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CALL TO ORDER
Chairman John Newman called the meeting to order at 10:01 a.m.

CALL TO THE PUBLIC
Chairman Newman announced the first call to the public. There was no response.

APPLICANT PRESENTATIONS
WPF0368 – Evaluation of Long-Term Change and Establishment of an Invasive Species Monitoring Plan for Middle Verde River - Presenter: Douglas Green

Douglas Green provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.
Commissioner Brick stated that the applicant is requesting four inflatable kayaks for $2,400 each, a digital camera and a computer.
Dr. Green stated that the items they quoted are of high quality, which includes a digital camera, a back up memory card and two GPS systems.

Commissioner Olson stated that there have been a number of studies on the Verde River.  Would this project be building on that work.
Dr. Green responded in the affirmative.
Commissioner Light said that the application states they are going to look at 10 years of aerial photographs, but the project is only three years long.
Dr. Green responded that they were going to look back at prior year’s photos.

Commissioner Munderloh asked if there was any intention to take some of the concepts to the local groups. 

Dr. Green responded in the affirmative.

Commissioner Uhlman stated that groups are always looking for speakers and suggested that Dr. Green could offer himself to various groups. Letters of support from those groups could go very far with any grant application.

WPF0352 – AWPF Yuma East Wetlands 68-Acre Riparian Revegetation - Presenters: Kevin Eatherly and Heidi Kloeppel

Kevin Eatherly and Heidi Kloeppel provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.
Chairman Newman stated that staff had raised a question regarding a revised grant amount. Some of that amount was associated with an irrigation pump. There also was a question about purchasing another irrigation pump that would be in addition to one that was purchased from a previous grant. Chairman Newman asked if the applicant intended to use the irrigation pump from the previous grant.
Ms. Kloeppel stated that they would need to purchase a new pump. The pump that was 
purchased for the previous project is still in use.

Commissioner Munderloh asked if there is any way to integrate the irrigation infrastructure with what has already been put in place. 

Ms. Kloeppel stated that this is the first time they were implementing flood irrigation in this manner. Currently all irrigation is being used.

Commissioner Olson asked if this method of irrigation will be used long term.

Mr. Eatherly replied that they would continue to do flood irrigation long-term and the tribe would need to put forth water rights.

Commissioner Olson asked if there was a water commitment from the tribe to use that method. 

Mr. Eatherly stated that there was no commitment.

Commissioner Olson stated that since there is no commitment from the tribe, water could be cut off at any time if they decide to use that allocation of water for another purpose. At some point we would be at risk of this project drying up.

Commissioner Light asked if the applicant has other projects that are in progress in this area.

Mr. Eatherly stated that there are other projects in the area that they are, or plan to be involved in.
Commissioner Bick asked what would happen to the concrete ditch.

Mr. Eatherly replied that the ditch would stay in place for potential future use.

WPF0353- The Effects of Restoration on Herpetofaunal and Mammalian Community Research – Presenters: Heidi Kloeppel and Kevin Eatherly
Heidi Kloeppel and Kevin Eatherly provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.
Commissioner Uhlman stated that this project received a large number of letters of support; however the project does not have a public outreach component.

Commissioner Light stated that it was identified how the additional research would show whether the restoration process is working and that it is a critical component to accomplishing the YEW goals. She asked what some of the goals to be fulfilled were.
Mr. Eatherly stated that the main goal is to create a diversity of habitat.

Commissioner Light stated that part of the goal is to establish the hydrologic and geomorphic conditions with the vegetation that goes along with it. Now they are looking at the tier of animals that are coming into the environment. She asked what the corridor is that allows amphibians to come into this environment.

Mr. Kloeppel stated that the amphibians might already be there.

Commissioner Light asked if they are looking in the area surrounding the Bill Williams River to see if perhaps wildlife is already there.

Ms. Kloeppel responded in the affirmative and stated that they are working with Arizona Game and Fish.
Commissioner Olson asked if the project is not awarded this year, would it still be viable next year.
Ms. Kloeppel responded that the timing is good this year; however they would continue to seek funding if necessary.

WPF0360 – Cocopah Colorado River Restoration - Presenter: Kermit Palmer 

Kermit Palmer provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant.
Commissioner Uhlman stated that some of the questions raised by staff had to do with consultation with the Bureau of Reclamation to determine if there were any future plans or activities that could impact this restoration project.

Mr. Palmer stated that this has been an ongoing issue since September 11.  Every agency in the area has been in constant dialog. The Cocopah Tribe’s efforts are right along with what the Border Patrol is planning to do for clearing in terms of homeland security. BOR is well aware of the efforts that the Cocopah Tribe is trying to accomplish. The Cocopah Tribe always includes the BOR in addressing any issues, questions, or concerns that they may have. 
Commissioner Uhlman asked how they are going to implement the endangered species monitoring plan consistent with Forest Service and Arizona Game and Fish monitoring protocols.
Mr. Palmer replied that it was put into the application because they thought there might be a stipulation that ongoing monitoring had to occur. Right now it does not seem that it has to. There is ongoing monitoring through the National Wildlife Federation.  They did not do any monitoring this year, because of the heightened presence of illegal activities across the border. They are going to complete monitoring this year. If monitoring was not going to be a stipulation, they would ask to redirect those monies into a restoration project.

Commissioner Uhlman asked what the outreach program would be. 

Mr. Palmer stated that the tribe is involved with the elders. They have their ongoing monthly meetings where concepts are presented and feedback is received. They also have members of the council that go out and review the cultural significance. The community also has been informed that this project will occur and feedback has been requested.

Commissioner Brick asked if the will be restricted once it is restored.
Mr. Palmer replied that the area would not be restricted, but it would be regulated. The tribe does like to manage their lands. The area would not be open to the public 24 hours a day.  Hours would be regulated so that there would not be any culturally inappropriate activities occurring.
Commissioner Olson asked if this project would have benefit to the Habitat Conservation Plan that the MSCP is operating on the Colorado River.

Mr. Palmer replied in the affirmative. If this project is completed, it will become part of the MSCP.
Commissioner Light asked if there would be a problem with the revegetation effort not growing as quickly because of traffic from illegal immigrants.
Mr. Palmer responded that they are working extensively with the Border Patrol. There have been many meetings with them to discuss these projects and to determine how they could work jointly to make sure that homeland security has a heightened presence and visibility. The Border Patrol has already secured their funding and will begin to clear those areas.

WPF0365 – Middle Fossil Creek Riparian Habitat Protection and Restoration - Presenters: Janie Agygos, Heather Provencio, and Michelle James

Janie Agygos provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Olson asked how enforcement would be upgraded. 

Ms. Agygos stated that this area is top priority to the forest and the forest supervisor.  Although there is no funding attached to that, they do have the support of their leadership. They have recently hired a new law enforcement officer and this area will be one of his top priorities. Through the stakeholders group there are many environmental groups that might help out. There also are employees and volunteers in the area a couple of times per week to help get the message out. On busy weekends there might be officers from other units that will come into the area to help out. Once visitors see that the Forest Service is out there and writing tickets, they will tend to behave a little better.  

Commissioner Brick asked why it was going to cost over $300,000 for implementing this project. 

Ms. Agygos stated that $135,000 is for writing the environmental assessment required under NEPA. They have to go through the entire NEPA planning process, including public scoping, disclosure of all the proposal’s effects, and publishing and printing that document. They cannot put any work on the ground until they have complied with the NEPA process.

Commissioner Olson asked if AWPF would be paying for the NEPA process. 

Ms. Agygos stated that funding would be used to hire the Forest Service Enterprise Team, which is a floating group of Forest Service employees that specialize in NEPA. This group would manage their NEPA, with oversight from the district. Some of the oversight would be covered through administrative dollars from the district. 

Ms. Provencio stated that all planning funds are going into the forest plan revision and travel management rules, which leaves basically no money to go into either recreation or wildlife projects. 

Commissioner Olson asked where the matching funds would be coming from.

Ms. James stated that matching funds would come from the Friends of the Forest and the Forest Service. 

Commissioner Light asked when they realized there was overuse of the area.

Ms. Agygos replied that it was after the advertisements started and all of the newspaper articles stated how pristine Fossil Creek was. They had anticipated an increase in recreation, but they did not anticipate where it was going to occur. 
WPF0351 – Test of Riparian Recovery Following Reduced Groundwater Pumping, Lower San Pedro River - Presenter: Julie Stromberg

Julie Stromberg provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application.

Commissioner Olson asked what is happening upstream and downstream of where the invasive species are taking over the area.

Dr. Stromberg responded that they have some very good data for the San Pedro River that shows the abundance of cottonwood/willow to salt cedar is a function in large part to stream hydrology. The main factor influencing relative abundance of these species is grazing. Grazing can select for dominance by salt cedar. There is a good understanding of what physical factors influence the relative abundance of the species. There also has been work done with tree rings on this river showing that over time there has been a shift in relative abundance of these species.

Commissioner Olson stated that many times there is focus on just the uniqueness of the San Pedro River.  He asked what kind of transferable knowledge would be gained that would allow something different to be completed elsewhere.
Dr. Stromberg stated that there is a larger project they are working on in the lab that shows more of a special comparison of the models. This study would be showing a temporal test of the models, which is applicable to the low elevation, hot bed stream type of the southwest. 

Commissioner Uhlman stated that there is a graduate student working on this and asked if this project would end up as a master’s thesis or PhD. In addition, what sort of product will be available for distribution.
Dr. Stromberg responded that this is Dr. Gabrielle Katz’s project. When she was a researcher in the lab, she initiated the monitoring of this project. Dr. Katz will write this up for publication and present it at various conferences.
Commissioner Uhlman stated that the Coronado RC&D would be managing the budget. She asked what the connection was between the RC&D and how public outreach would be handled.

Dr. Stromberg responded that there will be periodic meetings, in addition to the production of brochures that will present information in laypersons language.

Commissioner Uhlman asked how long they are planning to continue monitoring this project and producing research results.  What will happen when the money runs out.

Dr. Stromberg responded that the system will tell how long monitoring is sufficient.  At this point they have been monitoring annually. They will continue to monitor until they can answer the questions that they are asking. There is monitoring going on in the Upper San Pedro River regarding hydrology and vegetation that will provide some continuity for monitoring over the entire river.

Commissioner Light stated that there was mention of a hydrology and vegetation model.  She asked if that is part of this project, or will this be a tool from which data collected would be used.
Dr. Stromberg responded that the research effort is separate from this project; however it is informing this project and the results will allow them to asses the validity of the model.

WPF0366 – Atturbury Wash Riparian Stewardship Project - Presenter: Kendal Krosen

Kendal Krosen provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application. 

Commissioner Uhlman asked if the irrigation source is recycled water.

Mr. Krosen responded that they wanted to use reclaimed water, but a lot of issues came up and they decided to use a potable water supply. 

Commissioner Light stated that the gabions would retain water in the structures and flows would be reduced downstream from the project.

Mr. Krosen responded that they would be insignificant flows.  Flow downstream would be reduced temporarily. These would be leaky, rocky gabion dams that would slow water down, but not ultimately hold any pool of water behind them. He believes that sediments and organic matter in the lower velocity water behind the gabions would build up and encourage over bank flow. The goal is to increase infiltration in this system, which they believe is less than it would have been naturally.

Commissioner Light stated that a TMDL for half a mile downstream states the fresh water supplies that come from Atturbury Wash help to reduce the nutrients in the lake.  She asked if it is known how the gabion banks would affect the TMDL at Lakeside Lake.

Mr. Krosen responded that from his understanding, storm water flows on Atturbury Wash were one of the major sources of those nutrients and sediments in the lake.  He believes that it would improve that problem by slowing the water down, which would result in a reduced level of nutrients and sediments in the water. Atturbury Wash is a good distance upstream from the lake, so it might not have very much of an affect on Lakeside Lake.
Commissioner Light stated that the lake has been historically used as an impoundment for surface flows.  When there were surface flows, there were no problems with TMDL’s. It was not until reclaimed water was added that loss of oxygen in the lake and fish kills began to occur. There is a direct relationship between the use of reclaimed water instead of freshwater flows that come into that area.

Chairman Newman asked if this is City property.

Mr. Krosen responded in the affirmative.

Chairman Newman asked if some kind of agreement between Tucson Audubon and the City would be required to do the work and maintain the property.
Mr. Krosen responded in the affirmative. They currently have two other projects in which they were successful getting agreements from the City.

WPF0362 – Sierra Vista Wastewater Reclamation Facility Groundwater Modeling Research and Data Collection Study - Presenter: Michael Hemesath

Michael Hemesath provided a presentation to the Commission regarding the above referenced grant application. 

Commissioner Uhlman asked with regard to the MODFLOW model, are they going to be revising the grid spacing to capture the finer resolution of data.

Steve Brooks responded that typically groundwater models are built to a scale that is not conducive to looking at recharge and groundwater to surface water interactions.  They will be looking at that with a much finer scale. To truly quantify where the recharge is going will require a combination of updating the model up to 2006, with the reclamation facility and the BOR wells in that area.
Commissioner Uhlman asked if they have been tracking constituents so that they could measure the distance and mixing of the plume. 
Mr. Hemesath responded that BLM looked at 62 different constituents of wastewater. The have noticed an increase in flow at Murray Springs, which is a mile downstream from their facility.  They sampled that water against the 62 constituents that were in wastewater and came up with zero. There was no trace of the 62 constituents. 

Commissioner Uhlman asked if this was going to be a transient or a steady state simulation. 

Mr. Brooks replied that it would be transient.  

Chairman Newman thanked the applicant for his time.  He said that before the Commission moves on with the agenda, he wanted to have Mr. Held discuss available funding for grant awards during this grant cycle.  Chairman Newman also stated that he wanted to get some feedback from Commissioners as to the process for prioritizing and awarding grants. 

Mr. Held stated that for FY2008, AWPF received approximately $6,750,000.  $1 million of that amount came from the general fund and the balance came from the CAP in-lieu fee. The intent of the statute was that AWPF would not receive more than $5 million per year. Mr. Held recommended that the Commission not award more than $5 million and bank the remaining $1,750,000 for next year.  Mr. Held explained that the Commission would not receive any funding in FY 2009 from the general fund and also would need to deduct the remaining $1,750,000 from any potential general fund appropriation in 2010.
Chairman Newman stated that he was not aware of any restriction on awarding more than $5 million in a fiscal year. If the Commission could award all of the projects then they would not have to prioritize them. If the Commission can only award $5 million, then they should consider some type of prioritization process similar to last year.

Commissioner Keane stated that there is more requested this year for research money than the Commission is allowed to award. 

Commissioner Uhlman stated that the process used last year was very helpful to her. She recommended that the Commission use the same voting process.
Commissioner Kirchner asked if the Commission wanted to award more that $5 million, would they be able to. 

Mr. Held stated that the statute is not specific; however he believed the intention was not to exceed $5 million per year.  There was one instance when the Commission awarded more than $5 million; however it was a combination of multiple years’ money and a transfer of $1 million dollars from the administrative account. 

Commissioner Keane asked how the Water Bank revenues looked for next year. 

Mr. Held responded that he thought the projection was approximately $4 million.

Chairman Newman stated that he also thought it was a similar amount to what was received last year.

Commissioner Olson asked if there would be any administrative costs associated with the $5 million, or was that separate funding.

Mr. Held responded in the affirmative. He stated that at this time, the Department was not planning on asking for an administrative grant.  He wanted to wait and see how much interest would be generated. Mr. Held stated that the majority of remaining administrative funds would be used to get staff through FY 2008. Next year the Department will need to request an administrative grant. 
Commissioner Kirchner asked if any of the original staff rankings had changed.

Mr. Terán responded in the negative. 

Commissioner Kirchner recommended that while awarding grants, the Commission should start with those ranked as a high priority by staff, followed by medium and low.

Commissioner Uhlman interjected that she did not necessarily agree with all of the staff priority ratings.
Chairman Newman stated that last year each Commissioner ranked the grant proposals based on their own judgment. Those rank orders were put into a spreadsheet, which calculated an average for an ordering priority from which the grants would be considered for award. The Commission started from the top of the list and went through it until they ran out of money.

Mr. Held stated that the voting process used last year was probably the most fair system.
Commissioner Uhlman asked if they go through the ranking process and there are projects that the Commission does not want to fund when they get to the end, is it possible to award less than the $5 million.

Chairman Newman responded in the affirmative. 
Commissioner Keane stated that he would rather save the money and spend it on a good project during the next grant cycle, rather than spend it on a bad project.

Commissioner Munderloh stated that he agreed with Commissioner Keane.  He would like to be conservative and stay with staff recommendations regarding the amount the Commission should spend.  Commissioner Munderloh asked if staff had included research projects in the overall total. 

Mr. Held responded in the affirmative.

Commissioner Brick asked about the policy for purchasing equipment.  Does the equipment get returned to the Commission at the end of a grant.
Mr. Held stated that it is illegal for AWPF to take back equipment from grantees. Once the equipment is purchased, it becomes the property of the grantee. If the grantee comes back for a subsequent grant and the equipment has a useful purpose, they must use the equipment if possible. Commission approval is required prior to the purchase of any equipment that is equal to or greater than $3,000.  Mr. Held stated that is the reason a detailed budget is required with applications.  When the Commission reviews them, they can deal with items they might deem inappropriate. Once the Commission approves a grant, equipment specifically itemized in the budget becomes an authorized expense.

Commissioner Olson asked if the Commission would have to approve two motions, one to approve the grant, and one to approve $3,000 or greater purchases. 

Mr. Held responded in the negative. Once the Commission approves a grant, itemized expenses are authorized.
Commissioner Kirchner asked if AWPF has ever encouraged grantees to lease equipment instead of buying it.
Mr. Held responded that the contract provisions read that any equipment whether leased or purchased requires prior approval from staff or the Commission depending on the amount.  Mr. Held added that sometimes leasing equipment for the duration of a project is more expensive than purchasing it.

Commissioner Light stated that she appreciates Commissioner Brick bringing up this issue.  It is a trend that she has seen come up a number of times during this grant cycle. It is appropriate to buy equipment that is pertinent to the project, but purchasing equipment with a life that is significantly longer than the research leads to funding someone else’s business. One of the alternatives to returning equipment to AWPF would be to donate it to a nonprofit organization. That would discourage applicants from using funds to buy equipment. She added that she did not believe it would be appropriate to provide funds to purchase a plotter. 
Commissioner Munderloh suggested that maybe the Commission could pay for the prorated cost of the equipment during the term of a project. 

Commissioner Keane stated that in some cases equipment might not have much value left at the end of a project.
Commissioner Uhlman asked if they are in a position to tell an applicant that the Commission really likes their project; however they do not want to pay for the equipment and therefore will not approve their grant this year.  If they come back next year with a revised approach, it would be considered.

Chairman Newman stated that was acceptable.
Commissioner Brick asked if it was possible to make changes to the application. 

Mr. Held stated that the Commission does not have to approve all of the equipment. The Commission could say that they are willing to fund a project, but not all of the requested equipment.
Commissioner Uhlman stated that she was under the impression that the Commission had to consider a project as it was proposed. 

Mr. Held stated that the policy has been that if any part of a project/application is ineligible for funding, then the entire project would be ineligible. The Commission can say that it is willing to fund a project as long as the applicant is willing to purchase specific equipment on their own.  The Commission can set its own policy regarding this issue.
Commissioner Uhlman asked if setting the policy is something that needs to be done prior to the next meeting. 

Chairman Newman stated that what Commissioner Uhlman is proposing would change how some Commissioners rank the applications.  He added that a motion to approve a grant would need to clearly specify with or without specific equipment. 
Mr. Held stated that one problem would be that the applicant might not be present at the voting meeting to indicate whether or not they would consider moving forward if specific equipment would not be approved. 

Chairman Newman stated that the most straight forward way is to vote on proposals as they were submitted. If there are some projects that would benefit from removing some of the equipment, the applicant would have to be contacted to see if that is acceptable to them.

Mr. Held stated that it would be easy if the Commission could forward any suggestions that they might have as to what equipment should be pulled out of a proposal. Staff could contact the applicants and ask them if they would be able to move forward if the Commission was to award the project without approving certain equipment.

Commissioner Kirchner stated that most of the equipment that applicants are requesting is expendable.  The equipment could be obsolete by time the projects are completed. 

Mr. Terán went over the contract provisions.

Commissioner Keane stated that it would make sense to rely on staff to determine if it would be more cost effective to lease or purchase equipment.
Mr. Held stated that AWPF purchases a lot of equipment such as computers and it would be good for the Commission to have a discussion regarding what equipment is appropriate.

FINAL CALL TO THE PUBLIC

Chairman Newman made the final call to the public.

Carole Klopatek from Ft. McDowell Yavapai Nation stated that she was attending the meeting on behalf of Commissioner Bear. Commissioner Bear was unable to attend the meeting due to a long term prior commitment.  Commissioner Bear extends his apologies for not attending. She stated that she would be providing Commissioner Bear with feedback from the meeting. Commissioner Bear will put together a brief outline regarding his priorities and will be sending those to the Commission soon.

FUTURE MEETING DATES 
Chairman Newman stated that the next Full Commission meeting is scheduled for October 15, 2007 in Tucson at the Windmill Suites.  The next Executive Committee meeting is scheduled for November 13, 2007 at AMWUA in Phoenix. 
Commissioner Kirchner asked if there were any new Commissioners that would be coming on board. 

Chairman Newman stated that the CAWCD Board voted to replace him, effective January 1, 2008.  His replacement will be Tim Brey.
Mr. Held suggested that at the October 16 meeting, the Commission should consider who would become Chair from January 1 – June 30, 2008.
Chairman Newman asked if the bylaws were specific as to how replacement of the Chair works.
Mr. Held stated that he would have to look into it. The Vice-Chair could serve as Chair until a new one is voted in.

Chairman Newman asked if Mr. Held could review the By-laws in that regard.  There will be an agenda item to address that issue at the October 15 meeting.

ADJOURNMENT
Chairman Newman requested a motion to adjourn the meeting. 
Commissioner Brick made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Commissioner Uhlman seconded the motion. The motion carried unanimously. The meeting adjourned at 2:45 p.m. 
