He asked if they had accounted for inflation?

Ms. Murph responded in the affirmative.
Commissioner Brick asked if tamarisk removal is part of this project?
Ms. Murph stated that it is on the fire line break and that is the only place that it will be done at this point.
Commissioner Munderloh asked if the 50-foot firebreak is large enough.

Ms. Murph responded that there is some room to play with and she might discuss making a wider firebreak with the appropriate people.  She estimated that the firebreak would still encompass 30-acres.  Tamarisk resprout after initial treatment; however more success is seen after a second treatment is completed.
Commissioner Olson asked if they envision coming back next year or the year after for subsequent projects?
Ms. Murph stated that the NRCS could come in with EQUIP and wildlife habitat money once they have it fenced.  The trick is to get a project completed on this little 20-head ranch that they care about.  
Commissioner Light asked what other land uses the Applicant was considering.
Ms. Murph stated that at this particular site, the land would be rested until monitoring indicates some response to forage and that cattle would not just go after the willows and cottonwoods.  Then grazing would change to short frequency, short season, winter use, with continuous monitoring.

WPF0342 – Control of Tamarisk on 12 Miles of the Upper Verde River (EcoResults Institute) - Presenter, Norman Lowe:
Mr. Lowe provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Kirchner asked what happened in 1980?  
Mr. Alvin Medina responded that in 1980 the Forest Service changed their grazing routine.  Prior to 1980 the river was grazed continuously.  In 1980 they implemented a management system that permitted the river to start recovering growth of woody plants.  

Commissioner Light asked why they picked a three year period to evaluate success of the project?

Mr. Medina responded that a three year period was chosen, because after looking at all the work done on tamarisk you realize that you can’t kill it in the first year.  There is a lot of resprouting and it takes at least three years to control it.  

Commissioner Keane asked if their method was to cut and treat the stump every year for a couple of years?
Mr. Medina responded that multi-stem tamarisk will sprout out from every stem; however the resprouting is limited because of the regrowth and it must be caught early.

Commissioner Light asked in relation to the 97 percent success rate over a three-year period, if they had worked with projects more than three-years, and if so, what kind of success rates they have had?

Mr. Medina responded that if you say you are going eradicate it that means you are going to eliminate 100 percent of it.  In reality, it will come back no matter what.  After five-years, some plants will come back.  It is best to look at it as tamarisk can be controlled.  It is possible to get it down to 5 percent in three years, which is a manageable level.  With continued treatments it should be kept suppressed.

Commissioner Light asked if they had plans to continue with maintenance after the three-year project?
Mr. Medina responded that this is where they try to predict.  They are reliant on the Forest Service to do that kind of work.  It is hard to imply that someone will look after it in twenty years and they need to instill this in people.

Mr. Dan Daggett added that they have a couple of potential cooperators that are interested in these goals and may be helpful in maintaining these projects over time.  The permitees along this stretch of river are really wonderful at doing work and being vigilant at keeping things going.  They keep an eye on this river, they know what the condition is and they are the kind of folks that take action when they see something coming back.   Also, there are a number of schools that have expressed interest in working on this river and they may be a cooperator to help somewhere down the road to sustain it.  
Mr. Medina added that other colleges and local groups would do work as well.

Commissioner Uhlman asked the question regarding the photograph containing a salt cedar forcing the stream to split into two streams.  If that was a cottonwood tree, would it cause the stream to do the same thing?    
Mr. Medina responded that it doesn’t matter because water does not differentiate what type of tree it is.  However, the tamarisk will clone itself downstream and, as it clones itself, the material from the river bottom at both sides gets thrown up into a levy.  The result is a levy being formed down river.

Commissioner Uhlman asked if the problem then was more likely to be caused by salt cedar than it would be with other species.
Mr. Medina responded in the affirmative.

Mr. Daggett stated that cottonwoods have been around for years; however when the tamarisk came, they started losing the meadows.  

Commissioner Olson asked if not considered a priority project in the EIS for the integrated treatment of noxious and invasive weeds, what is that going to do to this project?

Mr. Medina responded that the Prescott and Coconino National Forests had the foresight to include tamarisk, specifically as being an essential problem that has to be dealt with on the Verde River.  

Commissioner Olson asked if they envision having to go through a Section 7 consultation?

Mr. Medina responded that they have to consult with Fish and Wildlife first, because they are applying a herbicide in an aquatic environment.  That is not a problem, because the Fish and Wildlife Services is part of the grant and they are well aware of it.

Commissioner Keane asked where the project would be on the river; is it four miles south of Sullivan Lake?

Mr. Medina responded in the affirmative.

Commissioner Keane asked whether or not that area really has a tamarisk problem.

Mr. Medina responded that it does not, but it starts downstream at the Game and Fish property.  It goes from there on down ten miles to Hell’s Canyon.  Success of this project will bring everyone on board.

Commissioner Kirchner asked about those opposed to the project.

Mr. Medina responded that they have been trying to get people excited for two-years.   People ask why they want to treat tamarisk if they can’t kill it.  His response is that he believes they can’t kill it, but they can certainly manage it.  

WPF0338 – Kaler Ranch Erosion Control Project, Phase II – Presenters, Richard Kaler and Jan Holder:
Mr. Kaler and Ms. Holder provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Keane asked if this project originates from the ill designed culverts from a road that was never finished, doesn’t ADOT, Phelps Dodge or somebody else have some responsibility here?
Mr. Kaler responded that they abandoned the road to Greenlee County, which has the lowest population base of any county.

Ms. Holder stated that they tried to block it off so that water was not flowing through the culverts.  They had the NRCS work on that a year before they started applying for grants to fix it.  Apparently the road is now used by so many other people that it cannot be done.

Commissioner Light asked to be shown the slide that shows the layout of the feature locations.  Commissioner Light asked if the subsurface culverts would transport water and sediments into the river.

Ms. Holder responded that the sediment would be collected by sediment collection boxes that feed underground.

Commissioner Light asked if they were sediment traps?

Ms. Holder responded that yes they are large sediment traps.  There were many factors considered regarding how large they would need to be, such as the conditions of the upland region; what the vegetation looks like; and how much rain has fallen in the past ten years.  The NRCS gave it their best guess on how large the sediment boxes needed to be.

Commissioner Light asked if it was a sediment entryway and where the water goes?
Ms. Holder responded that it flows down the trap and then there is an outlet that leads into the river.

Mr. Kaler stated that the culverts run under the road bed and there is an 8 or 10 foot drop.  The sediment runs from the canyon.  The culvert runs through what was the canyon and across his field.  As it flowed across his field, it picked up all of that sediment.  The only sediment in the boxes now is from the canyon, including rocks and other material as it tumbles in.

Commissioner Light asked if in addition to collecting the sediments, whether they would redirect the water from flowing across the property so that it would go through the culverts?

Ms. Holder stated that the culverts were behind the area where the bank is rocky.  They want to move the water into a rocky area where it can enter the San Francisco River without crumbling.  

Commissioner Light asked if they could point out on the map where the work is to be implemented?

Ms. Holder pointed out the area.  Ms. Holder stated that it is a particularly vulnerable area and they want to direct the water down so that it enters the river in an area where the bank is primarily rock.

Commissioner Olson asked for more clarification regarding the AWPF funds they are applying for and the ADEQ funds available.

Ms. Holder responded that they want these funds to cover the 40% match that ADEQ requires.  In addition, there are some requirements that the AWPF asks for compared to other grants, and there are additional things they needed that they didn’t allow for.  For instance, there is a fairly detailed implementation plan that is required by the AWPF and there is $10,000 in the budget to prepare this detailed implementation plan.  The other thing they want to develop is a much more detailed monitoring.  In addition to the nitrates, that would include technical personnel and lab work.  Costs have gone up so much for the steel and concrete that is required.  There is a fair amount of money in the project for those costs as well.  One thing they didn’t count on in the first grant was keeping the dust down.  Mr. Kaler had to rent a water truck for several months to maintain dust control.  The vegetation buffer is another one that was strongly recommended by the NRCS and Game and Fish, as well as US Fish and Wildlife.  Vegetation needed to be reestablished, along with a buffer around the pastures to slow down water, allow it to infiltrate and to decrease runoff and nitrates into the river.
Steve Olson asked if without AWPF funds, would they have a compliance problem with ADEQ?
Ms. Holder responded in the negative.  They are faced with a large portion of the project not being done and the land owner would have to go back to renegotiate the original grant with ADEQ to adjust what they will be able to accomplish with this project.  There is no way to do it with the current costs.

Chairman Newman asked if the ADEQ grant would be somehow in jeopardy if the AWPF application is not approved?
Ms. Holder responded in the affirmative and clarified that at least in its present form.

Commissioner Kirchner asked if ADEQ chose not to endorse this application?

Ms. Holder stated that ADEQ had given them grants for both Phases I and II.  This AWPF application is in addition to the ADEQ grant.

Commissioner Kirchner asked why ADEQ is not listed in the list of supporters.
Ms. Holder responded that it was her error.  It never occurred to her to add them.  She just assumed that since they supported the first one, she didn’t need to include them.  

Commissioner Uhlman asked how deep the culverts were in Phase I construction.
Ms. Holder responded that they are four feet in the fields.

Commissioner Uhlman asked if there were any other projects in the area that this one might impact?

Ms. Holder responded that Phelps Dodge has a vegetation project and it could severely impact their project.  

Commissioner Kirchner asked if there was any documentation of rational for the culvert design?
Ms. Holder responded in the affirmative.  The Greenlee County Engineer designed the culverts; however the original culverts were done by NRCS.  
Final Call to the Public

Chairman Newman made the final call to the public.  There was no response

Method for Election Process

Commissioner Light asked if there was a method established for the election process, and if not, what needed to happen?
Chairman Newman responded that he would meet with Legal Council to get advice on how to proceed.

Adjournment

Chairman Newman requested a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Commissioner Uhlman made a motion to adjourn.  Commissioner Brick seconded the motion.  The motion carried unanimously and the meeting adjourned at 3:35 pm.
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