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Committee Members in Attendance  

 

—Barry Barnum, City of St. George 

—Larry Bergeson, Education 

—Larry Blake, Rancher 

—Kip Bowler, Banker/Rancher 

—Dave Clark, Banker 

—Paul Clove, Businessman 

—James Eardley, Washington County 

—Tracy Ence, Development 

—Murray Gubler, Chamber of Commerce 

—Mary Jo Hafen, City of Santa Clara 

—Laron Hall, Community Citizen 

—Chris Hart, City of Ivins 

—Scott Hirschi, Economic Development 

—David Isom, Health Care 

—Dick Kohler, Architect 

—Natalie Larson, Realtor 

—Brad Seegmiller, Southern Utah Title Company 

—Lawrence Snow, Shivwits Band of Paiute 

—Darin Thomas, City of Hurricane 

—John Wadsworth, Farmer 

 

Committee Members Absent or Excused 

 

—Lee Bracken, City of Enterprise 

—Ty Bringhurst, Toquerville Citizen 

—Floyd Jackson, Contractor 

—Carol Sapp, Southern Utah Home Builders 

Association 

 

 

 

 

—Don Stratton, Vision Dixie 

—LeAnn Skrzynski, Citizens for Dixie’s Future 

—Travis Wilkinson, Small Business 

—Karl Wilson, City of LaVerkin  

 

District/Committee Staff Members in Attendance 
—Ed Bowler, Board Chairman 

—Ronald Thompson, General Manger 

—Barbara Hjelle, Associate General Manager/Counsel 

—Corey Cram, Associate General Manager 

—Roberta McMullin, Executive Administrator 

—Karry Rathje, Public Information Manager 

—Brie Thompson, Chemical Engineer 

—Tina Esplin, Legal Secretary 

—Judie Brailsford, Public Outreach 

 

Other Attendees 

 

—Eric Millis, Director, Utah Division of Water 

Resources 

—Mori Kessler, STGnews.com 

—Jane Whalen, Citizens for Dixie’s Future 

—Paul Van Dam 

—Lisa Rutherford 

—Waid Reynolds 

—David Demille, The Spectrum 

—Scott Taylor, St. George City 
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Agenda  

 

1. Welcome  

 

Judie Brailsford explained that Dr. John Brailsford, facilitator, was unable to 

attend this meeting so she is standing in for him.  She thanked the members 

of the CIRPAC committee for their contribution and dedication in attending 

these meetings which have been held for a year now.  Judie said, 

“Superintendent Bergeson has asked to take a few minutes to talk about the 

school bond election coming up and will do so at this time.” 

 

Superintendent Bergeson said he thought this committee would be interested 

in information regarding the Proposition 9 bond election coming up on 

November 5.  He said, “Washington County School District is growing on 

average of a little over 3%, which is roughly 800 students, so our projections 

are the schools are going to fill rather quickly. It takes about three to four 

years to plan before we open a school, so we have to start making plans. Our 

previous bond money is expiring so Proposition 9 will authorize $185 million 

to allow us to build schools to match the growth of the county.” 

 

Judie said, “Many of you had questions when Amelia Nuding presented so 

we gave her your questions, and we recently received a letter from her that 

said, “Many of these questions would prompt very important discussion, but 

would also require additional analysis.”  Judie said, “Unfortunately, not every 

question was answered.  We are not going to pursue it further, but want to 

acknowledge that she has replied and to thank her for participating with us.” 

 

Judie stated, “We ask Tina Esplin to do the meeting summary every month 

by including the salient points and summarizing the discussion the best she 

can instead of a full transcript, and if there is something that isn’t completely 

clear, we asked her to leave that out until we can clarify it.  As you know 

through an email to everyone, LeAnn Skrzynski pointed out that she felt 

there was some discussion that had been left out. We recognize that and went 

back and listened to the recording and notes and found that we had questions, 

so I called Mr. Bay and was told by him that Jordan Valley Water 

Conservancy District (JVWCD) service area has a current population of 

610,000 and also has contacts with some cities in the Metropolitan Water 

District, with a current bonding debt outstanding of $238 million paid only 

by the JVWCD service area and does not include any of the estimated $1.5 

billon obligation for the Bear River Project, just like our debt service does 

not include the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP).”   

 

2. District Overview – Providing Water for a Growing Population – 

Ron Thompson, General Manager, Washington County Water 

Conservancy District  

 

Ron Thompson said he will be giving an overview of the district’s facilities, 

future projects, supply-side risk and vulnerabilities and demand-side risk and 

vulnerabilities.  He asked, “As you look at Washington County, where does 

your water come from?  We have several sources, but they all depend on the 

Virgin River.  The district operates more than 20 production wells.”  
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Ron stated, “The district operates the Virgin River Diversion where we take 

water in a pipeline that feeds all the water that goes to Sand Hollow and 

Quail Creek reservoirs and also delivers water to the Hurricane and LaVerkin 

canal companies.” 

 
Ron said, “We have reservoirs with total storage of approximately 108,623 

acre feet (af), with a reliable yield of about 22,000 af of water.” 

 

Ron said, “The water is treated though the Quail Creek Water Treatment 

Plant, which is a very valuable resource for the community capable of 

producing 48 million gallons of water per day.”    

 

  
 
 

 

 

Ron explained, “We have over 200 miles of existing transmission pipeline in 

Washington County and can move water from the Town of Virgin to the City 

of Ivins, providing a backbone for culinary water and also raw water when 

needed.  We have secondary systems (water that we don’t treat to a water 

quality that we take out of the tap) that are used exclusively in Toquerville, 

St. George municipal, LaVerkin and Hurricane, and partial secondary 

systems in Ivins, Santa Clara, Bloomington and Bloomington Hills that back 

up the culinary water.  These communities will eventually develop a lot more 

secondary use.”  
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Ron said, “The water produced in the Snow Canyon and Gunlock areas has a 

high arsenic content of about 20-25 parts per million (ppm) that has to be 

brought down to safe drinking water standards.  The standard used to be 50 

ppm, but was lowered to 10 ppm so we take an enormous amount of water 

from the west side and blend it with Quail Lake and Sand Hollow water to 

bring it down to safe drinking water standards of under 10 ppm.” 

 

Ron explained the district’s future projects: 

 

The Sand Hollow regional line will allow us to bring about 20 million 

gallons per day (MGD) to the south block of Hurricane, Washington and St. 

George through a 48-inch line. This line will also give us redundancy.  This 

project is going through the environmental process which we hope to have 

finished in the next few months.   

The Ash Creek pipeline and reservoir will allow us to take water out of the 

Ash Creek reservoir and tributaries and bring it down to a new reservoir 

complex at Anderson Junction where it will tie into the Toquerville and 

LaVerkin secondary water systems freeing up high quality water coming out 

of Toquerville Springs for culinary water use.  The estimated annual yield is 

about 5,000 af.  The preliminary design and permitting is scheduled for a 

2014 completion date with the reservoir scheduled to be completed in 2015. 

 

 
 

The Warner Valley reservoir was originally tied to the Allen Warner 

project and has been on the drawing board off and on for more than 40 years. 

It has the capacity to store up to 50,000 af to be used as a regulating reservoir 

for secondary water for agricultural and municipal use.  It will enhance water 

quality in the Washington Fields area and help to manage flows for 

endangered fish species.  The estimated completion date is 2020.   
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The LaVerkin hot springs produce about 5,000 gallons of water per minute 

of highly mineralized water at about 170 degrees temperature and is one of 

the three major contaminators in the Colorado River producing about 

110,000 tons of salts annually, causing significant impact in water quality in 

the Colorado River system. 

 

The last project we see as imminent is the Lake Powell Pipeline (LPP).  It is 

a 130 mile pipeline from Lake Powell to Sand Hollow reservoir. The water 

allocated is about 86,000 af  and our portion is 82,249 af.   

 
Ron explained the history and purpose of Lake Powell: 

 In the Colorado River Compact in 1922 there was an understanding that 

there would be a large reservoir in the upper basin that would protect the 

ability of the upper basin to develop its water rights (Lake Powell) and a 

large reservoir in the lower basin to develop the lower basin’s water 

rights (Lake Mead). 

 The reservoirs were developed to protect the ability of the basins to 

develop and protect their water rights and for drought protection. 

 The compact requires the upper basin meet downstream flow 

requirements by requiring on a ten year rolling average 7.5 million af to 

be delivered to the lower basin.   

 Since 1998, 8.8 million af has actually been delivered.   

 The upper basin delivers 1.3 million af a year more than is required. 

 Lake Mead diverts an average of 9.5 million af every year. 

 The water supply shortages only exist in the lower basin states, and most 
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all of the lower basin states over use their allocation. The upper basin 

operates on a much stricter criteria. 

 When the upper basin became aware that the compact was allocated 

based an extremely high hydrograph period, the compact dealt with that 

by allocating the upper basin based on percentages.  While Utah should 

have about 1.8 million af, most suggest the real reliable source is about 

1.4 million af.   

 Utah has never used its full legal allocation of water. 

 This deficiency cannot be sustained over time. 

 The “Fill Lake Mead First” proposal would put the upper basin water 

supplies in jeopardy.  One problem is 9.34 million af has been released 

from Lake Mead, and they are entitled to 7.5 million af; and they take 

nothing for the system losses of .18 million af that occur between Glen 

Canyon Dam and Lee’s Ferry, so it doesn’t take long to figure out the 

shortage in Lake Mead is because they have 100% plus allocation.    

 Another problem is the “Fill Lake Mead First” proposal would put the 

$240 million from recreation in serious jeopardy, and there would be no 

protection for the upper basin for a wet and dry cycle.  The water 

community in the upper basin is not interested in this proposal. 

 Utah’s water currently flows downstream to benefit the lower basin states 

and ultimately Mexico, but it is really water that legally belongs to Utah. 

Ron showed the water reliability reconstructed off of tree ring studies, except 

from 1990 on it is actually observed flow.  He said, “As you can see from 

this graph, the river has a great deal of changes, but doesn’t really show a 

trend.” 

 

Ron said, “Since the pioneers came into Salt Lake Valley, Utah has had a 

long trend of developing water projects, and the state will continue to take 

the lead in the Bear River Project and the Lake Powell Pipeline projects.  We 

are currently in the environmental process and should see a record decision in 

2015, final design by 2018, construction starting by 2020 and the goal is to 

have it fully operational between 2025 -2030.  The timeline has slowed down 

with the recession, but I am always concerned because we are seeing growth 

pick up through the school district explained earlier and building permits.” 

 
Ron explained, “The pipeline has an estimated cost of $1 billion with 

financing legislative-approved repayment structure (see Utah Code Title 73 

Section 28) where the  

 State pays 100% and the District repays the state gradually as growth 

occurs and as impact fees are collected.  The District has to subscribe 

70% and a 60-year period to pay that back and the rest can be paid in 50-

year increments.  Some say the state shouldn’t do that, but when we built 

Quail Creek reservoir, we had a $100 million tax base and $30 million to 

build that facility.  The state loaned the money to build on a 50-year note 

and today, 30 years later, that obligation has been paid back 100%.   

 This is the same proposal as the Bear River project.   

 This is not a traditional bond financing with level repayment. 

 The District only pays for water as it is used. 
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 The District has up to a 90-year repayment option. 

 

Richard Kohler said, “You said a number of times we pay for the water in 50

-year increments.”   Ron said, “The statute states you have to subscribe to the 

water and commit over that period of time to take 70%, then you take down 

in blocks and for each block you have a 50-year period to pay that block 

back, so if you take a big block in year 9, you have another 50 years to pay 

that block off., and right now it is projected that would be at 4% interest.  If 

you take it in year 15, then you only have 35 years, so there is incentive in 

financing to pay it off earlier rather than later; but you can take it as growth 

occurs.  Some say there will have to be other projects or we will have to get 

much more aggressive or shut the door.  Pragmatically, we are going to have 

to make a decision of how much this project is paid out of development from 

new growth and how much will be built into the rates.  These are discussions 

that need to be made.  How do you in this room think we should pay for these 

new projects?” 

 

Tracy Ence said, “New growth should pay for their portion of it, but water is 

impacting and helping everyone, so everyone should pay a portion of it 

including new and existing commercial.”   

 

Scott Hirschi said, “I favor rates.  Superintendent Bergeson gave a great 

presentation a few minutes ago and indicated the need, but growth should pay 

its own way.  Why should we as property taxpayers pay for expansion of 

construction of new schools when it is the growth that made it?  In my 

estimation, our rates are too low now.  If I buy a container of water at the 

store, it will cost $2, but I can buy 1,000 gallons of water delivered to my 

home for that same amount of money.  I don’t want to pay more for anything 

including water.  Water is worth more than we pay for it, so maybe not all 

but most in rates.” 

 

Barry Barnum said, “I did kind of a post-it note calculation because I always 

hear how much the pipeline will cost; and if we don’t sell any more water, 

just the water that we are selling right now, and build the LPP, with all of our  

 

 

 

current sources, and we take the water we are currently selling and the LPP 

water and triple our existing rates, we will still be less than Tucson per 1,000 

gallons.”  

 

John Wadsworth said, “As I sat by Christy Wedig in the meetings, I told her 

that most in this room are from pioneer families, and I didn’t think it would 

ever happen, but I have 19 grandkids going to these schools so we don’t have 

any other choice but to build schools and develop water.” 

 

Dave Clark said, “From someone that makes a living on interest, there have 

been a lot of water projects throughout this state; and the things we are 

talking about here are components that are all different and all have different 

parts, but all have impacts.  What portion are impact fees, what portion are 

rates, and what portion should come from the tax rolls?  These are all key 

tools of how water is financed, and I think it takes a combination of all three 

of these components.” 

 

Ron moved on to risks and vulnerabilities in meeting future water needs.  He 

said, “There are two kinds of risks and vulnerabilities in meeting future water 

needs, the supply-side and the demand-side.  A host of issues that affect the 

supply-side are: 

 

 Financial – Our credit rating effects what we pay for interest.  We have 

an AA+ rating which is a pretty high rating, and it is there because we do 

a pretty good job of managing our resources.  The state has financed 

some 1,400 water projects and the biggest they have financed that I am 

aware of is the lining or closing of the Provo River canal. The financing 

is a revolving loan program and is very highly favored. We also have 

existing infrastructure that will eventually need to be repaired and 

replaced. We are blessed here that most of our infrastructure is not 30 

years old, and we have been putting about $0.5 million a year away to 

use for significant assets that wear out so we don’t get caught blindsided.   
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 Water rights - We have had two supreme court cases that have to do 

with how a water right is allocated in terms of beneficial use and the 

requirement to use it, which has the potential to disrupt water supplies in 

a lot of systems.  The Virgin River is our only source of water whether 

we talk about springs or wells or surface water, it all comes out of the 

same system.    

 

 
 

 Ag conversions – Water converted from agriculture in certain 

areas has water quality issues. Because of the LaVerkin hot 

springs, the salinity coming to the Washington Fields and Warner 

Valley area is 2,000 to 4,000 ppm, and water coming into the 

Hurricane is about 500 ppm, so that is why John Wadsworth can 

grow grapes and nuts in Hurricane and the Washington Fields and 

Warner Valley areas are lucky to grow some alfalfa. 
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 Groundwater supplies – Groundwater supplies have lots of potential 

risks, certainly risks of contamination.  There are some we can now test 

for that we couldn’t test for a decade ago, and are now measured in parts 

per trillion.  A good example is the arsenic standard which is 10 ppm, 

and there are some who think it ought to be moved to 5 ppm.  The water 

community as a whole is not very excited about that because 1) we have 

two major water sources in this county that would require extensive 

additional treatment (Snow Canyon and Gunlock) and 2) we can send 

samples to 3 or 4 certified labs and they come back with huge variations.  

Contaminants, both natural and man-made, are a big issue we deal with 

and safe yield is a moving target. The Navajo sandstone aquifer is very 

important to us because it has high quality pristine water that takes years 

to move through that aquifer structure. 

 

 Surface water supplies – Contaminants, both natural and man-made, are 

also present in most surface waters, and we have to deal with them.  We 

deal with algae in the reservoirs, some good and some bad.  A few years 

back we had a bad outbreak of MIB and Geosmin, compounds that gave 

the water a musty taste and odor, so we treated and got rid of the bad 

musty taste and odor.  Now we put divers into the reservoirs to identify 

the  algae, and we then treat sections with the bad algae and leave the 

good algae alone.  We also have the issue of quagga mussel. A single 

quagga mussel was found alive in Sand Hollow reservoir and another 

was found glued to a ranger’s boat.  We have not yet documented any 

reproduction, but Lake Mead is totally infested with quagga mussel, and 

now they claim they found a colony in Lake Powell.  With our 200 mile 

network of pipeline, it creates a serious risk that we will eventually have 

to deal with at an enormous cost.   

 
 Mechanical/electrical failures – We have found that in our Navajo 

sandstone, for example, our wells and pumps have a 3 to 5 year life, so if 

we have 40 or 50 of these at any given time, we will have around 15 that 

will need one stage or another of repair.  Sometimes it will be major and 

sometimes it will be minor. We have generators that move around and 

onsite backup generators at the water treatment plant.  

 

 Transmission interruptions – Major conveyance facilities are subject to 

interruption from natural disasters and man-caused damage.  In 2005, we 

had flooding where many lines were disrupted, both culinary and sewer, 

and again in 2010 where our major regional transmission line was 

compromised, forcing St. George and other cities to temporarily utilize 

wells with arsenic concentrations in order to continue providing drinking 
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water.  Fortunately, in that instance we had some redundancy and water 

delivery was not interrupted by the flood, but it was still vulnerability in 

our system.    

 

 Transmission pipeline capacity reductions - Biofilm on interior walls 

of major raw water conveyance facilities and inorganic deposits on the 

interior of finished water pipelines, limit their capacity and require 

frequent attention of running a poly pig through them. 

 

 Environmental issues – We are home to six native species, two of 

which are endangered and four of which are threatened, and today we 

release approximately 8,000 af of water between the Santa Clara and the 

Virgin Rivers to supplement the flow to sustain the native fish. We are 

part of the Virgin River Program (VRP).  The goal of the VRP is to 

successfully manage the needs of the species and the communities, and 

the VRP has worked hard to successfully facilitate those goals. The VRP 

has worked hard to get non-native species out of the river system and has 

pretty much eradicated red shiner, a non-native species introduced at 

Lake Mead as a bait fish.  The VRP has built a series of barriers to stop 

the upstream migration of these nonnatives from moving up from Lake 

Mead.  Red shiner is much more prolific than the native fish, and the 

native fish have a very difficult time competing with them. Among other 

things, the VRP has screened the intake of the Washington Fields 

diversion so the fish cannot go into the canal system.  The VRP also 

stocks native fish from hatcheries into the rivers and conducts native fish 

monitoring. 

 

 Climate change – Whether climate change is man-made or not, 

something is happening and we better be prepared to address it. In the 

last 15 years, we have had 2 years of very large flow, 1 year of about 

average and 12 years of about 50%-75% of average. There are all kinds 

of models and some show a reduction in lower basin facilities of as much 

as 30%-40%.  The Bureau of Reclamation (BOR) finished work on 

modeling climate change and is forecasting a 10% overall reduction in 

flow in the Virgin River with increased rainfall and decreased snowpack.  

If we will be getting more rain and less snow, it will cause significant 

impact to us because we are very dependent on snowpack.  We have had 

some great storms, but those great storms created high water and were so 

turbulent that we couldn’t put them in our water systems so they helped 

very little in additional water supplies. 

 

 

 
 

 

 Long-term drought – The tree ring data goes back several thousand 

years and shows prolonged drought that we need to plan for today.  The 

reservoirs are down now, and we have to develop a system to buffer for 

drought.   
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 Aquifer recharge — We have aquifer recharge which will over time 

probably take 40-50 years to fill which we see as a savings account that 

will get us through a lot of potential hardships.  

 

  

 
Ron explained the demand-side risks and vulnerabilities: 

 Population growth and projection errors -  If we grow organic growth 

rates of 1-2% as a whole, that is a different issue than 4%, 5% or 6% 

average growth over 40 years.  It has been about 6% to as much as 10%-

11% growth, and as a water manager, it is hard to plan for that.  The 

governor’s projected growth rates, with the exception of one, have 

always been low.   
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 Water demand “surges” - Peak regional pipeline production shows 

water demand surges can be unpredictable.  Demand can also increase 

when capacity is lost in the well fields requiring more dependence on 

regional water. 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 Weather variations -   In the district system, we deliver five times more 

water in the summer than in the winter, and part of that is because the 

cities have a significant base of their own water that they use.  We also 

use a lot of potable water for landscapes.  As we have wet weather, 

people turn off their sprinklers, so weather patterns make a difference 

and drives water use.   
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 Heat island effects - Some people think we ought to take out all the trees 

and grass.  We looked at that and can produce another 30,000 af of water 

if we were able to do that, but we would still have issues of background 

temperatures.  By removing trees and other landscaping, temperature 

surrounding a home can increase as much as 10°F so you have to look at 

the whole picture and may not truly be saving water.  For every kWh of 

power we produce in this county, it takes about 25 gallons of water to 

produce.   

 

 Per capita water use and demand management – Water demands can 

be managed through water conservation programs, and the district is 

aggressively pursuing a wide range of water conservation programs, 

including water checks, demonstration gardens, and the annual water fair 

for grade school children.  Conservation has to be balanced, and over 

time changes in land use will become much more dense and we will use 

less water per capita.  Dick Kohler said, “There is a trend that follows 

esthetics of how we landscape as a whole. Bloomington Ranches has the 

acreage and water rights and can landscape at their leisure, but we don’t 

do that anymore.  The lots are smaller such as at Sun River where there is 

hardly any landscape.”  Ron said, “Since 2006 the average land size is 

roughly 10,000 square feet.  There are some smaller ones and also some 

bigger ones, but the answer is not so much what kind of landscape you 

have, but how efficient it is.  The District has been pushing conservation 

since the 1990s.”  

 

 Land use trends and density changes – The district does not have land 

use jurisdiction, but provides water needed to municipalities based on 

their land use jurisdictions and planning.  As the county grows in 

population, an increase in land use density is anticipated and water needs 

will increase.   

 

 Water economics – As stated, we have three funding sources, and today 

each is roughly a third.  When building a facility, it is very difficult to put 

all costs on the first users.  We felt like property tax ought to offset that 

and is also used for watershed planning, endangered species and water 

conservation programs, with impact fees used for new growth.  What is 

the appropriate ratio of applying these three funding sources so we can 

keep our AA+ rating, sustain our economy and still be fair?  I have 

always said that the grease that runs this economy is first water.  

 

 
 

 Water price comparisons – Sometimes we get compared to other cities, 

and as you can see in comparing 8 cities, St. George’s rate is $1.58.   
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Ron asked, “How much risk are we willing to take when it comes to 

providing water to the communities? How much are we willing to pay to 

remove that risk?  How much should new growth pay?  How much should 

current users pay?  Water rates are all over the board and are really driven by 

supply and demand; but if you are in New Harmony and have to bring in 

your water supply, you would pay around $35,000+ for an af of water and 

another $40,000 to get the well drilled and then you still might not have the 

water you need.”  Larry Blake said, “A water right in Kolob just sold for 

$17,000.”  Ron said, “That is a lot different than the rates we have in our 

communities. Our impact fee is about $6,000.  The ultimate big question is 

how to pick rates that will allow this economy to survive and prosper, and the 

fundamental belief in the water community is that water rates should not get 

more than 2% of the adjustable gross income.” 

 
Ron said, “If we grow like the governor says we will, by 2060 we will have 

to develop another water supply of at least another 82,000 plus af of water.  

Frankly, I believe when we bring Lake Powell in we will still be pressed to 

eventually figure some other solution, so the real question is how much risk 

should we be willing to accept.  How much per gallon you would be willing 

to pay to have zero risk in the system and how much should new growth pay 

for a reliable system?  I for one am not willing to accept the risk of our taps 

going dry.  Those are the questions we are going to be asking as we look at 

economic models, and we certainly want some feedback from the 

committee.” 

Scott Hirschi said, “Recently in political discussion candidates were asked if 

they would support the Lake Powell pipeline if it included a moderate tax 

increase.”  Ron said, “The district has a limited taxing authority.  The lower 

basin has the ability to assess .001 of taxable value, and right now we are at 

about .0007.  As the district matures, it will be less dependent on tax revenue 

and more dependent on water sales, but I think personally there should be a 

mix.  If you take all property taxes away, the loser is the homeowner, 

government buildings, schools, and churches, and anyone who does not pay 

property taxes is going to see their water rates go up; and the winners are 

undeveloped property owners.” 

 

Richard Kohler said, “A lot of times we do water use planning based on 

growth, not taking into account other values such as wetlands, fish, greenery 

and agricultural landscapes; and I feel that we do the math and in the end we 

make decisions based on what is needed to grow and value growth too high.  

At some point there should be a logic of taking a step back and asking what 

we need the water for such as agriculture and conservation because other 

values matter just as much as growth, if not more.  We have other landscapes 

in the area that should be preserved.”  Ron said, “I agree, we have to have 

balance.” 

 

3. Public Comments (No public comments/cards) 

 

4.  Future meeting schedule 

 

 Thursday, November 21, 2013   4:00 – 6:00 pm 

 Jeremy Aguero, Principal Analyst, Applied Analysis 

 Water Development Financing Models 

 

 No meeting in December 

 

Adjourn 

 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:00 p.m.  
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