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CALL TO ORDER

Chairman John Newman called the meeting to order at 10:04 a.m.

APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES
Chairman Newman requested a motion to approve the June 04, 2007 meeting minutes. Commissioner Paul Brick 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. 

ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES

FY 2008 ADWR Administrative Grant

Mr. Rodney Held stated that this year the Department would not be requesting an administrative grant from the Commission for staffing. He believes that interest revenues generated during FY 2008 will support the existing deficit.  Mr. Held stated that he would give an update later in the fiscal year if it appears there would be a shortfall.

Contract Issues

Consideration of action to approve a contract extension for Grant #06-137WPF: Pakoon Springs Restoration Design and Implementation Project.

Mr. Tighe stated that staff was requesting to table this agenda item because the applicant’s contract has been out of compliance for several months.  The applicant recently submitted a report and some deliverables prior to submitting a study plan for the project. A stop work order has been issued until the grantee submits a plan that proposes how they will bring the project/contract into compliance.

Consideration of action to waive operation and maintenance for Grant #05-127WPF: EC Bar Ranch Reach 8 Water Well and Drinker Project.

Mr. Terán stated that the grantee for this project is Commissioner Jim Crosswhite. Commissioner Crosswhite was not able to be present at the meeting to answer specific questions.
Commissioner Light stated that it is unusual to have a newly drilled well go dry within a two year time period. She asked if Mr. Terán could give some information on what the projected life of the well was, and what the cause of the water level decline was.

Mr. Terán replied that other than possibly drought conditions, he was unaware of the reason that the well dried up.

Commissioner John Keane stated that the area where the project is located has been dry for the last two years.

Commissioner Light stated that she had reviewed the USGS stream gauge station closest to the project area, and stream flows in that area have been above what the average usually is. She would like to know what the depth of the well was, what the well’s design life was, and some information about the water levels.

Commissioner Kristine Uhlman asked if the grantee had been collecting any on-going depth to water information during their previous monitoring.  
Mr. Terán replied in the negative.

Commissioner Uhlman asked what the operation and maintenance money was to do if it was not being used to measure the depth to water.

Mr. Terán replied that AWPF funds were not used for operation and maintenance.

Commissioner Uhlman asked if there was ever any presentation of what depth to water was, or what was being produced from this well previous to it drying up. 

Mr. Terán stated that the well was only being used for an off-channel drinker and that he would need to pull the file regarding any depth to water measurements.
Mr. Held stated that he had thought Commissioner Crosswhite was going to be available for this discussion when the agenda was developed.  Unfortunately he had eye surgery at the end of last week and was unable to make it to this meeting. Mr. Held added that it might be better if Commissioner Crosswhite addressed any questions that the Commission had.
Commissioner Uhlman stated that she agreed with Commissioner Light in that information should be made available, such as the specs of the well that was installed. She added that she would like to see any monitoring information such as depth to water, pumping and usage of the well. The well should not have gone dry that quickly.

Commissioner Keane stated that the grantee was suggesting to just abandon the well. Given the short time of use (two years), he wondered if this well was ever really necessary or important to the project, and if not, why the Commission paid for it. 
Commissioner Uhlman stated that if this well is going to be abandoned, then it needs to be done appropriately, as opposed to just being left open.

Mr. Held stated that staff also had discussed the same issue internally.

Commissioner John Munderloh asked what the grantee was currently doing to get water to his livestock. 
Mr. Held stated that he believed the drinker had been fenced off from livestock as the intended purpose was to provide an off-channel water source for elk.
Commissioner David Kirchner asked if the Commission were to make a decision to grant a waiver, would the waiver be effective forever or for a certain period of time. In addition, if conditions change, would the operation and maintenance come back into effect. 

Mr. Held stated that the waiver would be forever. The grantee is requesting a waiver that would free him from his operation and maintenance responsibilities, because he does not want to replace the pump that was apparently broken due to a decline in water level. The operation and maintenance contract that is currently in place requires the grantee to replace the pump. The grantee claims that due to drought conditions, the water level declined and the pump was damaged. If the Commission agrees to waive the operation and maintenance responsibility, then the grantee will not be required to replace or repair the pump.

Commissioner Uhlman stated that was a different circumstance. Water levels going up and down seasonally is expected. The pump would obviously be damaged if not appropriately operated during expected seasonal fluctuations in depth to water.

Mr. Held stated that staff was unaware of what the conditions were when the pump was damaged and suggested that it would be helpful for the grantee to be present to answer Commissioner questions. 

Commissioner Light interjected that there are standard operating procedures for wells to keep them from burning out or breaking.  If there has been an inappropriate use of that pump, it would not give cause for the Commission to break the operation and maintenance contract.

Chairman Newman stated that the Commission is in need of more information and no action would be taken at this time. The issue will be addressed at either the October 15, 2007 Commission meeting, or the next Executive Committee meeting scheduled for November.
Commissioner Kirchner asked when the grantee would be expected to do something.

Mr. Held replied that it would depend on when the Commission makes its determination on whether or not to waive the operation and maintenance responsibility.

Commissioner Uhlman stated that any wells funded by the Commission should have a mandate for appropriate abandonment.

Mr. Held stated that staff also has had that discussion internally. If the grantee plans on abandoning the well, he will have to do so appropriately.  At this time we are unaware of how the grantee is utilizing the well, or what the intention is to continue utilizing it.
Chairman Newman stated that he understood the contract specifies the parties shall assess and determine whether continuation of operation and maintenance is feasible. It is possible that groundwater levels could recover to the point where pumping is again feasible. 

Commissioner Munderloh stated that maybe the grantee could look at lowering the pump. In the future, the Commission could look at making sure there is a pump protection device on the well to keep it from burning out if the water levels go too low. 

Commissioner Steve Olson stated that in the future the Commission should add a provision stating that if there is a well that leads to abandonment, the grantee must follow the appropriate guidelines. 

Commissioner Uhlman added that the process is very expensive.

Commissioner Kirchner stated that this is an issue the Executive Committee could address and asked if there was any action that the grantee should be taking between now and the time that the Commission would be making a decision. 

Commissioner Light stated that there should be an assessment of what the depth to water is, as well as looking at historical records such as well construction, total depth, pump setting and the ability for deepening. 

Mr. Held stated that all work has been completed and there is no longer a contract in place.  This is just an operation and maintenance contract issue, which is whether or not the grantee is maintaining grant assisted structures paid for by AWPF. 
Commissioner Light stated that there needs to be clarity of what the life of the project was intended to be.

Chairman Newman asked if there were any additional comments. There were none.

APPLICANT PRESENTATIONS
Review applicant presentation meeting rules and conflict of interest guidelines.
Chairman Newman stated that all of the applicant presentation meeting rules and conflict of interest guidelines were included in the Commissioner’s binders. 
Chairman Newman stated that the applicant presentation meeting rules were identical to the previous year. Staff has allotted twenty minutes per application. The twenty minutes will be split between the applicant presentation (10 minutes) and Commission and staff questions (10 minutes). Applicants are allowed to describe their projects and address staff comments. Applicants are asked not to present new information or distribute any printed materials. There is an area available for pre-presentation preparation. Discussions will only be permitted between applicants, Commissioners and staff during the presentations. If the public would like to make comments or be recognized, there is an opportunity both at the beginning and at the end of the meeting. Entrance and exit is permitted at any time. Staff and the Commission chair will maintain the time. The same rules will apply to applicants, Commissioners, and staff. Staff will raise a yellow card to signal when one minute remains and a red card when it is time to stop. 
Chairman Newman reviewed the conflict of interest memo that was provided by Deputy Counsel dated August 27, 2007.  The memo pertains to statutes ARS§38-5012511, ARS§38-503B, ARS§38-502, and 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.  
Chairman Newman asked if there were any questions on the meeting rules.

Commissioner Kirchner asked if “no new information may be presented”, does that include the applicant trying to explain questions from the Commission in terms of adequacies. 

Chairman Newman replied in the negative. It is appropriate for applicants to answer Commission questions; however applicants cannot distribute new information. 

Applicant Presentations 

WPF0363- Watson Woods Riparian Preserve Restoration Project (Prescott Creeks) Presenter: Michael Byrd
Michael Byrd provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.
Commissioner Brick asked if the proposed revegetation effort was excessive for the acreage involved.  

Mr. Byrd responded that when they propose revegetation there is an expectation of a certain amount of loss.  Their expectation is around 50% loss. Supplemental irrigation is planned for half of the plantings with the hope that it will help them achieve those levels.

Commissioner Brick stated that the applicant is asking the Commission to pay for a computer, spotting scopes and plotters and asked if the people who do that work already have the equipment.
Mr. Byrd responded that the spotting scopes are specifically for bird monitoring. The approach that they are taking with bird monitoring is to partner with the Audubon Society. They asked the local Audubon Society if this was a project that they could take on. Their response was yes, but they have limitations on their equipment. They provided an equipment list with the items that would aid the project. The approach that they took was to get good quality equipment so that they would not have to purchase it more than once. The plotter is mostly funded through the Department of Environmental Quality. 

Commissioner Brick stated that there is $10,000 being asked for aerial photography of the 1-mile area.

Mr. Byrd responded in the affirmative.

Commissioner Brick stated that there also is $58,000 requested for the final report and asked Mr. Byrd to justify the amount.

Mr. Byrd stated that the $10,000 is for the aerial photography of the area. Aerial photography is one of the most valuable tools that they have been able to secure through the feasibility project. A great amount of assessment work came out of the feasibility project. They would like to take an aerial photo after the initial construction so that they have a baseline. The $58,000 requested for the final report is to print copies and distribute those as a promotional item to get people to come to the preserve. 

Commissioner Uhlman asked if equipment such as spotting scopes and tripods would be available through their group if someone other than the Audubon Society wanted to use it to do monitoring or make observations.   Could that equipment be checked out.

Mr. Byrd responded in the affirmative.
Commissioner Keane stated that depth to groundwater in the project area was challenging for revegetation. He asked how that would be overcome.

Mr. Byrd stated that they would use their supplemental irrigation system to train the roots down to the existing water table.

Commissioner Light asked how the supplemental irrigation system encourages the roots to grow toward the existing water table.

Mr. Byrd responded that they initially water frequently and deeply. Over time they will continue to water deeply, but reduce the frequency of watering.

Commissioner Light asked what the depth to water was.

Mr. Byrd responded that he was unsure of what the average over time has been, but they have seen water several feet below the well heads. The deepest that they have seen it is fifteen to sixteen feet. 

Commissioner Light asked how long it typically takes for plants to reach the water table.

Mr. Byrd responded that they have not actually done excavations to check; however although the last two years have been very dry, they have observed a lot of success.

Commissioner Uhlman asked if the applicant had existing precipitation, groundwater and stream flow monitoring stations set up where they are trying to maintain some historic data.

Mr. Byrd responded in the affirmative. There is a USGS gauging station set up one-mile upstream from the project site. In the project area there are eight groundwater monitoring wells. There are four loggers in four of the wells that give readings every fifteen minutes.

Commissioner Uhlman asked about rainfall and stream flow monitoring.

Mr. Byrd responded that they do have a rain gauge on site; however they have not addressed stream flow.

 WPF0356- Restoration of the Gila River Apache Grove – Presenters: Jan Holder, Phil Ronnerud and Stephanie Yard
Jan Holder provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Brick asked what the applicant was going to do with all of the soil that would be removed from the levy.

Mr. Ronnerud responded that the soil from the levy would be worked into the clay and soil in the uplands. It will not be a simple task.

Commissioner Brick stated that the applicant is asking for $50,000 for aerial photography, which seems to be a high dollar amount for such a small area.
Mr. Ronnerude responded that currently there are no photographs or background information that can be used for modeling of this river. Information was taken from a previous airport project. They divided the cost per acre and that is the information they used to come up with the cost for the estimated project area. 

Commissioner Uhlman stated that this project follows on some recommendations from a previous study that was implemented by the Bureau of Reclamation. She asked what other suggestions they had in addition to doing this project. Was this the primary suggested restoration effort, or are there other restoration efforts that may be needed in the future. 

Ms. Holder responded that the Bureau made four recommendations. She stated that if this project is funded, Bureau of Reclamation will be coming back to assist with it.

Commissioner Munderloh stated that he was concerned that changes made to the levy could potentially cause some flood damage to either upstream or downstream property owners and asked if the applicant had taken that into consideration. 

Ms. Holder responded that they have, but those problems are ones that landowners are currently dealing with. 

Commissioner Munderloh stated that he wanted to make sure that if flooding occurs, this   

 project would not be blamed for damages to downstream property owners. He would not want the Commission to be blamed for funding such a project.
Mr. Ronnerud stated that there were downstream property owners initially involved with this project. They are hopeful that the actions to be taken will only cause minimal upstream and downstream damages.

Commissioner Light stated that the applicant indicated the ultimate impact of land changing from agriculture to urban, as well as using the water rights, is more flooding from having less surface area to absorb the precipitation.

Mr. Ronnerud stated that as land use changes from agricultural to residential, it would increase the amount of runoff. 

Commissioner Light asked to verify that the applicant’s concern was a change in climate causing a decrease in peak flows as well as drought conditions.
Mr. Ronnerud responded that from an engineering perspective, it will allow the river to operate on a more natural course and provide the over bank storage that is missing.

Chairman Newman asked what the applicant has done in terms of timeframe to acquire the 404 permit as well as what the Corp may otherwise require for mitigation or other remediation. If something were to change, would the applicant come forward with modifications. 
Ms. Holder responded in the affirmative.

Mr. Ronnerud stated that they are currently working on a similar project at the state line. Most of the environmental portion of the project has been completed and they will have carryover from that project.

WPF0357 – Indian Crossing Restoration Project & WPF0358 – Filleman Crossing Restoration Project - Presenters: Jan Holder and Stephanie Yard

Jan Holder provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant applications.

Commissioner Light asked Ms. Holder to identify where the critical habitat was on the map. She also asked what the sediment issue was with regard to the TMDL.
Ms. Holder responded that she did not believe there was a TMDL for that area. She proceeded to identify the critical areas of habitat on the map.

Commissioner Light stated that in a support letter from Steve Spangle, he stated that there is an intact fish population and there are current activities in progress that are impacting the area. She asked if Ms. Holder could identify what those activities were and what impacts they have to the riparian area. In addition, she asked which of the two crossings was causing the most problems.

Ms. Holder said that she believed the Filleman Crossing was causing the most problems.

Mr. Ronnerud said that he believed the Indian Crossing was causing the most problems, because it has a larger area in the floodplain. 

Commissioner Brick asked how many cars went through the crossing each day.

Ms. Holder responded that it really depends on the day and season.

Commissioner Brick stated that it would be over a half million dollars to restore the two crossings. 

Ms. Holder stated that there are cheaper ways to restore the roads, but the final product would not be the best quality. They would eventually have to go back and do the work again.

Commissioner Munderloh asked if this was a Forest Service Road.

Mr. Ronnerrud responded that it was, but the county has a special use permit that goes back to the 1950’s. Greenlee County has a maintenance obligation for the road and anything beyond maintenance requires them to consult with the Forest Service.

Commissioner Munderloh stated that since this is an important project for the Forest Service and Greenlee County, he felt there should be a bigger match from those partners.

Ms. Holder stated that Greenlee County does not have the money in their budget.
Commissioner Keane stated that AWPF is more of a habitat conservation program, rather than a road construction program and asked if the road crossings were causing environmental, habitat and sediment problems downstream.

Ms. Holder responded in the affirmative.
Chairman Newman asked if the applicant had previous experience with these pavers.

Ms. Holder said that she had not used the pavers, but they have researched the product. They have spoken with people that have used the pavers who have said that it is an expensive method; however it really works. They feel that this method is more environmentally friendly.

Mr. Ronnerud stated that the Forest Service has used these pavers in other locations and 

they have been successful. If they were to use concrete in this area, they would have to take the concrete down to the site and mix it there. This would not be a safe option for the environment.
WPF0367- Montezuma Well Riparian Pasture Restoration Project - Presenters: Dennis Casper Kathy Davis and Stephanie Yard

Kathy Davis provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.
Commissioner Brick asked if the two mesquite bosques that the applicant is proposing to plant were there historically.
Ms. Davis responded that the mesquite bosque is growing in voluntarily. They do have a mission to preserve some of the historic scene and they would be keeping the grassland as an open area.

Commissioner Light asked about use of the irrigation ditch that runs from the well to the properties.

Ms. Davis responded that it has been used to irrigate the alfalpha crops, pastureland and also the picnic areas. It also is used to return water to Beaver Creek.

Commissioner Light asked what would happen downstream if they would be diverting half of two and a half CFS for irrigation.

Ms. Yard stated that it is not actually diverted, it comes out of the well.

Commissioner Keane asked if they would be reducing what flows from the well to the creek. 

Ms. Davis stated that they need to repair leaks in the ditch, and once those are repaired, they would not be using anymore water than they already are. They only want to irrigate the restored areas long enough to get the grass, trees and shrubs established.

Ms. Yard stated that they are anticipating only three years of irrigation.

Commissioner Light asked what technique would be used to refurbish the ditch.

Ms. Yard said that there are areas that are leaking and they are hoping to line them with masonry lining.
Commissioner Uhlman asked if the water would only be coming from Montezuma’s Well. The area of Montezuma’s Well is known for having an elevated arsenic concentration, up to one hundred parts per million. Will there be any monitoring to evaluate if there is any negative repercussion to the riparian vegetation due to exposure to elevated arsenic concentrations.
Ms. Davis said that the ditch has been in use for about one thousand years and there is a very dense growth of vegetation along it. Neither arsenic nor calcium are damaging plant composition. 

Commissioner Uhlman stated that this would be a great opportunity to monitor uptake of naturally occurring arsenic by vegetation. In addition, this could be a great way to educate the public on natural occurring arsenic.
Ms. Davis stated that it would be great study to complete, especially with their connection to Beaver Creek Schools.

Commissioner Keane asked what would be planted other than mesquite.

Mr. Casper responded that he is developing a diverse plant list that will include yucca and fairy dusters.

.
WPF0361 – Paria River Exotic Removal Project: Phase I - Presenters: Ethan Aumack and Liz Ruther       

Ethan Aumack provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Brick asked if any of the activity on this project would take place in Utah.
Mr. Aumack responded that a small portion of the project area extends into Utah, but most of the project area is within the Arizona state line. The use of AWPF funds would be focused on the Arizona portion.

Commissioner Brick asked if the applicant would be using cattle to help restore the lands.

Mr. Aumack stated that the area along the Paria has been removed from cattle grazing by the BLM, therefore there will be no grazing of cattle in that area. 

Commissioner Brick stated that the applicant is asking for a large amount of funding for various items and asked Mr. Aumack to elaborate on the items that he is seeking funding for.
Mr. Aumack stated that this project is in a very remote location and satellite phones are needed. Risk management is a huge component of this program. It is very difficult to get into this area and the project would be entirely supported by volunteers. This is a responsible interpretation of what the true cost of this project is for getting people into a very remote location, keeping them safe, allowing them to be productive in that area and getting them back safe.
Commissioner Uhlman asked Mr. Aumack to go back to the slides and identify which ones were the before and after pictures.

Mr. Auman stated that the slides were not before and after photos, they were different angles of the canyon.

Commissioner Uhlman asked Mr. Aumack to identify in the photos what would be removed.

Mr. Aumack proceeded to point out what vegetation would be removed. He stated that the area is semi intact. There is a great deal of native vegetation that would allow for natural reestablishment of native species, such as cottonwood and willow.  
Commissioner Light asked what portion of the project is above the state line.

Mr. Aumack responded that it is a fairly insignificant portion of the project area. There are a few miles of the BLM’s project that extend above the state line. They would like to work with the BLM to remove tamarisk in those areas. AWPF funding would not be devoted to that area, but they would like to assist the BLM in accomplishing the work above the state line.

Commissioner Light stated that the fact that they have an alternative to take care of anything that is upstream is really good. ADEQ has identified a portion of this area as having impaired waters. She also stated that this area has a TMDL for suspended sediments and asked if there was any relationship to this project.
Mr. Aumack stated that he was unaware of any relationship. He would have to check on it.

Mr. Held interjected that beginning this year, AWPF required all applicants to identify if a TMDL report existed. The report will not necessarily affect the project.

Commissioner Light asked how the removal of these invasive species would help with suspended sediments.

Mr. Aumack stated that this area is an important contributor of sediment to the Colorado River through the Grand Canyon. They will be working at a pace that would allow for removal of tamarisk and Russian olive and the reestablishment of native vegetation without much disturbance to the system. 

Commissioner Light stated that in this environment, streams are designed to transport sediment. She asked how tamarisk and Russian olive impact stream sediments.

Mr. Aumack responded that in some cases, they can confine a channel, leaving no opportunity for the channel to move through the landscape as it might naturally.

WPF0354 – Billy Creek Natural Area Riparian Restoration Project - Presenters: John Vuolo and Stephanie Yard
John Vuolo and Stephanie Yard provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Brick asked why the amount of matching funds was reduced from $57,603 to $16,000.

Ms. Teague replied that they tried to exceed the regulations and requirements of the grant by starting a trail network. They later realized that it was not part of this grant.
Commissioner Olson asked if the applicant would continue to go forward with the trail. 

Mr. Vuolo replied in the affirmative. Their intentions are that when this project is complete, they will re-involve the general public. The purpose is to create a pilot program that will show people what can be done with Billy Creek. They hope to have a trail along with interpretive information.

Ms. Teague added that the trail was one of the concerns of adjacent landowners. They were assured that the area had been zoned as open space five years ago. The landowner was notified that it was a part of the urban trail plan, which they opposed twice, once in 2000 and again in 2006.

Commissioner Light asked what the town’s management strategies or policies were for managing the channels that carry water through the town.

Mr. Vuolo replied that currently these watersheds are managed by irrigation companies and the town is working on IGA’s with those agencies.
Commissioner Uhlman asked for page two in the application to be explained. There is a statement that says “there will be removal of a diversion that contributes to seasonal dewatering of the site”.
Ms. Yard stated that there is a diversion upstream that is still being used; however that diversion will not be removed. There are other berms within the project that will be removed completely. 

Commissioner Uhlman stated that she had difficulty understanding how those existing diversion features contribute to dewatering.

Ms. Teague stated that the ShowLow/Pinetop Woodlands Irrigation Company has all of the surface water rights in town. The Town has no surface water rights; however water has been used beneficially for irrigation and agriculture. The companies control the water and divert it into the Walnut Creek area. Billy Creek is water deprived; however she is hopeful that the Town can get some water rights transferred in the future to put more water into the stream. 
Commissioner Olson asked if there were previous applications for instream flow water rights on Billy Creek. If so, were they in this area.
Ms. Teague replied that she was not familiar with any applications. There are a few properties along Billy Creek that do have water rights, but most of the water goes into reservoirs such as Rainbow and Show Low Lakes.

Commissioner Olson asked if the residents in that area were served by municipal utilities or individual wells.

Ms. Teague stated that Pinetop/Lakeside does not own any water companies. There are eight privately owned water companies that serve the community.

Commissioner Olson asked if there are wells in that area.

Ms. Teague responded in the negative; however a developer has suggested that he might dig a well in his subdivision in order to put water into Billy Creek.

Commissioner Light asked about the management strategy of the irrigation companies maintaining the channels. Specifically, how do they manage debris removal and keeping other things out of the streams.
Mr. Vuolo responded that the irrigation companies have the ability to defer some of the water above Billy Creek and move it through an alternative system. They have worked on several projects to improve delivery of their water. The concepts for improving these watershed areas have not come forward until recently. Their efforts in managing these waterways have been limited. Awareness of assistance has been limited as well. Companies did not know where to get the help to develop the management strategies.
Ms. Teague added that the irrigation companies have a lack of funding for sufficient infrastructure, which is why they gave the city of Show Low half of their water rights for Show Low Lake.

Commissioner Keane asked if damage by ATV riders is a problem along Billy Creek. 

Mr. Vuolo replied that it is periodically a problem. There is a great deal of private land along Billy Creek and there are utility easements along the bottom. In this project we will be working on just one of the access points.

WPF0364 – Hoxworth Springs Stream Channel Restoration – Presenter: Dick Fleishman
Dick Fleishman provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above reference grant application.

Commissioner Light asked where the road would be moved to.
Mr. Fleishman replied that they would be moving the road uphill.
Commissioner Olson asked what kind of crossing would be established.

Mr. Fleishman replied that it would be a constructed low water crossing with a rock surface. There is currently a dirt crossing.

Commissioner Light asked how many other projects Mr. Fleishman had managed that were similar to this one.

Mr. Fleishman replied that he had managed three other projects that are similar to this project. The largest of the projects was the Clover Springs project.

Chairman Newman asked where the other projects were in proximity to this project.

Mr. Fleishman replied that they were along the Mogollon Rim District. 

WPF0359 – Pratt & South Mittry Restoration - Presenter: Fred Wong

Fred Wong provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above reference grant application.

Commissioner Brick asked where the project site is currently getting water from.
Mr. Wong replied that they are borrowing water from a reservoir.
Commissioner Olson asked if the applicant has a right to the Colorado River for that water.

Mr. Wong stated that they do. The water is managed by the Bureau of Reclamation and they do have rights to the Lower Colorado River.

Commissioner Olson asked why this project was not part of the MSCP. 

Mr. Wong replied that the BOR initially approached them to take over the project as an MSCP project, but they had already invested a great deal of money. A portion of this project is part of a mitigation project where money is received from the Army Corp that cannot be counted toward MSCP.
Commissioner Olson asked if there could be any benefit to the MSCP.
Mr. Wong replied that the project would not have any affect on MSCP.

Commissioner Munderloh asked if throughout time the project site would continue to be irrigated, regardless of whether the tree species have reached the groundwater table.

Mr. Wong responded in the affirmative.

Commissioner Light asked how long it would it take to flush the salts out with the proposed irrigation schedule. 

Mr. Wong replied that he was unsure.
Commissioner Light asked if illegal immigrants would cause a problem with the development of vegetation.

Mr. Wong responded that he did not think illegal immigrants would cause problems for vegetation. The illegal immigrants are only concerned with getting through the area. They are not going to take the time to vandalize anything.
Commissioner Light stated that in the last grant cycle, there was a proposal that stated the plantings might cause a barrier to see through the area.  Clearing out some of the tamarisk would be great for Border Patrol agents to identify illegal immigrant traffic. She asked if this would be a problem for the project.
Mr. Wong stated that there is no evidence of illegal activity at this project site. He added that they are not going to clear out any vegetation.

Commissioner Olson stated that the applicant is requesting a $100,000 advance payment. The Commission’s policy is that a maximum of 20 percent, not to exceed $50,000 is allowed.  He inquired what would happen if the applicant only received $50,000.

Mr. Wong responded that he would have to talk to the person who handles the budget. They would have to find a way to come up with the remaining amount of the money.

FINAL CALL TO THE PUBLIC
Chairman Newman made the final call to the public. There was no response.

FUTURE MEETING DATES
Chairman Newman stated that the next Full Commission meeting was scheduled for September 18, 2007 at ADWR. This meeting would be a continuation of applicant presentations. Following that date, the full Commission would be meeting on October 15, 2007 in Tucson at the Windmill Suites. The next Executive Committee meeting would be on November 13, 2007 at AMWUA.
Commissioner Munderloh asked if the Commission would be using the same voting method as was used last year.

Chairman Newman stated that he was going to have that discussion at the September 18th meeting. 

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Newman requested a motion to adjourn the meeting.

Commissioner Uhlman made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Light seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. The meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m.
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