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Chapter 1. Purpose and Need 

1.1 Introduction 

The Arizona Water Settlements Act (AWSA) of 2004 (Public Law (P.L.) 108-451), Section 104 

directed the Director of the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) to submit to the 

Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) a recommendation for reallocation of agricultural priority 

water.  The Secretary, through the Bureau of Reclamation, proposes to reallocate 46,629 acre-

feet annually (AFA) per year of designated Non-Indian Agricultural (NIA) Priority Central 

Arizona Project (CAP) water pursuant to AWSA and in accordance with ADWR 

recommendations. 

In compliance with the AWSA, ADWR analyzed the applications for the NIA Priority CAP 

water and made a recommendation to the Secretary.  Reclamation is tasked with completion of 

the environmental analysis on the recommendation so the Secretary has the necessary 

information on impacts on the human environment to make an informed decision on the 

recommendation. 

The recommendation distributes NIA Priority CAP water into two pools.  The first pool of 

34,629 AFA is designated for Municipal Pool water providers.  The other pool of 12,000 AFA is 

designated for Industrial Pool water users.  The two pools total 46,629 AFA for use within the 

CAP service area (Maricopa, Pinal, and Pima Counties).  Each pool lists individual applicants 

and the AFA to be reallocated, with the recommendation that each applicant be offered a CAP 

water service subcontract. 

The AWSA states that, prior to making a decision to accept or reject ADWR’s recommendation, 

the Secretary shall carry out all necessary reviews in accordance with applicable law.  

Reclamation is the designated Lead Federal Agency as defined in 43 CFR § 46.225-46.230.  

Cooperating Agencies include the Central Arizona Water Conservation District (CAWCD) and 

ADWR. 

1.2 Background 

1.2.1 Groundwater 

The Groundwater Management Act became law in 1980, and was implemented as the 

Groundwater Code (Code) (ADWR c n.d.).  The Code requires that ADWR track groundwater 

withdrawals to manage sources over the long term and during drought (ADWR d n.d.).  In turn, 

ADWR established Active Management Areas (AMAs) in areas where high demand and/or 

significant overdraft were occurring, or have potential to occur, namely the Phoenix, Tucson, and 

Pinal AMAs (ADWR a n.d.).  
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Active Management Areas (AMAs) 

AMAs are regulated according to management plans with clearly defined objectives for 

municipal, industrial, and agricultural water use and groundwater conservation and recharge.  

The guiding principal or goal of management for most of the AMAs includes achieving or 

maintaining safe yield.  Safe yield results from balancing groundwater use with recharge and the 

use of renewable water sources, such as surface water and reclaimed water, to reduce or 

eliminate overdraft of groundwater.  Colorado River water delivered through the CAP plays an 

important role in achieving the AMA objective of safe yield within the Phoenix, Tucson, and 

Pinal AMAs by reducing groundwater use and providing a renewable source of water for 

groundwater recharge. 

1.2.2 Central Arizona Project 

Authorized by Congress under the 1968 Colorado River Basin Project Act, the CAP delivers 

about 1.5 million acre-feet annually (MAFA) of Colorado River water to Arizona agricultural 

users, municipalities, industries, and Native American tribes and communities (CAP a n.d.).  The 

CAP is operated by the CAWCD (CAP b n.d.). 

Past, Current, and Future Allocations of CAP Water 

Following authorization of the CAP, the Secretary requested recommendations from the 

predecessor agency to ADWR in planning for the distribution of CAP water among the users and 

potential recipients of CAP allocations.  Several modifications were proposed over the years; and 

in 1983, the Secretary signed a Record of Decision (ROD) published in the Federal Register 

(48 FR 12446) that allocated specific amounts or percentages of CAP water to Indian, Municipal 

and Industrial (M&I), and NIA uses (ADWR 1983).  The 1983 ROD also identified the method 

by which priorities would be applied to these water use sectors during years of water supply 

shortage (DOI 2010). 

The 1983 ROD outlined that 309,828 AFA are allocated to Indian communities, 638,823 AFA 

are allocated to non-Indian M&I, and any remaining available CAP water is distributed to NIA 

users by proportion.  Water from Indian, M&I, and NIA pools that was not delivered in any 

given year is available to be sold as excess CAP water to other users.  Excess water is the water 

that is left after all long-term contract orders have been met.  During years of water supply 

shortfall, M&I and Indian CAP users have first priority on CAP water supplies.  Excess water 

contracts are reduced until eliminated, and then NIA water uses are reduced pro rata until 

exhausted. 

After the initial 1983 allocation, a total of 65,647 AFA of M&I water and 29.3 percent of NIA 

water was not contracted, and therefore made available for reallocation at a later time.  In 

addition, the NIA priority users had a “take-or-pay” provision in their subcontracts to pay for 

their annual allocation whether or not it was delivered.  Due to this and other factors, the NIA 

subcontractors experienced financial difficulties.  Litigation ensued and was resolved through the 

2004 AWSA.  The AWSA established a final allocation of CAP water, with additional 
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allocations of NIA water to Indian entities, a reallocation of the 65,647 AFA of the previously 

uncontracted M&I priority water to 20 specific M&I entities1, and the reallocation of certain NIA 

Priority CAP water (AWSA, 2004).  The AWSA directed the Secretary to allocate to ADWR up 

to 96,295 AFA of NIA Priority CAP water, to be held in trust for future reallocation (71 FR 165, 

August 25, 2006).  At this time, because the 96,295 AFA of NIA Priority CAP water has not 

been through the reallocation process, it is ordered and used by excess water customers of the 

CAP.  If reallocated through this process, this water would be able to be ordered and used by 

NIA Priority CAP customers. 

1.2.3 ADWR’s Reallocation Recommendation Process 

Applications were received for approximately three times the volumes of water available for 

reallocation in the municipal water provider and industrial water user categories, not including 

the municipal water provider category within the Central Arizona Irrigation and Drainage 

District (CAIDD) and Maricopa Stanfield Irrigation and Drainage District (MSIDD) areas.  

Within the municipal water provider category, 17 applications were received for a total requested 

amount of 93,879 AFA.  A recommendation was made to allocate the full amount identified for 

this category of 34,629 AFA to 13 applicants (later changed to 12 applicants due to the purchase 

of H2O Water Company by the Town of Queen Creek).  Within the industrial water user 

category, six applications were received for a total requested amount of 41,248 AFA.  A 

recommendation was made to also allocate the full amount identified for this category of 12,000 

AFA to the six applicants.  The applications from M&I water users recommended by ADWR for 

water reallocations (Proposed Recipients) are shown in Appendix A.  ADWR’s recommendation 

was submitted to the Secretary on January 16, 2014, and the process for selecting the Proposed 

Recipients is in Appendix B.  For more information on ADWR’s reallocation process see 

http://www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/PublicInformationOfficer/Non-

IndianAgriculturalReallocationProcess.htm. 

1.3 Project Location 

The project is located within the CAP service area in the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson AMAs (as 

described in Section 1.2, Background).  Figure 1 shows the overall project area, and Figures 3 

through 5 show the individual AMAs and Proposed Recipient service areas within each AMA. 

                                                 

1 Specific entities that received portions of the 65,647 AF allocated by the 2004 AWSA include the Town of Superior, Cave 

Creek Water Company, Chaparral Water Company, Town of El Mirage, City of Goodyear, H2O Water Company, City of Mesa, 

City of Peoria, City of Scottsdale, Avra Water Cooperative, City of Chandler, Del Lago (Vail) Water Company, City of Glendale, 

Community Water Company of Green Valley, Metropolitan Domestic Water Improvement District, Town of Oro Valley, City of 

Phoenix, City of Surprise, City of Tucson, and Valley Utilities Water Company. 

http://www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/PublicInformationOfficer/Non-IndianAgriculturalReallocationProcess.htm
http://www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/PublicInformationOfficer/Non-IndianAgriculturalReallocationProcess.htm
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Figure 1. Project Area Map.
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1.4 Purpose and Need 

The AWSA obligates the Secretary to approve or reject ADWR’s recommendation for 

reallocation.  Based on ADWR’s recommendation, the project would allow the reallocation of 

46,629 AFA of NIA Priority CAP water to M&I users within the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson 

AMAs (Figure 1). 

The NIA Priority CAP water reallocation would address the continuing imbalance of water 

supply and demand, in certain local and service areas of central Arizona by providing renewable 

water supplies to entities with a projected demand/supply imbalance based on ADWR’s 

evaluation criteria (Appendix B).  Although water use has declined or remained constant in 

recent decades, continued population growth in the state will eventually result in an overall water 

supply shortfall.  The projected statewide water demand will increase to between 8.1 and  

8.6 MAFA by 2035, and between 8.6 and 9.1 MAFA by 2060 (Water Resources Development 

Commission (WRDC) (2011). 

In 2014, municipal water demand was 1.4 MAFA, which was 21 percent of Arizona’s water 

demand.  The WRDC (2011) estimated that municipal demand will increase to roughly  

2.7 MAFA by 2035 and 3.4 MAFA by 2060.  In 2014, industrial uses accounted for 

approximately 6 percent of Arizona’s water demand (about 400,000 AFA).  Industrial use is 

expected to increase over time to sustain economic growth.  While these projections are based on 

high estimates of population growth, Arizona’s urban populations are anticipated to grow even if 

economic growth is slower than expected.  According to the WRDC, between 0.9 and 3.2 MAFA 

of water will need to be developed in Arizona over the next 20 years to sustain population 

growth and meet consumption demands for municipal, industrial, agricultural, and other water 

uses combined. 

If ADWR’s recommendation is accepted, some water users within the Phoenix, Pinal, and 

Tucson AMAs would receive allocations of the NIA Priority CAP water, and be offered 

subcontracts for such water.  The Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas account for about 

80 percent of Arizona’s population and are expected to continue to be the major population 

centers, while Pinal County is currently dominated by an agricultural economy, and change of 

that land use is unknown (ADWR 2014a). 

Both Phoenix and Pinal AMAs continue to experience annual overdraft of groundwater supplies 

even when renewable supplies, such as current CAP subcontracts and offsets to groundwater 

pumping, are considered.  Although the Tucson AMA has experienced some recent years at or 

near safe yield, it is dependent on continued development of renewable supplies such as CAP 

water to continue to achieve safe yield conditions.  The approval of the recommendation would 

contribute to the ADWR goal of reducing groundwater overdraft by increasing the Proposed 

Recipients’ renewable surface water supplies. 
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1.5 Public Involvement 

Public Scoping 

Agency and public scoping for this EA began when Reclamation’s scoping newsletter was sent 

on November 19, 2015 (Appendix C).  The scoping newsletter was also posted on Reclamation’s 

website on November 30, 2015.  The scoping period was defined as November 19, 2015 to 

December 18, 2015.  The scoping period expired and was later reinitiated at the request of 

stakeholders and was issued again through a Reclamation press release from January 5 to 

January 18, 2016 (Appendix C). 

The Proposed Recipients of the NIA Priority CAP Water recommendation were invited to an 

informational meeting on December 7, 2015 (Appendix D).  Reclamation presented information 

on the NEPA EA process and the upcoming public scoping meetings to the Proposed Recipients.  

There were 29 attendees at the meeting. 

The following dates and locations indicate where and when public scoping meetings took place: 

• Tuesday, December 8, 2015 in Phoenix, Arizona 

• Wednesday, December 9, 2015 in Casa Grande, Arizona 

• Thursday, December 10, 2015 in Tucson, Arizona 

 

There were four meeting attendees on December 8, no attendees on December 9, and seven 

attendees on December 10. 

Reclamation received two public responses during the scoping period.  The first comment came 

from Save the Scenic Santa Ritas Association, and stated that Reclamation provided insufficient 

notice of the scoping process and requested an extension of the comment period.  Reclamation 

honored this request and the comment period was extended by press release to January 18, 2016.  

The letter also stated that the Rosemont Mine should be analyzed as a connected action to the 

proposed water reallocation. 

The second response came from the Pima County Regional Wastewater Reclamation 

Department.  Pima County requested that the EA address impacts of the additional use of 

proposed NIA Priority CAP water by M&I recipients on other water users in the Tucson AMA, 

and address impacts on the natural environment.  No tribal or other agency comments were 

received during the scoping period. 

Draft EA Comment Period 

The Draft EA was issued for public review and comment in June of 2016.  Reclamation mailed 

Notices of Availability to federal, state, and local agencies, Native American Tribes, 

organizations, Proposed Recipients, and other interested stakeholders (Appendix E).  A public 

meeting was held on June 22 in Casa Grande, Arizona, and the public comment period closed on 

July 22, 2016. 
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Reclamation reviewed and considered public comments received from one business, one public 

utility, two nongovernmental organizations, and two Tribes.  The primary topic raised in the 

comments was the delivery of water to Proposed Recipients, Rosemont and Resolution Mines.  

Commenters were also concerned with the construction of water delivery systems by Proposed 

Recipients, who do not yet have such systems in place to receive their recommended reallocation 

of NIA Priority CAP water.  Responses to comments received are found in Appendix F. 

Tribal Consultation 

Reclamation initiated consultation with the Ak-Chin Indian Community, Fort McDowell 

Yavapai Nation, Gila River Indian Community, Hopi Tribe, Pascua Yaqui Tribe, Salt River 

Pima-Maricopa Indian Community, San Carlos Apache Tribe, Tonto Apache Tribe, Tohono 

O’odham Nation, Yavapai-Apache Nation, and the Yavapai-Prescott Indian Tribe in 

November 2015.  Reclamation conducted in-person consultation with the Tohono O’odham 

Nation on February 17, 2017 and with the San Carlos Apache Tribe on June 16, 2017 at the 

request of the Tribes.  Both Tribes oppose the proposed reallocation of NIA priority CAP water 

to Resolution Copper Mining and Rosemont Copper Company.  Reclamation’s responses to the 

comments received by the San Carlos Apache Tribe and Tohono O’odham Nation are located in 

Appendix F, and are addressed in Section 3 of this document. 
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Chapter 2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 

2.1 Formulation and Evaluation of Alternatives 

The AWSA authorized and directed the Secretary of the Interior to carry out all necessary 

reviews of the proposed reallocation in accordance with applicable Federal law.  The AWSA 

clearly states that the Secretary may only approve or disapprove ADWR’s NIA reallocation 

recommendation.  For the purposes of this NEPA analysis, only two alternatives were 

considered:  The Proposed Action, which is the approval of the ADWR recommendation, and the 

No Action, which is the rejection of the ADWR recommendation. 

2.2 No Action Alternative (Rejection of ADWR Recommendation) 

The No Action Alternative is the rejection of ADWR’s water reallocation recommendation by 

the Secretary.  Defining the No Action alternative as “the rejection of ADWR’s reallocation 

recommendation” allows the inclusion of a no action alternative in accordance with 

40 CFR § 1502.14, and provides a basis with which to compare the Proposed Action. 

In accordance with the AWSA, if ADWR’s reallocation recommendation was rejected, ADWR 

would then be required to revise its recommendation and submit it to the Secretary.  A new 

recommendation could potentially require a new reallocation determination process and NEPA 

analysis.  It is not possible to assume what a different recommendation would be; thus, the No 

Action alternative reflects an uncertain delay in the reallocation process.  The NIA Priority CAP 

water would continue to be sold as “excess CAP water” whenever excess supplies are available. 

2.3 Proposed Action (Approval of ADWR Recommendation) 

The Proposed Action is the Secretary’s approval of ADWR’s recommendation for reallocation of 

46,629 AFA of NIA Priority CAP water.  In compliance with the AWSA, ADWR analyzed the 

applications for the NIA Priority CAP water and made a recommendation to the Secretary to 

distribute NIA Priority CAP water into two pools:  34,629 AFA for Municipal Pool water 

providers and 12,000 AFA for Industrial Pool water users, totaling 46,629 AFA for use within 

the CAP service area.  Although the water would be assigned for M&I purposes, the reallocated 

water would retain its NIA priority.  During periods of shortages on the Colorado River, the 

Proposed Recipients may not receive all or part of the NIA Priority CAP water due to the low 

priority of the water within the CAP priority structure.  The list of Proposed Recipients and the 

AFA proposed by ADWR for reallocation to each recipient are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1. List of Proposed Recipients and Their Recommended Allocation. 

Recipient Pool 
Volume 

(AFA) 

New 

Infrastructure 

Required 

Apache Junction Water Utilities Community 

Facilities District (Apache Junction WUCFD) 

Municipal 817 
No 

Carefree Water Company Municipal 112 No 

Central Arizona Groundwater Replenishment 

District 

Municipal 18,185 
No 

City of Buckeye Municipal 2,786 No1 

City of El Mirage Municipal 1,318 No 

EPCOR - Sun City West Municipal 1,000 No 

Freeport-McMoRan - Sierrita Inc. Industrial 5,678 No 

Johnson Utilities Municipal 3,217 No 

Metropolitan Domestic Water Improvement 

Creek 

Municipal 299 
No 

New Harquahala Generating Company Industrial 400 No 

Resolution Copper Mining Industrial 2,238 No 

Rosemont Copper Co. Industrial 1,124 No 

Salt River Project Industrial 2,160 No 

Town of Cave Creek Municipal 386 No 

Town of Gilbert Municipal 1,832 No 

Town of Marana Municipal 515 No 

Town of Queen Creek* Municipal 4,162 No 

Viewpoint RV and Golf Resort Industrial 400 No 

Total Volume (AFA)  46,629  
*H2O Water Company was acquired by the Town of Queen Creek in November 2013.  Therefore, their proposed 

reallocations have been combined under the Town of Queen Creek (1,000 AFA for H2O plus 3,162 AFA for Town 

of Queen Creek). 
1 Buckeye 2017. 

Under the Proposed Action, the Secretary would accept ADWR’s recommendation for NIA 

Priority CAP Water reallocation, reallocate water in accordance with the recommendation, and 

offer to enter into subcontracts with the Proposed Recipients.  The NIA Priority CAP water 

would be available based on established CAP water priority standards.  All recipients could use 

existing infrastructure to receive the new allocation; nevertheless, prior to recipients taking and 

using the NIA Priority CAP Water reallocation, all environmental compliance, including NEPA, 

would have to be completed.  This environmental compliance clause is a standard part of all 

CAP subcontracts.
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Chapter 3. Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences 

The consequences of the No Action alternative are described for each of the resources to provide 

a baseline for the Proposed Action to be analyzed.  For each resource, the cumulative effects of 

the Proposed Action are analyzed.  Section 3.8 – Resources Considered But Not Affected 

summarizes the resources considered for analysis, which were determined not likely to be 

affected by the project. 

The 18 Proposed Recipients recommended by ADWR for the Proposed Reallocation include 

12 municipal and 6 industrial users.  The discussions on the affected environment and 

environmental consequences of the Proposed Action include a regional analysis based on the 

locations of the Proposed Recipients.  To understand broad impacts resulting from accepting the 

Proposed Reallocation, the potential direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts are analyzed with 

respect to individual Proposed Recipients and their locations. 

All recipients could use existing infrastructure to receive the new allocation.  For recipients who 

propose infrastructure in the future to receive or use the NIA Priority CAP Water reallocation, 

but do not currently have specific plans (see Table 6 in Section 3.6.1), no attempt has been made 

in this EA to quantify potential impacts from construction and operation of these new facilities, 

their location, and the resulting land disturbance that would occur.  This is because those 

specifics are unknown at this time and the Proposed Recipients have the option to recharge their 

allocation through ADWR’s Underground Water Storage, Savings & Replenishment Program 

using existing infrastructure.  The water service subcontract for the Proposed Recipients contains 

language that requires completion of site-specific environmental clearances prior to taking and 

using the reallocated water. 

3.1 Potential Connected Actions 

A comment received during the public scoping period indicated an environmental impact 

statement must be prepared if the Proposed Action included allocation of CAP water to the 

proposed Rosemont Mine, because the mine would be a connected action.  In addition, impacts 

of the mine would need to be evaluated in the context of the Proposed Action (see Section 1.5 – 

Public Involvement).  This section addresses the Proposed Action and its relationship to the 

proposed Rosemont Mine, the proposed Resolution Mine, and the active Sierrita Mine. 

NEPA regulations (40 CFR § 1508.25) indicate actions are considered connected actions if they:  

(i) Automatically trigger other actions that may require environmental impact statements; (ii) 

cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously; or (iii) are 

interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification. 
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To evaluate whether the Proposed Action and the proposed Rosemont Mine, Resolution Mine, 

and the active Sierrita Mine are connected, Reclamation applied the three criteria in the NEPA 

regulations regarding connected actions: 

1. Secretary approval of ADWR’s recommendation for the proposed mines to receive NIA 

Priority CAP water does not automatically trigger development of the proposed mines 

and would not alter the active mine’s operations.  The approval of the proposed mines 

and any conditions that might be required, are not contingent on the Proposed Action.  

The Secretary’s decision to approve or disapprove ADWR’s proposal for reallocation is 

not contingent on the mine’s potential use of NIA water.  In the absence of the Proposed 

Action, all of the mines would be more reliant on groundwater pumping to meet their 

future needs.  Under Arizona water law, there is no requirement for a mine to recharge 

water to offset the groundwater extracted under a mineral extraction and metallurgical 

processing groundwater withdrawal permit (mineral extraction permit).  The NIA CAP 

allocations under this Proposed Action would provide the mines water they could use to 

offset water usage, that would otherwise have been supplied by a mineral extraction 

permit.  Therefore, the Proposed Action of providing water to the mines does not trigger 

mining in the case of the existing mine, nor does it trigger the permitting of the proposed 

mines, because the mines could receive the amount of water they need for operations 

regardless of whether or not the Proposed Action is approved. 

2. Both the Rosemont and Sierrita Mines have groundwater pumping rights that are 

sufficient to meet their water needs, but are seeking to supplement their water supplies 

with NIA Priority CAP water to reduce groundwater pumping.  As of June 2013, the 

proposed Rosemont Mine had accrued 42,593 AFA of long-term storage credits (LTSC) 

in the Tucson AMA.  Rosemont Mine’s estimated average water demand is 5,000 AFA.  

Sierrita Mine has an average water demand of 23,098 AFA, which is supplied by its 

existing groundwater rights and withdrawal permits. 

Resolution Mine’s water management plan consists of using CAP water directly, LTSC, 

groundwater pumping via existing Type II groundwater rights, and a mineral extraction 

permit it intends to obtain from ADWR.  As part of its plan to use renewable water 

supplies, it would continue to purchase and store excess CAP water as available, and 

plans to acquire additional water from both long-term and near-term opportunity 

purchases from other water uses throughout Arizona (Resolution 2013).  Resolution Mine 

has been actively purchasing excess CAP water and has already accrued approximately 

312,000 AF of LTSC of the 500,000 AF estimated to be needed for the life of the mine 

(Resolution 2016).  In the absence of any additional CAP water or water storage credits, 

the groundwater pumping from the existing Type II groundwater rights and the mineral 

extraction permit would provide the necessary additional water needed for mining 

operations. 

3. The Proposed Action can proceed even if the proposed mines are not permitted prior to or 

simultaneously with the Secretary’s approval.  If approved, both proposed mines intend 

to store their allotment during pre-production to offset future withdrawals during 
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production.  If not approved, the allotments recommended for the proposed mines would 

be reverted to the pool for the next reallocation process.  Regardless of when the mines 

are permitted and their mineral extraction initiated, the proposed mines’ ability to receive 

and store CAP water as part of the Proposed Action is independent of their mining 

actions.  For the Sierrita Mine, mining operations would continue to proceed regardless 

of the Proposed Action. 

4. Because each proposed mine’s receipt of CAP water is not contingent on mine approval, 

the Proposed Action does not depend upon the proposed mines.  Neither of the proposed 

mines, nor the active mine, depend upon receipt of CAP water to proceed with their 

mining actions.  Therefore, Reclamation believes these actions are not interdependent 

parts of a larger action, nor do they depend on a larger action for their justification. 

 

Reclamation has determined the Proposed Action and the approval of the mines are not 

connected actions under the NEPA.  Reclamation’s decision on the Proposed Action would not 

remove or restrict discretion to approve or disapprove the proposed mines, or to establish 

conditions or require mitigation for the proposed mines’ Plans of Operation.  The U.S. Forest 

Service issued a Record of Decision (ROD) approving the Rosemont Copper Mine on June 7, 

2017, and the Army Corp of Engineers issued a ROD and a Permit under Section 404 of the 

Clean Water Act on March 8, 2019.  Both actions occurred without reliance upon this Proposed 

Action.  Rosemont Mine is currently awaiting final approval of the Mine Plan of Operations.  

Additionally, litigation over the agency actions approving the Rosemont Mine remains pending, 

and until a final judgment is entered and rights of appeal are exhausted, the future of the project 

remains unclear.  The U.S. Forest Service issued a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 

for Resolution Copper Mine on August 9, 2019 and is taking public comments through 

November 7, 2019. 

3.2 Cumulative Effects 

Potential effects of the Proposed Reallocation could occur in the context of other actions that are 

likely to occur in the analysis area.  Past, present, and potential future actions were identified 

through public and agency scoping, and available information on known projects under 

consideration. 

3.2.1 Past, Present, and Reasonably Foreseeable Future Actions 

Because of the nature of the Proposed Action and the extensive analysis area, only select 

municipal planning projects or other site-specific actions are included in the cumulative effects 

analysis.  These projects are within the Phoenix, Tucson, and Pinal AMAs, and are associated 

with CAP. 
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Lower Basin Drought Contingency Plan Agreement 

The Lower Basin Drought Contingency Plan (LBDCP) Agreement, which was signed on 

May 20, 2019, focuses on implementing management strategies to reduce the risk of reaching 

critical water elevations in Lake Mead.  The LBDCP works in conjunction with the 2007 

Colorado River Interim Guidelines for Lower Basin Shortages, and prescribes agreed-upon 

contributions of additional water to Lake Mead storage at predetermined lake elevations by 

Arizona, California, and Nevada.  It also creates additional flexibility to incentivize voluntary 

conservation of water to be stored in Lake Mead. 

Exchange Agreement of CAP Water from the Gila River Indian Community to Multiple GSFs 

This Agreement is for the exchange of CAP water between the Gila River Indian Community 

(GRIC) and five CAWCD groundwater savings facilities (GSFs):  Maricopa- Stanfield Irrigation 

and Drainage District, Hohokam Irrigation and Drainage District, Central Arizona Irrigation and 

Drainage District, Roosevelt Water Conservation District, and the Salt River Valley Water 

Users’ Association.  This Agreement allows up to 25,000 AFA of GRIC’s CAP water to be 

scheduled and delivered to these GSFs through existing infrastructure in-lieu of pumping 

groundwater.  In exchange for the delivery of in-lieu water, GRIC would earn LTSC that can be 

recovered or assigned at the GRIC’s sole discretion at any location within the Phoenix/Pinal 

Active Management Area in accordance with Arizona State law (ARS § 45-853.01).  The 

proposed Agreement would be executed for a term of approximately 10 years, at which time it 

would be automatically renewed for an additional period of 10 years, unless otherwise 

negotiated.  A Final EA and Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) was issued on May 23, 

2019 (Reclamation 2019). 

Scottsdale Wheeling Agreement with CAP 

This project involves use of the CAP canal to deliver water from groundwater pumping to 

recipients in the Scottsdale vicinity using a wheeling agreement.  The wheeling agreement 

involves transporting non-CAP project water through the CAP canal.  The groundwater pumping 

would take place on City of Scottsdale property, within the Phoenix AMA.  This water would 

then be delivered, via the CAP canal, to multiple golf courses and the City of Scottsdale as a 

supplemental water supply. 

The intended outcome of the project would be to reduce the amount of potable water used to 

irrigate the golf courses.  The project would transport an estimated 3,000 AFA of groundwater to 

the Phoenix AMA (City of Scottsdale 2015). 

Community Water Company of Green Valley (CWC) Pipeline and Recharge Project 

The proposed project would involve construction of an underground storage facility (USF) and a 

pipeline to transport CAP water to the USF (Figure 5).  CWC is one of the only CAP water 

entitlement holders in the Tucson area with 2,858 AFA.  In 2010, the Secretary approved the EA 

for Project Renews, authorizing CWC to transport and deliver the CAP entitlement.  A pipeline 

would transport CAP water from the CAP terminus at Pima Mine Road and I-19 to a recharge 
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facility at Old Nogales Highway.  The recharge station would be located on a 72-acre State Trust 

Land parcel near the Town of Sahuarita.  The initial phase would recharge 3,000 AFA at this 

site.  The EA completed for the project found no significant negative impacts, and some 

beneficial impacts on groundwater recharge.  The USF would likely be used to store Rosemont’s 

reallocation of NIA CAP water considered under this proposal.  The project is expected to be 

completed in 2020. 

Farmers’ Investment Company (FICO) Pipeline 

FICO proposes to construct a pipeline to deliver CAP water to its pecan groves.  The pipeline 

would parallel the CWC pipeline discussed above, and CAP water transported through it would 

be used to recharge groundwater.  FICO has been designated a groundwater savings facility 

(GSF) by ADWR, which was adopted by the Santa Cruz town council in 2015.  FICO plans to 

operate the pecan farm for the foreseeable future, and CAP water delivered by the pipeline would 

be used for agriculture.  FICO uses about 25,000 AFA, all of which has come from groundwater.  

FICO would be able to access about 3,900 AFA from the CAP, which would reduce the need for 

groundwater.  Additionally, the pipeline would enable FICO to accept and store CAP water from 

other parties who have CAP water allocations (Sahuarita Farms 2016).  The Sierrita Mine, which 

has leased CAP water from the Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) has proposed to enter into 

an agreement to partially fund the construction of the FICO pipeline, and recharge its leased 

CAP water in FICO’s GSF.  A final EA and FONSI was issued on December 21, 2018 

(Reclamation 2018). 

Pima County Trails Project 

The CAP Canal Trail was conceived during the initial construction plan for the CAP canal.  Pima 

County has proposed to construct a 60-mile trail along the CAP canal in Pima County.  The CAP 

Canal Trail has been listed on the National Recreation Trail (National Register).  The CAP Canal 

Trail segment (Tortolita Segment) has been approved for construction, which is planned for 

October 2019.  The 7-mile stretch would be located on the berm along the eastern side of the 

canal.  A final EA and FONSI on the Marana trail segment (Central Arizona Project Canal Trail:  

Tangerine Road to Pinal County Line EA) were completed in June 2018 (Reclamation 2018). 

Pinal County Trails Project 

Similar to the Pima County Trails Project, Pinal County has proposed to construct a recreational 

trail along the CAP canal in Pinal County.  Completion of an initial segment (Park Link 

Segment) of this project extend 10.5 miles north from the Pima County trail segment in Pinal 

County.  The trail is located along 9.8 miles of the CAP canal maintenance road and includes  

0.7 miles of new trail to connect existing maintenance roads.  A final EA and FONSI (Central 

Arizona Project Canal Trail:  Pinal-Pima County Line to Park Link Drive (Park Link Segment) 

EA) were completed in October 2018 (Reclamation 2018). 
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San Xavier Cooperative Farm Extension 

The Southern Arizona Water Rights Settlement Act (P.L. 97-293) of 1982 provided Federal 

funds to rehabilitate the original San Xavier Cooperative Farm (Co-Op), and build a pipeline to 

deliver CAP water to agricultural fields within the farm.  In 2000, a 5.6 mile long pipeline (CAP 

Link Pipeline) linking the CAP Canal and the Co-Op’s original water distribution system was 

completed, and in 2007, the rehabilitation of the Co-Op was completed.  The AWSA of 2004 

(P.L. 108-451) directed the Secretary of Interior, through Reclamation, to design and construct 

an extension of the irrigation system to deliver CAP water to additional lands for the Co-Op, 

resulting in a system that will serve up to 2,300 net irrigable acres on the San Xavier 

Reservation.  The San Xavier Cooperative Association and the Co-Op have introduced a 

proposal to extend the existing Co-Op to incorporate approximately 1,094 acres of land proposed 

for agricultural use, which would put to beneficial use a greater portion of the San Xavier 

Reservation’s available CAP water.  Reclamation completed a final EA and FONSI for this 

project in November 2018 (Reclamation 2018). 

Lost Dutchman Heights/Portalis Project 

The Portalis Project, formerly known as the Lost Dutchman Heights Project, consists of a master 

planned community development on Arizona State Trust Land located south of the City of 

Apache Junction in Pinal County.  The concept plan was drafted by Apache Junction in 2014.  

Apache Junction WUCFD would provide the water utility services for this development. 

Southwest Diablo Village Project 

The Southwest Diablo Village Project is an approximately 1,609-acre housing development 

under construction west of Tucson.  Water utility services are provided by Metropolitan 

Domestic Water Improvement District (MDWID). 

Rosemont Mine Project 

The Rosemont Mine Project is a proposed open-pit copper/molybdenum/silver mine located 

about 30 miles south of Tucson in the Santa Rita Mountains in Pima County, Arizona.  The 

project would be operated by Rosemont Copper Company.  Construction, operation, reclamation, 

and closure are predicted to occur over a 24.5 to 30-year period.  Water consumption for the 

project would average 5,000 AFA.  Water supply for the project would be from wells located in 

the greater Sahuarita and Green Valley areas of the Tucson AMA from which the permitted 

6,000 AFA would be withdrawn (ADWR Permit No. 59-215979.0000).  Rosemont would 

transmit the water via a pipeline to their mine site.  To reduce the amount of groundwater 

consumed by the project, Rosemont has purchased and stored excess CAP water in the Tucson 

AMA.  Stored CAP water would either be recovered during the mine operation phase or 

extinguished to keep the aquifer whole.  Rosemont may also directly use their CAP allocation 

depending on future infrastructure constructed after the mine is operating.  A Final 

Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and draft ROD were prepared for the project in 

December 2013, an errata to the FEIS was prepared in April 2017, and a final ROD was issued in 
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June 2017 (USFS, 2017).  The Army Corps of Engineers issued a ROD and a Permit under 

Section 404 of the Clean Water Act on March 8, 2019; however, as identified in Section 3.1, 

litigation over the agency actions approving the Rosemont Mine remains pending.  Rosemont has 

applied for an allocation of the NIA CAP water considered under this proposal (1,124 AFA) 

(Section 2.3). 

Resolution Mine Project 

The Resolution Mine Project is a proposed underground copper mine near Superior, about 

65 miles east of Phoenix.  A 2014 land exchange allowed the project to move forward.  The land 

exchange consists of Resolution receiving 2,422 acres of National Forest land in exchange for 

deeding to the federal government 5,344 acres of private land.  NEPA review of the combined 

mine project and land exchange was initiated in March 2016 by the Tonto National Forest (TNF) 

with a Notice of Intent and associated public scoping process.  A draft Alternatives Evaluation 

Report was issued in November 2017, and a draft EIS was issued on August 9, 2019.  Resolution 

Mine’s water management plan consists of using CAP water directly, accruing LTSC, 

groundwater pumping via existing Type II groundwater rights, and an ADWR mineral extraction 

permit.  The Draft EIS identifies the fresh water fed into the mine as makeup water, which would 

come from a desert wellfield located in the East Salt River Valley Subbasin (ESRV) of the 

Phoenix AMA, along the Magma Arizona Railroad Company (MARRCO) corridor.  The total 

quantity of makeup water needed for the life of the mine is estimated to be between 180,000 and 

590,000 AF, based on the 6 alternatives in the Draft EIS (U.S. Forest Service, 2019). 

Resolution’s existing Type II groundwater rights and mineral extraction groundwater withdrawal 

permits include Permit ID 59-524492 for up to 5,000 AFA, 58-130703 for up to 315 AFA, and 

58-117402 for up to 1,490 AFA.  In addition, Resolution Mine has acquired approximately 

312,000 AF of LTSC (Resolution 2016).  Recovery of the stored water along with groundwater 

from Resolution’s Type II groundwater and mineral extraction permits would be from the desert 

wellfield within the MARRCO corridor (U.S. Forest Service, 2019).  The exact location of the 

wellfield would be determined as part of an environmental impact assessment under the ADWR 

program.  The NIA CAP water considered under this proposal is for a recommended allocation 

of 2,238 AFA for recharge and storage prior to mine operations, and potential future direct use if 

the mine is approved. 

Water Demands, Population Growth, and Land Use 

Water demands in the Tucson and Phoenix AMAs have increased over time and are expected to 

continue to increase by about 6 percent and 19 percent by 2040, respectively.  Water demand in 

the Pinal AMA is expected to decrease by about 11 percent during the same period due to the 

reduction of the agricultural sector and increase in residential development, and increasing cost 

of water in the county (Pinal Comprehensive Plan 2016).  The agricultural sectors in all three 

AMAs are declining, and water use for agriculture is expected to decrease over the next 25 years.  

By 2040, the population in the AMAs is expected to increase by 57 percent in the Phoenix AMA, 

171 percent in the Pinal AMA, and 38 percent in the Tucson AMA (ADWR 2016a). 
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Climate Change 

The potential effects of climate change are being considered as a component of cumulative 

impacts, and are analyzed for each resource using the best available scientific information. 

Global climate change is occurring, as evidenced by increased air and ocean temperatures, 

widespread melting of snow and ice, and rising global average sea levels (Intergovernmental 

Panel on Climate Change 2014).  These changes, however, are not uniform, and there are 

regional variations.  Climate models predict that the arid regions of the southwestern United 

States will become increasingly dry and that a transition to a more arid climate is already 

underway (Lenart et al. 2007; Loehman 2010).  Drought will affect important water sources, 

including the Colorado River Basin.  Combined with expected population growth, climate 

change will exacerbate existing stresses (Garfin et al. 2014).  Colorado River flows, which 

supply water to the CAP, are likely to decrease 5 to 20 percent by 2050 due to climate change 

(Reclamation 2012). 

Changing climate conditions in the Southwest, including increased temperatures, reduced 

precipitation, lower snowpack, and increased evapotranspiration, are likely to result in significant 

changes to the hydrologic cycle and water sources, for both human use and ecosystem function.  

The combined effect of cyclical drought and a changing climate are expected to result in a 

continued warming and drying trend for Arizona.  With Arizona’s reliance on CAP water to 

supply a significant quantity of renewable water supplies to the state, and Arizona’s junior water 

right for Colorado River water, the projected climate changes have the potential to decrease the 

state’s Colorado River water supply while simultaneously increasing water demand. 

3.3 Land Use 

The analysis area for evaluation of land use impacts is the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson AMAs, 

and, where appropriate to provide a better picture of land use, Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal 

Counties were included in the analysis.  Yavapai County overlaps only a small portion of the 

Phoenix AMA and is not included in the analysis as none of the Proposed Recipients are located 

within that county.  All of the Proposed Recipients fall within the three AMAs and the three 

counties listed above.  Land ownership within the AMAs includes private, federal, state trust, 

tribal, county, and municipal.  State trust lands are owned by the state of Arizona and are 

managed to maximize profit for the benefit of the public school system.  State law authorizes 

state trust lands to be sold for private development under specific circumstances.  The current 

land ownership in each of the AMAs includes land managed by Reclamation, related to the CAP, 

including associated infrastructure and recharge stations. 

3.3.1 Affected Environment 

Phoenix AMA Land Ownership and Use 

The Phoenix AMA includes portions of Maricopa County and Pinal County, and a small portion 

of southern Yavapai County.  This AMA is 5,646 square miles (3.61 million acres) and is 
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dominated by private land under residential, commercial, and agricultural uses.  Table 2 outlines 

the land ownership and uses in the Phoenix AMA. 

 

TABLE 2. LAND OWNERSHIP AND USES IN THE PHOENIX AMA. 

Ownership 
Managing 

Entity 

Percent of 

Ownership 
Uses 

Private Various 43.7 Includes residential, industrial, and agricultural 

lands. 

State State Trust 

Lands 

16.0 Includes lands used for grazing and agriculture. 

Federal BLM 18.3 Includes portions of the Big Horn, Hummingbird 

Springs, Signal Mountain, Sierra Estrella, North 

and South Maricopa Mountains Wildernesses, and 

a portion of the Sonoran Desert National 

Monument.  Land uses include recreation, grazing, 

and resource conservation. 

Federal U.S. Forest 

Service 

(USFS)-

Tonto 

National 

Forest 

10.2 Includes a portion of the Superstition Wilderness.  

Land uses include recreation, grazing, and resource 

conservation. 

Federal U.S. 

Military 

0.2 Land uses include Luke Air Force Base and other 

military activity. 

Federal National 

Park 

Service 

(NPS) 

0.1 Includes the Hohokam National Monument.  Land 

uses include resource conservation and recreation. 

Tribal BIA and 

Tribes 

8.0 Includes portions of the Fort McDowell Yavapai 

Reservation, Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian 

Community, and GRIC.  Land uses include 

domestic, commercial, and agriculture. 

Other Reclamation 3.6 Includes land managed for the CAP and its 

associated facilities, and CAWCD-operated 

groundwater recharge facilities.  Other land uses 

include resource conservation and recreation. 
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Ownership 
Managing 

Entity 

Percent of 

Ownership 
Uses 

Other Local and 

County 

 Includes local and regional parks, including White 

Tank Mountain Regional Park (30,000 acres), 

South Mountain Park (16,000 acres), Estrella 

Mountain Park (19,840 acres), and McDowell 

Mountain Regional Park (21.099 acres).  Land use 

includes recreation. 
Source: ADWR 2010. 

Pinal AMA Land Ownership and Use 

The Pinal AMA includes portions of Pima, Pinal, and Maricopa Counties.  This AMA is 

4,100 square miles (2.62 million acres).  The Pinal AMA is dominated by tribal lands under 

agricultural, grazing, residential, and commercial uses.  Table 3 outlines the land ownership and 

uses in the Pinal AMA. 

TABLE 3. LAND OWNERSHIP AND USES IN THE PINAL AMA. 

Ownership 
Managing 

Entity 

Percent of 

Ownership 
Uses 

Private Various 22.5 Includes residential, industrial, mining, and 

agricultural lands. 

State State Trust 

Lands 

13.0 Includes portions of the Ironwood and Sonoran 

Desert National Monuments.  Land uses include 

agriculture, grazing, and recreation. 

Federal BLM 10.5 Includes portions of the Coyote Mountain and 

Sierra Estrella Wildernesses, a portion of the 

Sonoran Desert, and Ironwood National 

Monuments.  Land uses include recreation, grazing, 

and resource conservation. 

Federal U.S. 

Military 

1.9 Includes Barry Goldwater Air Force Range, part of 

which is within the Sonoran Desert National 

Monument.  Land use includes military activity. 

Tribal BIA and 

Tribes 

51.4 Includes portions of the Tohono O’odham 

Reservation, Ak-Chin Indian Reservation, and 

GRIC.  Land uses include domestic, commercial, 

agriculture, and grazing. 

Other Reclamation 0.7 Includes land managed for the CAP and its 

associated facilities, and CAWCD-operated 

groundwater recharge facilities.  Other land uses 

include resource conservation and recreation. 

Other Local and 

County 

 Includes local and county parks.  Land use includes 

recreation. 
Source: ADWR 2010. 
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Tucson AMA Land Ownership and Use 

The Tucson AMA includes portions of Pima and Pinal Counties.  This AMA is 3,869 square 

miles (2.48 million acres).  The Tucson AMA has a relatively large proportion of land held in 

state trust, which is used primarily for grazing.  Table 4 outlines the land ownership and uses in 

the Tucson AMA. 

TABLE 4. LAND OWNERSHIP AND USES IN THE TUCSON AMA. 

Ownership 
Managing 

Entity 

Percent of 

Ownership 
Uses 

Private Various 31.2 Includes residential, industrial, mining, and 

agricultural lands. 

State State Trust 

Lands 

37.8 Primary land use is grazing. 

Federal BLM 6.2 Includes portions of the Baboquivari Peak and 

Coyote Mountain Wildernesses, and a portion of 

the Ironwood National Monument.  Land uses 

include recreation, grazing, and resource 

conservation. 

Federal USFS- 

Coronado 

National 

Forest 

11.6 Includes portions of the Pajarita, Pusch Ridge, 

Rincon Mountain, and Mt. Wrightson 

Wildernesses.  Land uses include recreation, 

mining, grazing, and resource conservation. 

Federal FWS 4.6 Includes the Buenos Aires National Wildlife 

Refuge.  Land uses include resource conservation 

and recreation. 

Federal U.S. 

Military 

0.4 Includes Davis Monthan Air Force Base.  Land 

use includes military activity. 

Federal NPS 3.0 Includes Saguaro National Park and Saguaro 

Wilderness.  Land uses include resource 

conservation and recreation. 

Tribal BIA and 

Tribes 

4.4 Includes portions of the Tohono O’odham 

Reservation and Pascua Yaqui Indian 

Reservation.  Land uses include agriculture, 

grazing, domestic, and commercial. 

Other Reclamation 0.8 Includes land managed for the CAP and its 

associated facilities, and CAWCD-operated 

groundwater recharge facilities.  Other land uses 

include resource conservation and recreation. 

Other Local and 

County 

 Includes local and county parks.  Land use 

includes recreation. 
Source: ADWR 2010. 
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County Level Land Use 

Arizona’s counties are required by state law to complete comprehensive plans, which outline 

land use and economic strategies to accommodate projected population growth; noting that 

development within the counties should happen in areas where services and infrastructure, 

including access to water, are currently or readily available to meet the needs of residents and 

businesses.  Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal Counties have distinct land use patterns, with zoning for 

residential, industrial, and commercial uses within incorporated places. 

Maricopa County, which falls largely within the Phoenix AMA, is the most densely populated 

county in the state.  Maricopa County’s comprehensive plan identifies areas where urban growth 

should be concentrated based on the availability of infrastructure, including water.  About 

30 percent of the county is private land and 11 percent is state trust land (Maricopa County 

Comprehensive Plan 2016). 

Pima County is characterized by a mix of rapidly growing urban areas and rural, less-densely 

populated areas.  Pima County identifies in-fill of urban areas that will result in relatively  

high-density population in urban centers as a land use strategy for the coming decade to 

accommodate growing population demands without encroaching on open space and wildlife 

habitat.  About 31.2 percent of the land in the county is privately owned and 13 percent is state 

trust land (Pima County Comprehensive Plan 2015). 

Pinal County is characterized by rural, low-density land use patterns, with much of the land 

under tribal ownership.  The Pinal County comprehensive plan identifies a relatively large 

proportion of land to be designated as open space and trails, to preserve the county’s rural 

character.  Pinal County has seen a decrease in agricultural land use and production, while 

experiencing residential development.  About 27 percent of the land in the county is privately 

owned and 36 percent of the county is state trust land (Pinal County Comprehensive Plan Update 

2014). 

Industrial Land Use 

Industrial development within the AMAs takes place on private, state trust, and federal lands.  

The industrial Proposed Recipients are located on private and federal lands within the Phoenix 

and Tucson AMAs, and are within Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal Counties.  Industrial development 

on private land is subject to zoning laws within municipalities and counties, as outlined in the 

comprehensive plans.  Industrial development on federal lands requires a permit and compliance 

with the NEPA. 

3.3.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative, land ownership and use, including residential, commercial, and 

industrial uses, within the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson AMAs would continue under the current 
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patterns.  Private land would continue to be developed following state, county, and municipal 

guidelines and zoning restrictions.  Land use patterns would likely change as population growth 

occurs, and the economies in the AMAs and counties would continue to shift from rural to urban 

centers.  Before development of subdivisions in the AMAs can take place, developers must 

demonstrate an assured water supply, which verifies the subdivision has available water for the 

next 100 years (ADWR 2011).  If developers were unable to demonstrate an assured water 

supply, the rate of development of residential areas could be affected, and reliance upon Central 

Arizona Groundwater Replenishment District (CAGRD) could increase.  It is expected in all of 

the AMAs that population growth would lead to land use change patterns, including more dense 

population centers and conversion of private agricultural land and state trust land to private 

residential and commercial land. 

Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, there would be no impacts on land ownership within the Phoenix, 

Pinal, and Tucson AMAs.  The Proposed Recipients would receive their allocations of water 

from the CAP, which could result in some minor changes to land use due to reduced 

groundwater pumping within the project area.  Similar to the No Action Alternative, 

development of private land for residential and commercial use would continue, as would the 

requirements for an assured water supply. 

3.3.3 Cumulative Effects 

All recipients could use existing infrastructure to receive the new allocation.  For recipients who 

propose infrastructure in the future to receive or use the NIA Priority CAP Water reallocation, 

but do not currently have specific plans (see Table 6 in Section 3.6.1), no attempt has been made 

in this EA to quantify potential impacts from construction and operation of these new facilities, 

their location, and the resulting land disturbance that would occur; because those specifics are 

unknown at this time, and the Proposed Recipients have the option to recharge their allocation 

through ADWR’s Underground Water Storage, Savings & Replenishment Program using 

existing infrastructure. 

As discussed in Section 3.2.1, the demands for water across the AMAs are changing from 

agricultural uses to residential, commercial, and industrial uses.  The Proposed Action, taken 

together with increased population demanding more water, would have a cumulative impact on 

land use patterns.  Agricultural water demand is decreasing across the AMAs, while residential 

and commercial water demand has been increasing in past years, and will continue to increase.  

The Proposed Action and CAP water projects described in Section 3.2.1 would provide water 

that would be used either directly for consumption or to reduce the dependence on groundwater 

for municipal, residential, commercial, and industrial development.  A secure source of 

renewable water would accommodate economic development, which would likely result in 

changes to land use patterns and changes to land ownership within the AMAs.  Agricultural 

lands may be converted to municipal, commercial, and industrial lands.  State trust lands may be 

converted to private ownership for development under specific circumstances. 
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During periods of shortages on the Colorado River, the Proposed Recipients may not receive all 

or part of the NIA Priority CAP water due to the low priority of the water within the CAWCD 

pool structure.  This could result in impacts on where and how land is used for development, and 

could affect the types of development and changes in land use patterns.  Projected future 

conditions as a result of climate change would require increased implementation of water 

conservation measures and increased use of water recycling/reuse programs, which would impact 

the rate and extent of land use changes and development. 

3.4 Biological Resources 

The analysis area for impacts on biological resources includes the three AMAs where the 

Proposed Recipients are located:  Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson.  The AMAs overlap large portions 

of Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal Counties. 

3.4.1 Affected Environment 

Vegetation/Wetlands 

The analysis area contains seven biotic communities – Lower Colorado River Valley Sonoran 

Desertscrub, Arizona Upland Sonoran Desertscrub, Interior Chaparral, Semidesert Grassland, 

Madrean Evergreen Woodland, Petran Montane Conifer Forest, and Great Basin Conifer 

Woodland (Hendricks 1985, Brown 1994, Brown and Brennan 2007, Northern Arizona 

University 2016).  In addition, there are extensive disturbed areas, which are areas that were 

altered by human activity, such as areas cleared of native vegetation for development or 

agricultural purposes.  Although not a biotic community shown on the Brown 1994 biotic 

community map (Figure 2), Riparian Deciduous Forests are important because they provide 

valuable wildlife habitat. 

Lower Colorado River Valley Sonoran Desertscrub.  Lower Colorado River Valley Sonoran 

Desertscrub, along with Arizona Upland Sonoran Desertscrub, is the most widespread biotic 

community in the analysis area.  The dominant vegetation community consists of the  

creosote-cacti association, which is common in sandy or gravelly soils (desert pavement) at 

lower elevations.  Common vegetation species include creosote bush (Larrea tridentata), 

burrobush (Ambrosia dumosa), various chollas (Cylindropuntia spp.), saguaro (Carnegiea 

gigantea), barrel cactus (Ferocactus acanthodes), prickly pear (Opuntia spp.), cattle saltbrush 

(Atriplex polycarpa), and ironwood (Olneya tesota). 

Arizona Upland Sonoran Desertscrub.  Arizona Upland Sonoran Desertscrub occurs in higher 

uplands and foothills.  This biotic community generally occurs around the northern, eastern, and 

southern periphery of the Lower Colorado River Valley Sonoran Desertscrub biotic community.  

Trees and shrubs tend to occur at a higher frequency in these higher elevations.  Common 

species include yellow paloverde (Parkinsonia microphylla), fairy duster (Calliandra 

eriophylla), catclaw acacia (Senegalia greggii), ocotillo (Fouquieria splendens), and honey 
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mesquite (Prosopis glandulosa).  Several different cacti occur in this biotic community including 

saguaro, teddybear cholla (Cylindropuntia bigelovii), buckhorn cholla (C. acanthocarpa), 

jumping cholla (C. fulgida), various barrel cacti (Ferocactus spp.), and a variety of prickly pears. 

Interior Chaparral.  Interior Chaparral is a dense shrubland community forming the transition 

zone between Arizona Upland Sonoran Desertscrub and the coniferous Mogollon Rim, north and 

east of Phoenix.  Common species in this region include Sonoran scrub oak (Quercus turbinella), 

pointleaf manzanita (Arctostaphylos pungens), buckthorn (Rhamnus crocea), alligator juniper 

(Juniperis deppeana), sugar sumac (Rhus ovata), and Arizona cypress (Hesperocyparis 

arizonica). 

Semidesert Grassland.  The Semidesert Grassland biotic community is most prominent in the 

southern and eastern sections of the Tucson AMA.  This biotic community is a transition area 

between the Sonoran and Chihuahuan Deserts.  Drought-tolerant grasses include sideoats grama 

(Bouteloua curtipendula), black grama (B. eriopoda), tobosagrass (Pleuraphis mutica), 

woollygrass (Dasyochloa pulchella), and threeawn (Aristida spp).  Common shrubs and cacti 

include creosote bush, mesquite, catclaw mimosa (Mimosa aculeaticarpa), graythorn (Ziziphus 

obtusifolia), sotols (Dasylirion spp.), and several prickly pear variations. 
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 Figure 2. Biotic Community Map. 
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Madrean Evergreen Woodland.  The Madrean Evergreen Woodland biotic community occurs 

in the southeastern portion of the state in the mountain areas of the Tucson AMA.  The elevation 

of this community ranges between 4,000 and 7,000 feet above sea level (Hendricks 1985).  A 

mixture of evergreen oak including Mexican blue-oak (Quercus oblongifolia) and Emory oak  

(Q. emoryi) occur at the lower elevations of this biotic community, whereas various pines 

including Mexican pinyon (Pinus cembroides), Apache pine (P. engelmannii), and Chihuahua 

pine (P. leiophylla) become more common in higher elevations.  Other common tree and shrub 

species include Arizona white oak (Quercus arizonica), mountain mahogany (Cerocarpus 

montanus), Arizona madrone (Arbutus arizonica), Mexican cliffrose (Purshia mexicana), and 

skunkbrush (Rhus trilobata).  Other common plants include prickly pear, Parry’s agave (Agave 

parryi), little bluestem (Schizachyrium scoparium), blue grama (Bouteloua gracilis), and 

sideoats grama. 

Petran Montane Conifer Forest and Great Basin Conifer Forest.  These two biotic 

communities are very limited within the AMAs – the former occurs on the eastern edge of the 

Tucson AMA and the latter on the northeastern edge of the Phoenix AMA (Figure 2).  Petran 

Montane Conifer Forests are mixed conifer and ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) forests, and 

Great Basin Conifer Forests consist of pinyon pine (Pinus edulis) and juniper (Juniperus spp.) 

trees. 

Riparian Deciduous Forests.  In the analysis area, vegetation along the rivers, including the 

Santa Cruz, Verde, and Salt (which form the Gila River), and their floodplains would be 

classified as Riparian Deciduous Forests.  Dominant species in the riparian woodland community 

type include Fremont cottonwood (Populus fremontii), Goodding’s willow (Salix gooddingii), 

velvet ash (Fraxinus velutina), velvet mesquite (Prosopis velutina), salt cedar (Tamarix 

ramosissima), and seepwillow (Baccharis salicifolia).  Dominant wetland plant species include 

cattail (Typha spp.), horsetail (Equisetum spp.), bulrush (Schoenoplectus spp.), rush (Juncus 

spp.), spikerush (Eleocharis spp.), and sedge (Carex spp.). 

Disturbed Areas.  Disturbed lands include areas that have been cleared of native vegetation as a 

result of human activity.  Developed areas, such as commercial, industrial, and residential 

development, roads, or agricultural lands are classified as disturbed areas. 

Wildlife 

The analysis area provides habitat for a variety of terrestrial wildlife species typical of the 

Sonoran Desertscrub, Semidesert Grasslands and riparian habitats in Arizona, as described in 

Brown 1994.  Multiple rivers and creeks provide habitat for a variety of native and nonnative 

fish species. 

Terrestrial Wildlife.  The AMAs provide habitat for numerous bird species including cactus 

wren (Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), curve-billed thrasher (Toxostoma curvirostre), Gila 

woodpecker (Melanerpes uropygialis), mourning dove (Zenaida macroura), Harris’ hawk 
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(Parabuteo unicinctus), red-tailed hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), black-throated sparrow 

(Amphispiza bilineata), and roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus). 

Large mammals typically present in Sonoran Desertscrub and riparian habitats include mule deer 

(Odocoileus hemonius), coyote (Canis latrans), gray fox (Urocyon cinereoargenteus), and 

javelina (Pecari tajacu).  Typical small mammal species include black-tailed jackrabbit (Lepus 

californicus), desert cottontail (Sylvilagus audubonii), white-throated woodrat (Neotoma 

albigula), kangaroo rat (Dipodomys spp.), cactus deermouse (Peromyscus eremicus), California 

leaf-nosed bat (Macrotis californicus), and California myotis (Myotis californicus).  Furbearing 

species such as beaver (Castor canadensis) and raccoon (Procyon lotor) occur in riparian areas.  

The AMAs also provide habitat for a variety of reptiles, such as desert iguana (Dipsosaurus 

dorsalis), tiger whiptail (Aspidoscelis tigris), western diamond-backed rattlesnake (Crotalus 

atrox), banded gecko (Coleonyx variegatus), Gila monster (Heloderma suspectum), and 

chuckwalla (Sauromalus ater). 

Aquatic Wildlife.  A variety of native and introduced fish species occur in the rivers and creeks 

within the AMAs.  The Tucson AMA contains the perennial Romero Canyon, Sabino Canyon, 

Cienega Creek, and Sycamore Canyon.  Intermittent streams are the Santa Cruz River, Pantano 

Wash, Rillito Creek, and Sabino Creek.  The Phoenix AMA contains the perennial Verde River, 

intermittent and perennial portions of the Gila and Salt Rivers, the Agua Fria River, and the 

Hassayampa River; as well as tributaries of these rivers including Skunk Creek, Cave Creek, 

New River, Waterman Wash, Centennial Wash, and Queen Creek.  The Pinal AMA contains the 

intermittent Gila River, Santa Cruz River, Aguirre Wash, and Santa Rosa Wash.  Excluding 

threatened and endangered species, which are discussed in the next section, common native fish 

species include desert sucker (Catostomus clarki), Gila longfin dace (Agosia chrysogaster 

chrysogaster), and Sonora sucker (Catostomus insignis) (AGFD 2016a).  Some nonnative 

species include bluegill (Lepomis macrochirus), channel catfish (Ictalurus punctatus), common 

carp (Cyprinus carpio), green sunfish (Lepomis cyanellus), and largemouth bass (Micropterus 

salmoides). 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Table 5 contains the federally listed species (listed species) and designated and proposed critical 

habitat identified by the FWS as potentially occurring in the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson AMAs.  

The boundaries of the three AMAs were uploaded to AGFD’s Online Environmental Review 

Tool to review Heritage Data Management System (HDMS) species data and potential habitat 

models.  This environmental review, in conjunction with species habitat and distribution 

descriptions (FWS 2018a; AGFD 2016a), was used to identify which species have potential to 

occur in the three AMAs (Table 5). 
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TABLE 5. FEDERALLY LISTED, PROPOSED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES, DESIGNATED OR 

PROPOSED CRITICAL HABITATS, WITHIN PHOENIX, PINAL, AND TUCSON AMAS, IN ARIZONA. 

Common Name 

(Scientific Name) 

Federal Status 

Critical Habitat 

by AMA 

Habitat 

Potential to 

Occur in 

Analysis area 

by AMA* 

MAMMALS 

Jaguar 

(Panthera onca) 

Endangered 

Critical Habitat 

(CH)-Pinal and 

Tucson 

Lowland wet habitats and oak-

pine woodlands. 

Pinal and Tucson 

Ocelot 

(Leopardus 

pardalis) 

Endangered Subtropical thorn forest, thorn 

scrub and dense brushy thickets, 

riparian bottomland, below 4,000 

feet. 

Phoenix and 

Tucson 

Sonoran 

pronghorn 

(Antilocapra 

americana 

sonoriensis) 

Endangered Broad intermountain alluvial 

valleys with creosote-bursage 

and palo verde-mixed cacti 

associations. 

Phoenix and 

Tucson 

BIRDS 

California least 

tern 

(Sterna 

antillarum brown) 

Endangered Open, bare, or sparsely vegetated 

sand, sandbars, gravel pits, or 

exposed flats along shorelines of 

inland rivers, lakes, reservoirs, or 

drainage systems; known from 

Highway 101 ponds near 

Glendale, Arizona. 

Phoenix1 and 

Tucson 

Masked bobwhite 

(quail) (Colinus 

virginianus 

ridgwayi) 

Endangered Broad valley desert grasslands, 

3,090 to 3,720 feet. 

Tucson 

Mexican spotted 

owl (Strix 

occidentalis 

lucida) 

Threatened 

CH-Tucson 

Nests in canyons and dense 

conifer forests with multi-

layered foliage structure. 

Phoenix, Pinal, 

and Tucson 

Southwestern 

willow flycatcher 

(Empidonax 

traillii extimus) 

Endangered 

CH-Phoenix and 

Pinal 

Cottonwood/willow and 

tamarisk vegetation communities 

along rivers and streams. 

Phoenix, Pinal, 

and Tucson 
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Common Name 

(Scientific Name) 

Federal Status 

Critical Habitat 

by AMA 

Habitat 

Potential to 

Occur in 

Analysis area 

by AMA* 

Yellow-billed 

cuckoo (Coccyzus 

americanus) 

Threatened 

Proposed CH-

Phoenix, Pinal, 

and Tucson 

Nests in multistoried riparian 

habitat, willow, cottonwood, and 

sometimes salt cedar. 

Phoenix, Pinal, 

and Tucson 

Yuma clapper rail 

(Rallus 

longirostris 

yumanensis) 

Endangered Fresh water and brackish 

marshes with dense emergent 

vegetation. 

Phoenix, Pinal, 

and Tucson2 

FISH 

Colorado 

pikeminnow 

(Ptychocheilus 

lucius) 

Experimental, 

Non-Essential 

Population 

Experimental, nonessential 

populations have been 

introduced in the Salt and Verde 

Rivers; occur in turbid, deep, 

strongly flowing waters. 

Phoenix1 

Desert pupfish 

(Cyprinodon 

macularius) 

Endangered Shallow springs, small streams, 

and marshes; tolerates saline and 

warm water; found below 5,000 

feet. 

Phoenix, Pinal, 

and Tucson 

Gila chub 

(Gila intermedia) 

Endangered 

CH-Phoenix and 

Tucson 

Smaller headwater streams, 

cienegas, and springs/marshes of 

the Gila River basin. 

Phoenix, Pinal, 

and Tucson 

Gila topminnow 

(Poeciliopsis 

occidentalis) 

Endangered Small streams, springs, cienegas, 

and vegetated shallows; found 

below 4,500 feet. 

Phoenix, Pinal1, 

and Tucson 

Razorback sucker 

(Xyrauchen 

texanus) 

Endangered 

CH-Phoenix 

Riverine and lacustrine areas, 

generally not in fast-moving 

water; may use backwaters. 

Phoenix1 

Sonora chub 

(Gila ditaenia) 

Threatened 

CH-Tucson 

Large, deep, and permanent 

pools in Sycamore Creek. 

Tucson 

Woundfin 

(Plagopterus 

argentissimus) 

Experimental, 

Non-Essential 

Population 

Shallow, warm, turbid, fast-

flowing water; tolerates high 

salinity. 

Historically 

Phoenix1 
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Common Name 

(Scientific Name) 

Federal Status 

Critical Habitat 

by AMA 

Habitat 

Potential to 

Occur in 

Analysis area 

by AMA* 

AMPHIBIANS AND REPTILES 

Chiricahua 

leopard frog 

(Rana 

chiricahuensis) 

Threatened 

CH-Tucson 

Streams, rivers, backwaters, 

ponds, or stock tanks; between 

3,300 to 8,900 feet. 

Phoenix, Pinal1, 

and Tucson 

Northern Mexican 

gartersnake 

(Thamnophis 

eques megalops) 

Threatened 

Proposed CH-

Phoenix and 

Tucson 

Ponds and cienegas, lowland 

river riparian forests and 

woodlands, or upland stream 

gallery forests. 

Phoenix, Pinal1, 

and Tucson 

Sonoyta mud 

turtle 

(Kinosternon 

sonoriense 

longifemorale) 

Endangered Pond and stream habitats, and 

Quitobaquito Springs in Organ 

Pipe Cactus National Monument. 

Tucson 

PLANTS 

Acuna cactus 

(Echinomastus 

erectocentrus var. 

acunensis) 

Endangered 

Proposed CH-

Phoenix and Pinal 

Low gravelly hills, bajadas, 

rocky knolls; between 1,200 to 

3,375 feet. 

Phoenix1, Pinal, 

and Tucson1 

Arizona cliff-rose 

(Purshia 

subintegra) 

Endangered Rolling, rocky limestone hills 

and slopes; between 2,120 to 

4,000 feet. 

Phoenix1 

Arizona hedgehog 

cactus 

(Echinocereus 

triglochidiatus 

var. arizonicus) 

Endangered Rugged steep-walled canyons, 

boulder-pile ridges and slopes; 

grows in open areas, narrow 

cracks between boulders, and in 

understory of shrubs; between 

3,300 to 5,700 feet. 

Phoenix and 

Pinal1 

Huachuca water-

umbel (Lilaeopsis 

schaffneriana var. 

recurve) 

Endangered Cienegas or marshy wetlands 

within Sonoran desertscrub, 

grassland or oak woodland, and 

conifer forests; between 2,000 to 

6,000 feet. 

Tucson 

Kearney's blue-

star (Amsonia 

kearneyana) 

Endangered Canyon bottoms and sides in oak 

woodlands; between 3,685 to 

4,500 feet. 

Tucson 
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Common Name 

(Scientific Name) 

Federal Status 

Critical Habitat 

by AMA 

Habitat 

Potential to 

Occur in 

Analysis area 

by AMA* 

Nichol's turk's 

head cactus 

(Echinocactus 

horizonthalonius 

Endangered Open vegetation, gravelly 

bajadas with limestone clasts at 

lower elevations; between 2,000 

to 3,600 feet. 

Pinal and Tucson 

var. nicholii) 

Pima pineapple 

cactus 

Endangered Ridges in semidesert grassland 

and alluvial fans in Sonoran 

Pinal and Tucson 

(Coryphantha 

scheeri var. 

desertscrub; between 2,300 to 

5,000 feet. 

robustispina) 
*Potential to occur within an AMA was determined from FWS Information for Planning and Conservation (IPaC) 

(FWS 2018a) or species information (FWS 2018b), AGFD online review, HDMS data within 3 miles of the 

analysis area (AGFD 2016b), and AGFD species abstracts and distribution (AGFD 2016a). 

 
1Potential to occur in an AMA based on FWS IPaC list (FWS 2018a) or species information (FWS 2018b); no 

AGFD HDMS records within 3 miles of the analysis area. 

2Potential to occur in an AMA based on AGFD online review, predicted species range models (AGFD 2016b). 

3.4.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative, the Secretary would reject the allocation recommendation  

(i.e., the Proposed Action).  Therefore, the No Action alternative for this NEPA analysis reflects 

an indeterminate delay in the allocation process and, until a future reallocation is approved by the 

Secretary, no reallocation would occur.  Many of the Proposed Recipients would continue to 

pump groundwater for their water needs.  Groundwater pumping may affect biological resources 

by depleting aquifers, resulting in altered streamflow and altered water availability to 

groundwater-related vegetation along streams and creeks (Fonseca 2008).  Many threatened, 

endangered, and sensitive species rely on wetland and riparian vegetation for food, shelter, and 

reproduction.  Increases in the depth to groundwater could eventually result in a shift to upland 

vegetation and loss of riparian and wetland habitat (Fonseca 2008). 

Proposed Action 

Vegetation/Wetlands 

The Proposed Action may result in direct beneficial impacts to vegetation due to reduced 

groundwater use.  Potential indirect impacts of the Proposed Action may include loss of upland 

Sonoran desertscrub vegetation from residential land development and subsequent land clearing 

activities within the municipalities.  Development could occur in ephemeral drainages, however, 
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Proposed Recipients are subject to state and federal laws protecting wetlands and waterways, 

such as Section 401, 402, and 404 of the Clean Water Act.  Attempts to quantify impacts from 

additional development, such as impacts on vegetation that may result from land clearing and 

construction equipment, is speculative at this time.  Potential loss of vegetation or wetlands from 

installation of new water facilities (e.g., treatment plants or pipelines) are also impossible to 

quantify, since the need for new facilities and their number or location have not been identified. 

There could be an indirect change in riparian habitat through ground disturbance and vegetation 

clearing if infrastructure developments are needed, but it is currently not possible to quantify 

these impacts.  The Proposed Reallocation would not alter flows of existing surface waters 

within the AMAs. 

Wildlife 

Terrestrial Wildlife.  Housing and industrial developments are currently underway by the 

Proposed Recipients and would not be dependent on the Proposed Action to continue, but would 

indirectly remove wildlife habitat through conversion to residential and urban environments.  

Potential indirect impacts on wildlife habitat from installation of any new water infrastructure are 

impossible to quantify, since the specific locations of potential pipelines or USFs have not been 

identified.  Construction of new diversions or development of land for residential, commercial, 

industrial, or agricultural purposes would be subject to applicable federal or tribal laws and 

regulations. 

Aquatic Wildlife.  The Proposed Action would not alter stream flows or surface water quality 

within the AMAs that might affect habitat for fish and other aquatic wildlife.  Therefore, there 

would be no substantial changes to diversity of river habitat, depth of pools, existence of shallow 

riffles, or backwater areas that provide aquatic wildlife habitat.  No changes in the distribution or 

abundance of native or nonnative fish are expected from the Proposed Action.  The distribution 

of nonnative fish within local streams, transferred inadvertently through CAP water and within 

the CAP aqueduct, continues to be monitored by AGFD, Arizona State University (ASU), and 

Reclamation. 

Threatened and Endangered Species 

Under Section 7 of the ESA, any proposed action with a federal nexus that may result in an 

effect (positive or negative) on federally listed or proposed species would require consultation.  

Potential indirect disturbance or habitat effects for listed species from proposed infrastructure in 

the future to receive or use the NIA Priority CAP water reallocation (e.g., treatment plants or 

pipelines) are impossible to quantify in this analysis, since the specific locations have not been 

identified.  Construction of new diversions or development of land for residential, commercial, 

industrial, or agricultural purposes would be subject to applicable federal and tribal laws and 

regulations, including the ESA.  Therefore, any proposal to take and use the reallocated water by 

the Proposed Recipients would be analyzed under a separate NEPA analysis to ensure effects on 

listed species are addressed.  Land development that is currently unknown would be subject to 
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Section 10 of the ESA, which regulates take of listed species by non-federal actions, if no federal 

nexus exists.  Without conceptual plans and/or locations of potential future developments, 

determining effects on listed species from unknown new developments is not currently possible.  

Table 5 in Section 3.4.1 provides the potential listed species and designated critical habitats 

present within each AMA. 

CAP water diversion from the Colorado River system, where at least 27 threatened, endangered, 

candidate, and proposed species rely on the river for survival, was previously consulted on with 

the FWS.  FWS issued a Biological and Conference Opinion in 2008 analyzing effects on listed 

species from storage, delivery, and diversion of water within the Lower Colorado River; new 

impacts from use of the CAP water would not occur from the Proposed Action (FWS 2008).  All 

recipients could use existing infrastructure to receive the new allocation; therefore, no effect on 

listed species would occur.  Potential effects on listed species would be required as part of 

subcontract agreements with Reclamation. 

3.4.3 Cumulative Effects 

Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions and scenarios described in Section 3.2, in 

combination with the Proposed Action, would result in cumulative effects on biological 

resources.  The broad cumulative effects include increased human water demands in the Phoenix 

and Tucson AMAs, with a reduced demand in the Pinal AMA; increased human population 

centers and conversion of agricultural and rural land uses to residential in all three AMAs; and, a 

decline in agricultural land uses in all three AMAs.  Water will likely become increasingly 

scarce, especially when designated for wildlife benefit versus human development, and 

management decisions will need to consider what priority wildlife is given in the distribution of 

water.  Groundwater pumping from wells and recharge of water would mostly occur within the 

same subbasin, yet not always (Table 6). 

The drawdown of shallow groundwater aquifers could result in localized loss of riparian and 

wetland vegetation and wildlife dependent on these habitats, though without specific 

development locations, this loss cannot be quantified.  Proposed Recipients located adjacent to or 

close to (within 5 miles of) perennial waters with riparian habitat include:  The City of Buckeye 

and Johnson Utilities north of the Gila River; the City of El Mirage and EPCOR – Sun City 

West, west of the Agua Fria River; SRP and the Phoenix metro area, bisected by the Salt River; 

the Town of Marana and Freeport-McMoran Sierrita Mine adjacent to the Santa Cruz River; and, 

Resolution Copper Mine adjacent to Queen Creek.  This effect may be greatest in the Tucson 

AMA, along the Santa Cruz River.  Within the Tucson AMA, shallow groundwater exists and 

groundwater-dependent riparian habitats occur (Fonseca 2008).  In addition, water may be 

recharged into different subbasins than where the water is withdrawn (AGFD 2016c) resulting in 

greater impacts where the water is not recharged.  CAP water may be initially recharged into 

different subbasins within the Tucson AMA.  The use of CAP water to offset groundwater 

pumping under the Proposed Action, and other CAP water projects, would help slow the 

drawdown of aquifers locally. 
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The Portalis subdivision totals 7,700 acres within the Lower Colorado River subdivision of 

Sonoran desertscrub.  The Diablo Village totals 1,609 acres and occurs in Arizona upland 

subdivision of Sonoran desertscrub.  Vegetation communities will be converted to residential 

housing, streets, sidewalks, and private yards; however, any new ground disturbance related to 

the Portalis and Diablo Village developments would occur regardless of potentially receiving the 

NIA CAP water allocation. 

Projected increases in drought, wildfire, invasive species, pests, and changes in species’ 

geographic ranges would increase threats to native forests and ecosystems in the Southwest.  

Warmer, drier conditions, combined with the accumulation of dead trees and other fuel, have 

contributed to an increase in the size of wildfires in recent decades, resulting in the 

transformation of ecosystems.  In the AMAs, the likely result would be loss of habitat, an 

increase in invasive species and pests, and increased risk of fire, though it is difficult to 

determine how soon these effects would occur. 

Climate change would likely stress groundwater-based systems and result in decreased 

groundwater recharge.  A reliable water supply is crucial for sustaining ecosystems in this dry 

region.  Increased water demand and reduced water supplies would add new stresses to already 

strained water resources.  The Proposed Reallocation of NIA Priority CAP water to the Proposed 

Recipients that intend to recharge the water under the Recharge Program to develop LTSC, 

would help mitigate future water shortages from climate change. 

3.5 Cultural Resources 

The analysis area for impacts on cultural resources includes the conveyance system and all 

associated facilities for the CAP project within the three AMAs in which the Proposed 

Recipients are located:  Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson.  The AMAs overlap large portions of 

Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal Counties. 

3.5.1 Affected Environment 

Project Research 

Previous cultural surveys and mitigation projects for the CAP have been extensive.  

Identification and mitigation of cultural resources were completed under multiple 

environmental impact statements prior to the construction of the CAP (Reclamation 1974, 

1979, 1982, 1985).  Cultural resource studies associated with the CAP began in 1968, when 

Reclamation provided funds for surveys to the NPS.  The NPS divided the entire proposed 

aqueduct alignment (consisting of the Granite Reef Aqueduct, the Salt-Gila Aqueduct, and the 

Tucson Aqueduct) into three relatively equidistant segments and awarded survey work to 

Prescott College, ASU, and Arizona State Museum (ASM).  Surveys also included proposed 

reservoir locations. 
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Additional resurveys (also routed through the NPS) of the aqueduct alignments were conducted 

by ASM, ASU, and the Nevada Archaeological Survey at the University of Nevada, Las Vegas 

in the early 1970s (Rogge 1983).  Mitigation of significant sites and surveys of the Orme and 

Buttes Reservoirs also began at that time.  Mitigation of significant sites began in earnest in the 

late 1970s and early 1980s.  Data recovery projects continued into the 1990s.  Although some 

Indian distribution systems either are under construction or remain in the planning process, the 

majority of construction of the aqueduct and associated dams was completed by 1994.  Site 

assessments of cultural resources associated with different phases of the CAP continue.  None 

of the Indian distribution systems are included in the Proposed Action. 

As discussed in Section 3.0, for Proposed Recipients that have indicated potential additional 

infrastructure could be needed to take and use the reallocated water, but do not currently have 

specific plans (see Table 6 in Section 3.6), no attempt has been made in this EA to quantify 

potential impacts from ground disturbances that would occur. 

3.5.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative, the Secretary would reject the allocation recommendation  

(i.e. the Proposed Action).  Proposed Recipients would continue to pump groundwater for their 

water needs, which would not impact cultural resources within the AMAs.  The No Action 

alternative would have no impact on cultural resources regardless of any delays to the 

reallocation process.  If eligible, a new development could obtain an assured water supply by 

joining the CAGRD, which would allow the development to occur regardless of any future 

reallocation process undertaken.  Land-disturbing activities from new housing development 

would follow state and local ordinances regarding cultural resource investigations, if applicable. 

Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, all recipients could use existing infrastructure to receive the new 

allocation, but some recipients may construct infrastructure at some point in the future for 

delivery and storage of CAP water.  Environmental clearances for potential construction of the 

water delivery system to take and use the CAP water (including Section 106) would be 

completed pursuant to the terms of the CAP subcontract, which states that CAP water will not be 

delivered to the subcontractor unless, and until, the subcontractor has performed required surveys 

and mitigation, if necessary, and obtained final environmental clearance from Reclamation. 

3.5.3 Cumulative Effects 

New ground disturbance related to the Portalis and Diablo Village developments would occur 

regardless of receiving the NIA CAP water allocation.  Similarly, infrastructure that would 

deliver reallocated CAP NIA-priority water to the three mines is already planned to be 

constructed for delivery of other water supplies (CAP or otherwise).  Where no federal monies 

are involved, and/or no federal approval or action is required, environmental compliance 
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associated with NEPA and the National Historic Preservation Act are not required.  With regard 

to Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita, Inc., this infrastructure is being constructed to deliver other CAP 

water that has been leased by Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita from the Gila River Indian 

Community.  Due to Reclamation’s involvement in the leased CAP water, an Environmental 

Assessment and FONSI were prepared for this water delivery system in December 2018. 

For ongoing construction of developments in the project area where the location and 

approximate disturbance areas are known, Diablo Village and Portalis, a Class I literature 

review was conducted at the ASM (ERO 2017) to identify previous project and known cultural 

resources within the project areas.  The Class I literature review demonstrates that almost all of 

the Diablo Village area has been previously surveyed, with the exception of approximately  

173 acres in the southern portion of the area.  Thirty-five previous cultural resource projects 

have been completed in the area and six previously documented cultural resources (sites) were 

identified.  Four prehistoric artifact scatters and two multicomponent sites have been previously 

recorded.  Three of these six sites are considered eligible for inclusion in the National Register 

of Historic Properties, one is unevaluated, one is ineligible, and one is unknown. 

The populations in the AMAs are expected to increase independently of the Proposed 

Reallocation.  Land use is likely to shift from agriculture and grazing uses to residential, 

commercial, and industrial uses, and therefore, additional ground-clearing activities for 

development are possible.  Cumulative effects on cultural resources have resulted from past land 

development in the AMAs and also depend on the rate and type of future development in the 

AMAs, which depends on local development plans and policies.  Although the development of 

Rosemont and Resolution Mines is independent of the Proposed Action, if approved, the mines 

could potentially impact cultural resources.  Cumulative impacts may include loss of surface 

manifestations of sites through surface collection, and total or partial site destruction.  Because of 

the projected land use shifts, and past and future additional ground-clearing activities, cumulative 

impacts on cultural resources may occur when the Proposed Action is considered in combination 

with other reasonably foreseeable actions. 

Cultural resources, historic buildings, archaeological sites, and historic landscapes would 

experience similar effects from climate change as the natural resources that are located in the 

same area.  Cultural resources are individually unique and nonrenewable.  Climate change 

projections indicate these irreplaceable resources would likely be altered, deteriorated, or 

removed at faster rates than previously observed (NPS 2015). 

3.6 Water Resources 

For purposes of analyzing water resources, the analysis area is the AMA and subbasin in which 

the service area for each of the municipal Proposed Recipients and the land areas for each of the 

industrial Proposed Recipients are located (Figure 3).  For recipients proposing to recharge and 

recover CAP water, the analysis areas are the areas from which they would store and recover.   
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For example, although Rosemont Mine is located along the southeastern boundary of the Tucson 

AMA, they would store their allocation in the Tucson AMA, and recover it from a wellfield also 

located in the Tucson AMA. 

For the Proposed Recipient CAGRD, the analysis area involves multiple AMAs and subbasins.  

CAGRD uses the following recharge facilities:  Aqua Fria, Hieroglyphic Mountains, and 

Tonopah USFs in the West Salt River Valley Subbasin (WSRV); the Superstition Mountains 

USF in the ESRV; the Lower Santa Cruz Constructed USF in the Avra Valley Subbasin; and, the 

Pima Mine Road USF in the Upper Santa Cruz Subbasin.  CAGRD also could use the following 

GSFs that are permitted for CAGRD storage:  New Magma Irrigation and Drainage District 

(IDD) in the ESRV Subbasin, MSIDD in the Maricopa-Stanfield Subbasin, Queen Creek IDD in 

the ESRV Subbasin, Tonopah Irrigation District in the WSRV Subbasin, and Kai Farms in the 

Avra Valley Subbasin.  Because of the multiple districts and subbasins, CAGRD will be 

discussed with regard to these subbasins. 

3.6.1 Affected Environment 

The affected environment is discussed with regard to each AMA and AMA subbasin in which 

the Proposed Recipients are located.  Table 6 summarizes the Proposed Recipients, their Demand 

and Supply Imbalance (DSI) developed by ADWR, proposed allocation quantity and use, and 

AMA and subbasin in which the Proposed Recipients are located.  Figures 3 through 5 show the 

location of each Proposed Recipient with regard to the AMAs and AMA subbasins. 

Unless otherwise noted, information in this section for each of the AMAs and AMA subbasins 

was summarized from ADWR 1999a, 1999b, 1999c, and 2010. 

Phoenix AMA 

The Phoenix AMA is located in central Arizona and covers 5,646 square miles (Figure 3).  The 

Phoenix AMA is in the basin and range physiographic province, which consists of gently sloping 

alluvial valleys located between north to northwest-trending mountain ranges.  Annual 

precipitation for the AMA averages 7 to 8 inches per year, while the average evapotranspiration 

rate is about 79 inches per year.  Urban and agricultural development is centered in the WSRV 

Subbasin and ESRV Subbasin.  Within the Phoenix AMA, the current distribution of water use is 

46 percent by municipalities, 33 percent by agriculture, 12 percent by Native American tribes, 

and 9 percent by industry (ADWR 2014b).  ADWR has prepared and maintains an updated 

regional groundwater flow model of the Salt River Valley of the Phoenix AMA, which provides 

a tool for the effective management of water resources within the majority of the AMA 

subbasins (Freihoefer et al 2009). 

Carefree Subbasin 

The Carefree Water Company is located in the Carefree Subbasin, which covers about 

140 square miles and is located in the northeastern portion of the Phoenix AMA.  The Carefree 

Subbasin is bound to the east by the northernmost McDowell Mountains, to the north by a 
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mountainous area southwest of New River Mesa, and to the south and west by low-lying hills 

including Black Mountain.  The CAP canal does not flow through the Carefree Subbasin.  The 

aquifers in the subbasin are relatively shallow and unproductive. 

Mountain-front recharge is the primary source of recharge in the subbasin and groundwater flow 

is generally to the west-southwest into the ESRV Subbasin.  The estimated groundwater storage 

was determined in 1994 to be 570,000 AFA to a depth of 1,200 feet below land surface (bls).  

Depth to groundwater in 1998 ranged from less than 30 feet bls near Cave Creek to more than 

390 feet bls in the eastern portion of the subbasin.  Due to groundwater pumping, groundwater 

levels began declining in the 1960s with declines exceeding 10 feet per year.  Since the early 

1990s, groundwater levels began to stabilize, and then increase, with increased use of CAP water 

in lieu of groundwater pumping.  A groundwater cone of depression (a depression in the 

groundwater table roughly conical in shape, produced in a water table by the extraction of 

groundwater) occurs near the Town of Cave Creek, which draws in groundwater from the 

northwest and southeast. 

East Salt River Valley Subbasin 

The Proposed Recipients in the ESRV Subbasin of the Phoenix AMA are the Town of Cave 

Creek, Apache Junction WUCFD, CAGRD, Town of Gilbert, Town of Queen Creek, Viewpoint 

RV and Golf Resort, Salt River Project, Resolution Copper Mine, and Johnson Utilities.  The 

ESRV Subbasin is the eastern subbasin of the AMA and is about 1,710 square miles.  The CAP 

canal flows through the ESRV Subbasin from north to southeast. 
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TABLE 6. PROPOSED RECIPIENT SUMMARY. 

   Proposed Action     Affected Environment  

Pool1 Proposed Recipient Use of Allocation 
ADWR-Verified 

DSI (AFA) 

Allocation 

Recommendation 

(AFA) 

AMA AMA Subbasin 

Has Used Existing 

Infrastructure to 

Receive CAP 

Water? 

Storage and Recovery Information 
Recovery in Same 

Subbasin? 

M Apache Junction 

WUCFD 

Direct use for Portalis 

Project 

2,354 817 Phoenix East Salt River Valley Yes NA NA 

M CAGRD Recharge at USFs and 

storage at GSFs 

52,359 18,185 Phoenix and 

Tucson 

East and West Salt River Valleys, 

Avra Valley, Upper Santa Cruz 

Yes Used to partially meet statutory replenishment obligations of 

Member Lands and Member Service Areas. 

Yes 

M Carefree Water Company Direct use 112 112 Phoenix Carefree Yes NA NA 

M City of Buckeye Storage and recovery 8,022 2,786 Phoenix Hassayampa and West Salt River 

Valley 

Yes Storage at Tonopah ID GSF, or Tonopah Desert USF, or 

Hassayampa USF; Recovery with existing recovery wells. 

Yes 

M City of El Mirage Storage and recovery 3,795 1,318 Phoenix West Salt River Valley Yes Storage at Aqua Fria Managed and Constructed USFs, 

Hieroglyphic Mountains USF, and Tonopah Desert USF; 

Recovery with existing recovery wells. 

Yes 

M EPCOR - Sun City West Storage and recovery 

for Sun City West 

District 

4,155 1,000 Phoenix West Salt River Valley Yes Storage at Maricopa Water District GSF; Recovery with wells 

located in service area. 

Yes 

M Johnson Utilities Storage at GSF and 

occasional direct use 

9,262 3,217 Phoenix and 

Pinal 

East Salt River Valley and Eloy Yes Storage in New Magma IDD or Hohokam IDD; Recovery with 

existing wells. 

Yes 

M Metropolitan Domestic 

Water Improvement 

District - Diablo 

Storage and recovery 

for Metro SW-Diablo 

Village to meet 

demands 

299 299 Tucson Avra Valley Yes Storage at Southern Avra Valley USF; Recovery with existing 

wells. 

Yes 

M Town of Cave Creek Direct use in Dessert 

Hills Water System 

386 386 Phoenix East Salt River Valley Yes NA NA 

M Town of Gilbert Direct use 5,274 1,832 Phoenix East Salt River Valley Yes NA NA 

M Town of Marana Storage and recovery 1,483 515 Tucson Avra Valley and Upper Santa Cruz Yes Storage at Lower Santa Cruz USF; Recovery with existing wells 

located within the service area. 

Yes 

M Town of Queen Creek Direct use first, storage 

and recovery for 

balance of allocation 

15,8272 4,1622 Phoenix East Salt River Valley Yes Storage at Superstition Mountain Recharge Facility; Recovery 

with existing production wells located in service area. 

Yes 

I Freeport-McMoRan-

Sierrita Inc. 

Storage and recovery 23,098 5,678 Tucson Upper Santa Cruz No Storage in FICO GSF; Recovery with existing mitigation wells. Yes, upon completion of 

FICO GSF 

I New Harquahala 

Generating Company 

Direct use 400 400 NA NA Yes NA NA 

I Resolution Copper 

Mining 

Storage until mine 

operational 

9,106 2,238 Phoenix East Salt River Valley Yes Storage in New Magma IDD, Roosevelt Water Conservation 

District GSF, Tonopah Desert USF, Hohokam IDD; Recovery 

with mine wells. 

Storage has occurred in 

several different subbasins 

with the majority of the 

storage within the same 

subbasin at New Magma 

IDD 

I Rosemont Copper Co. Storage until mine 

operational 

4,574 1,124 Tucson Upper Santa Cruz Yes Previous storage in Lower Santa Cruz USF and Pima Mine Road 

USF.  Intent is to store water via Community Water Company 

pipeline in Upper Santa Cruz subbasin; Recovery with mine 

wells.   

Intent to do so but 

dependent on CWC 

pipeline and construction 

of new recharge facility in 

Green Valley 

I Salt River Project Direct use and storage 

and recovery 

8,788 2,160 Phoenix East Salt River Valley Yes NA NA 

I Viewpoint RV and Golf 

Resort 

Direct use for 

irrigation 

400 400 Phoenix East Salt River Valley Yes NA NA 

1 M = Municipal; I = Industrial. 

 
2 Includes H2O Water Company DSI and recommended allocation. 
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Figure 3. Proposed Recipients within Phoenix AMA. 
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Figure 4. Proposed Recipients within Pinal AMA.
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 Figure 5. Proposed Recipients within Tucson AMA.
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Prior to development of the region, groundwater flowed into the subbasin from the north, south, 

and southeast and exited the subbasin to the west.  Depth to groundwater ranges from 10 feet bls 

near Superior to 800 feet bls south of Cave Creek, but is highly variable due to three large 

groundwater cones of depression associated with groundwater pumping beneath Scottsdale, 

Mesa, and the Santan Mountains.  The cones of depression have resulted in groundwater flow 

directions toward the cones.  Earth fissuring (long narrow cracks in the earth) has occurred in the 

subbasin as a result of localized groundwater pumping near Apache Junction, Queen Creek, 

North Scottsdale, and Paradise Valley.  Although groundwater levels have declined significantly 

since about 1940, that trend has been reversed recently due to extensive recharge of water to the 

aquifer; from 1992 to 2002 when groundwater recharge exceeded withdrawal by 2.7 MAFA. 

West Salt River Valley Subbasin 

The Proposed Recipients in the WSRV Subbasin are CAGRD, EPCOR – Sun City West, City of 

Buckeye, and City of El Mirage.  Although part of the Salt River Project service area is located 

in the WSRV Subbasin, the generating stations where the CAP water would be directly used are 

located in the ESRV Subbasin.  At about 1,330 square miles, the WSRV Subbasin is the second 

largest in the Phoenix AMA.  The subbasin is bounded to the north by the Hieroglyphic 

Mountains and Hedgpeth Hills; to the east by Union Hills, Phoenix Mountains, and Papago 

Buttes; to the south by the South Mountains, Estrella Mountains, and Buckeye Hills; and, to the 

west by the White Tank Mountains.  The CAP canal flows through the WSRV Subbasin from 

west to east through the northern portion of the subbasin.  A large underground salt body occurs 

southeast of Luke Air Force Base (located between the City of Buckeye and the City of El 

Mirage) at a depth of 880 to more than 6,000 feet bls, which affects groundwater salinity levels. 

Groundwater recharge occurs naturally from mountain recharge and from stream recharge, and 

anthropogenically from irrigation water and effluent discharge.  Groundwater enters the WSRV 

Subbasin from the neighboring Lake Pleasant, the northern Hassayampa ESRV, and Maricopa-

Stanfield Subbasins.  In 1998, depth to groundwater ranged from less than 50 feet bls near the 

Salt and Gila Rivers to more than 550 feet bls near Union Hills.  Two large groundwater cones of 

depression within the subbasin control the direction of groundwater flow – one near Luke Air 

Force Base located near the center of the WSRV Subbasin and one in Deer Valley near Hedgpeth 

Hills located in the north-central portion of the WSRV Subbasin.  Subsidence of up to 17 feet 

along with earth fissures have occurred in an area of approximately 140 square miles near Luke 

Air Force Base.  Historically, groundwater flow direction was toward and along the Salt and Gila 

Rivers, and exited the subbasin into the southern portion of the Hassayampa Subbasin. 

Hassayampa Subbasin 

The Proposed Recipients City of Buckeye and CAGRD are located in the Hassayampa Subbasin, 

and New Harquahala Generating Company is located just to the west.  The Hassayampa 

Subbasin is the westernmost subbasin in the Phoenix AMA and covers approximately 

1,200 square miles.  The subbasin is bounded on the north by the Vulture and Wickenburg 

Mountains, on the east by the White Tank Mountains, on the south by the Buckeye Hills and 
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Gila Bend Mountains, and on the west by the Big Horn and Belmont Mountains and Palo Verde 

Hills.  The CAP canal flows through the Hassayampa Subbasin from west to east. 

Depth to groundwater ranges from about 20 feet bls in the southwest portion of the subbasin to 

more than 600 feet bls in the northern portion.  Groundwater enters the subbasin from the 

northeast and flows south toward the Gila River.  Groundwater recharge includes streambed 

infiltration and mountain front recharge.  Groundwater storage north of I-10 is estimated at more 

than 12 MAFA.  Groundwater flows from northeast to southwest toward two groundwater cones 

of depression – one under Tonopah and one south of Tonopah in the Centennial Wash area.  

These depressions are a result of groundwater pumping associated with agricultural development 

beginning in the 1950s. 

Pinal AMA 

The Pinal AMA covers 4,100 square miles and is south of the Phoenix AMA (Figure 4).  The 

Pinal AMA is in the basin and range physiographic province and consists of gently sloping 

alluvial valleys located between north to northwest-trending mountain ranges.  Within the Pinal 

AMA, 81 percent of water use is by agriculture, 14 percent by Native American tribes, 3 percent 

by municipalities, and 2 percent by industry (ADWR 2014b).  ADWR has prepared and 

maintains an updated regional groundwater flow model of the Pinal AMA, which provides a tool 

for the effective management of water resources within the north two AMA (Liu et al 2014). 

Eloy Subbasin 

The Proposed Recipient Johnson Utilities’ service area is located partially in the ESRV Subbasin 

of the Phoenix AMA and partially in the Eloy Subbasin of the Pinal AMA.  The subbasin is 

bounded to the east by the Picacho Mountains and to the northwest by the Sacaton Mountains.  A 

groundwater divide separates the Eloy Subbasin and the Maricopa-Stanfield Subbasin to the 

west.  The CAP canal flows into the subbasin from north to south in the northeastern portion of 

the subbasin.  Groundwater flow within the subbasin is generally to the north toward the Gila 

River into the ESRV Subbasin of the Phoenix AMA. 

Historical groundwater use has created a cone of depression in the subbasin along with 

associated land subsidence.  In recent years, groundwater levels have generally increased in the 

southern portion of the subbasin, but have remained stable or have continued to decline in the 

northern portion of the subbasin.  Depth to groundwater ranges from 532 feet bls in the northeast 

portion of the subbasin to more than 400 feet bls near Picacho.  The estimated groundwater 

storage is 22.6 MAFA to a depth of 1,000 feet bls. 

Maricopa-Stanfield Subbasin 

The Proposed Recipient CAGRD is permitted to store CAP water in the MSIDD located in the 

Maricopa-Stanfield Subbasin.  The subbasin is bounded to the west by the Top Mountains and to 

the northeast by the Sacaton Mountains.  A groundwater divide separates the Maricopa-Stanfield 

Subbasin and the Eloy Subbasin to the east.  The CAP canal does not flow through the subbasin.  
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Groundwater flow within the subbasin is generally to the north toward the Gila River and into 

cones of depression located west of the Towns of Maricopa and Stanfield.  In recent years, 

groundwater levels have generally been recovering and rising due to the use of CAP water in lieu 

of groundwater pumping.  Depth to groundwater ranges from 51 feet bls near the Gila River to 

more than 600 feet bls near Stanfield.  The estimated groundwater storage is 8.6 MAFA to a 

depth of 1,000 feet bls. 

Tucson AMA 

The Tucson AMA (Figure 5) covers 3,869 square miles and is east of the Pinal AMA.  The 

Tucson AMA is in the basin and range physiographic province, and consists of gently sloping 

alluvial valleys located between north to northwest-trending mountain ranges.  In the Tucson 

AMA, municipalities account for 44 percent of water use, 31 percent by agriculture, 18 percent 

by industry, and 6 percent by Native American tribes (ADWR 2014b).2  ADWR has prepared 

and maintains an updated regional groundwater flow model of the Tucson AMA which provides 

a tool for the effective management of water resources within the two AMA subbasins (Mason 

and Hipke 2013). 

Avra Valley Subbasin 

Proposed Recipients located within the Avra Valley Subbasin are the Town of Marana and the 

MDWID.  The Avra Valley Subbasin is bounded to the east by the Sierrita, Tucson, and Tortalita 

Mountains, and to the west by the Baboquivari and Silver Bell Mountains.  The Avra Valley 

Subbasin represents the western Tucson AMA subbasin, and is orientated north-south.  

Groundwater from the Avra Valley Subbasin flows into the Pinal AMA.  The CAP canal runs 

from northwest to southeast through the subbasin. 

In 1995, depth to groundwater in the Altar Valley ranged from less than 200 feet bls to more than 

700 feet bls, and in the Avra Valley from less than 200 feet bls to more than 500 feet bls.  

Between 1994-1995 and 2004-2005, groundwater levels rose 30 to 60 feet in the northern portion 

of the subbasin near the Town of Marana in response to agricultural retirement, use of CAP 

water in lieu of groundwater pumping, and groundwater recharge activities.  In the northern 

portion of the subbasin, land subsidence has been measured at 1.1 feet (Anderson 1989).  In the 

northern and central portions of the subbasin, the initial decreases in groundwater have stabilized 

and have begun to recover due to a decrease in agricultural pumpage and recharge from artificial 

recharge facilities (ADWR 2016b).  Groundwater flow is generally from south to north and the 

estimated storage is 17 to 24 MAFA to a depth of 1,000 feet. 

 

                                                 

2 Totals do not equal 100 percent due to rounding errors. 
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Upper Santa Cruz Subbasin 

The Proposed Recipients located within the Upper Santa Cruz (USC) Subbasin are the Town of 

Marana, Rosemont Copper Company, and Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Incorporated.  The USC 

Subbasin is bounded to the east by the Santa Catalina, Rincon, and Santa Rita Mountains, and to 

the west by the Sierrita, Tucson, and Tortalita Mountains.  The USC Subbasin is in the eastern 

portion of the Tucson AMA and groundwater from the subbasin flows into the Avra Valley 

Subbasin.  The CAP canal enters the subbasin between the Tucson and Sierrita Mountains, and 

terminates near Green Valley. 

Groundwater flow within the subbasin is generally from south to northwest, but extensive 

pumping in the Tucson Central Wellfield area for municipal water use and the Green 

Valley/Sahuarita area associated with mining activities have created deflections in the 

groundwater flow direction and localized cones of depression.  Between 1940 and 1995, 

groundwater levels declined up to 200 feet in the Tucson area and 150 feet in the Green 

Valley/Sahuarita area.  In 1995, depth to groundwater ranged from less than 100 feet bls to more 

than 600 feet bls.  Between 1994-1995 and 2004-2005, groundwater levels have generally 

declined by more than 15 feet.  Land subsidence in the Tucson Central Wellfield area from the 

early/mid-1990s to 2011 was measured up to 0.9 feet (ADWR 2016b).  Groundwater storage is 

estimated to be 32.9 MAFA to a depth of 1,000 feet (Mason and Hipke 2013).  The Fort Lowell 

Formation supplied most of the water used in the Tucson basin; however, portions of this 

formation are partially or completely dewatered, and the Tinaja Beds are now the principal 

water-bearing unit used. 

CAP Water 

Under the Proposed Action, CAP water would be allocated to the Proposed Recipients for either 

direct use or recharge to offset groundwater reliance.  CAP water is water from the Colorado 

River that has been transported through the CAP system.  CAWCD monitors CAP water quality 

on a monthly and quarterly basis along the CAP aqueduct by regularly scheduled collection of 

grab samples and real-time water quality data from installed sensors.  In general, CAP water is 

slightly basic calcium-sulfate-dominant water with total dissolved solids typically measured at 

concentrations greater than the federal secondary maximum contaminant level (SMCL) of 

500 milligrams per liter (mg/L) and sulfate concentrations generally just below the SMCL of 

250 mg/L.  No exceedances of federal Maximum Contaminant Levels were reported by CAP in 

the 2014, 2013, 2012, and 2011 water quality reports (CAP 2015, 2014b, 2013, 2012). 

NIA Priority CAP water is the lowest priority of long-term project water within the CAP system.  

During times of shortages, excess CAP water would be the first to be cut back, followed by NIA 

Priority CAP water.  Currently, it is projected that there would be no excess water available after 

satisfaction of CAP’s contractual commitment to the Agricultural Settlement Pool. 

Excess CAP water represents the unused portion of Arizona’s annual Colorado River 

entitlement, and it would decrease over time as existing entitlement holders more fully use their 
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allocation to meet demand.  Since 2009, use of CAP water by long-term entitlement holders has 

increased, which has reduced the amount of excess CAP water available each year.  As a result, 

there has been no availability, or limited availability of excess water in the last 10 years, and 

those limitations are expected to continue in the future.  Except for Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita 

Inc., all Proposed Recipients have previously purchased CAP water either for direct use or 

recharge and either under an M&I subcontract or excess water subcontract.  Freeport-McMoRan 

Sierrita Inc. has relied solely on groundwater for its operational needs (Sierrita 2013). 

3.6.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative, Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Inc. would continue to pump 

groundwater from the Tucson AMA to meet its operational needs of 23,098 AFA, and no NIA 

CAP water would be recharged in the near term to offset its consumption.  If Sierrita Mine were 

to temporarily or permanently stop operations, groundwater would continue to be withdrawn as 

part of their interceptor and mitigation wellfields, which are needed to mitigate the sulfate 

impacted groundwater under Mitigation Order on Consent (P-50-06) issued by the Arizona 

Department of Environmental Quality (ADEQ).  In 2016, the mitigation efforts resulted in 

17,095 AF of groundwater pumped and averaged 18,488 AF between 2014 and 2016 (Sierrita 

2015, 2016, 2017).  Currently the groundwater pumped for mitigation purposes is used for mill 

operations.  The groundwater pumping associated with the Mitigation Order represents 

groundwater depletions that will need to occur for many years until the consent order is 

terminated by the ADEQ.  This will result in the depletion of groundwater in the Tucson AMA 

and the depression of the groundwater table in the vicinity of the wellfields. 

If Rosemont Mine is permitted, they would utilize their permitted groundwater rights to meet 

water consumption needs of an average of 5,000 AFA from wells located in the greater Sahuarita 

and Green Valley areas of the Tucson AMA.  In the analysis for the Rosemont Mine FEIS, 

groundwater modeling indicated that after 20 years of active mining, an area up to 4 miles from 

the Rosemont wellfield would result in groundwater drawdown of 10 feet or more based solely 

from the mine water supply pumping (USFS 2013). 

Resolution Mine plans to utilize their LTSCs (312,000 AF) to meet their operational needs 

(500,000 AF) until exhausted and then, utilize their existing Type II groundwater rights and the 

mineral extraction permit rights to provide the necessary additional water needed to finish 

mining.  Groundwater pumping for Resolution Mine would be from a wellfield located in the 

ESRV Subbasin of the Phoenix AMA near the MARRCO corridor and would result in the 

depletion of groundwater and the depression of the groundwater table in the vicinity of the 

wellfield.  The effect mining operations would have on the ESRV Subbasin is not currently 

known but would be determined as part of the NEPA process for the mine. 

The remaining Proposed Recipients would likely seek to obtain alternative water supplies, if 

available, to meet their demand-supply imbalance, or rely on accrued groundwater credits, or 
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continue groundwater pumping.  In the event alternative supplies could not be fully or partially 

obtained to meet their imbalance, groundwater pumping would result in the depletion of 

groundwater, and the depression of the groundwater table, in the vicinity of the pumping wells. 

Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, ADWR’s recommendation for NIA Priority CAP water would be 

allocated by the Secretary and each Proposed Recipient would either enter into a new subcontract 

with the CAWCD and Reclamation, or amend an existing subcontract to include the additional 

allocation, and begin receiving their CAP water allocation based on established priority 

standards.  All Proposed Recipients could use existing infrastructure to receive their allocation.  

For recipients who propose infrastructure in the future to receive or use the NIA Priority CAP 

Water reallocation, but do not currently have specific plans, the CAP subcontract language 

requires that CAP water will not be delivered to the subcontractor unless and until the 

subcontractor has obtained final environmental clearance from Reclamation for the system or 

systems through which the CAP water is to be conveyed. 

Environmental consequences related to the Proposed Action are discussed relative to the 

Proposed Recipients’ planned use of the CAP water, which is either direct use or storage of the 

water underground, or in some cases both. 

Direct Use of CAP Allocation 

The following Proposed Recipients intend to directly use their CAP allocation:  Carefree Water 

Company, Town of Cave Creek, Apache Junction WUCFD, Town of Gilbert, Town of Queen 

Creek, Viewpoint RV and Golf Resort, New Harquahala Generating Company, and the Salt 

River Project.  Each of these recipients have received and used CAP water previously and, based 

on their proposed direct use of their allocation, no adverse impacts are anticipated because there 

would be no change from the current uses.  All of these Proposed Recipients have been 

recommended to receive their allocation because their projected water demand is in excess of 

their projected available water supplies, as verified by ADWR.  The action is beneficial and their 

use of NIA Priority CAP water would help reduce groundwater overdraft in the Phoenix and 

Tucson AMAs in proportion to the amount they would receive annually.  Groundwater 

modeling, using ADWR models for the AMAs potentially affected by Proposed Recipients 

intending to directly use their CAP allocation, has not been performed due to the direct use of the 

Proposed Recipients’ CAP allocation. 

For municipalities that do not currently receive CAP water (Town of Queen Creek), their 

customers may notice a change in the taste of their tap water due to the variations in the 

dissolved minerals between the water they currently receive versus CAP water.  This is not 

anticipated to be a major adverse impact because taste is subjective, and each municipality would 

be required to treat their customers’ water as necessary to meet federal water quality standards. 
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Recharge of CAP Allocation 

The following Proposed Recipients intend to recharge their CAP allocation:  MDWID, EPCOR – 

Sun City West, Town of Marana, Salt River Project, Town of Queen Creek, City of El Mirage, 

City of Buckeye, Johnson Utilities, CAGRD, Rosemont Copper Company, Resolution Copper 

Mining, and Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Inc.  Except for CAGRD, the purpose for recharging 

the Proposed Recipients’ CAP allocation is to offset their groundwater use.  In the case of 

CAGRD, it is to meet replenishment obligations incurred as a result of excess groundwater use 

by CAGRD members.  Except for Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Inc., existing infrastructure would 

be used to convey the water to existing USFs.  Based on the use of CAP water to offset 

groundwater use and the use of existing infrastructure to convey the water, no adverse impacts 

are anticipated. 

Recharge by Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Inc. would be used to offset groundwater pumped as 

part of their ongoing mitigation efforts associated with their Mitigation Order on Consent  

(P-50-06).  Freeport-McMoRan Sierrita Inc. has a CAP water lease agreement with GRIC, and 

an EA was completed for its plans to take and use its leased GRIC CAP water, which include 

recharging it at the permitted FICO GSF.  If construction of the pipeline to the FICO GSF is not 

completed by the time the NIA Priority CAP water is made available, Freeport-McMoRan 

Sierrita Inc. would recharge its allocation at an existing recharge facility for LTSC.  The City of 

Buckeye would use existing infrastructure and USFs to initially store their allocation, or they 

may potentially construct and operate a new USF in the future to store their allocation.  Details 

of the USF and whether it would be constructed or not are unknown.  Since the city’s service 

area and water supply wells occur in two subbasins, Hassayampa and West Salt River Valley, 

Buckeye would have the ability to recover within either (or both) subbasin utilized for storage. 

Groundwater modeling, using ADWR models for the AMAs potentially affected by the 

Proposed Action for Proposed Recipients recharging their allocation, has not been performed 

because of the small NIA allocation volumes for each subbasin affected, and the net positive 

benefit to the AMAs from the Proposed Action.  This reallocation would slightly benefit other 

current water users in the same AMA, because the service area substitution of CAP water for 

groundwater will reduce groundwater overdraft and help to address individual supply and 

demand imbalances.  Except for the proposed mines, which have not currently constructed 

recovery wells, Proposed Recipients would use existing wells to recover their groundwater.  

At the subbasin scale, some of the Proposed Recipients may recharge some or all of their 

CAP water in a different subbasin than they would recover their water from; depending on the 

timing of the allocation and construction of proposed storage/saving facilities.  Because there 

is no requirement that the entity recharge and recover its allocation in the same subbasin, this 

is not considered a significant adverse impact on other water users located in the subbasin in 

which a net reduction in storage may initially occur.  The Proposed Recipients would be 

recharging and recovering their allocation in their respective AMAs so that the overall effect 

would result in further progress in reaching AMA water management goals. 
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3.6.3 Cumulative Effects 

Water Use 

Water uses in the Tucson and Phoenix AMAs have increased over time and are expected to 

continue to increase by about 6 percent and 19 percent by 2040, respectively, while water 

demand in the Pinal AMA is expected to decrease by about 14 percent during the same period 

(ADWR 2016a; Pinal Comprehensive Plan 2016).  By 2040, the population in the AMAs is 

expected to increase by 57 percent in the Phoenix AMA, 171 percent in the Pinal AMA, and  

38 percent in the Tucson AMA.  These changes would likely result in a water demand-supply 

imbalance for the Phoenix and Pinal AMAs, and potentially within the Tucson AMA depending 

on future renewable water supplies.  With increased water use, water users of lower priority CAP 

water, such as the NIA Priority CAP water, would likely experience periods of reduced 

availability.  With decreased availability of CAP water, Proposed Recipients relying on NIA 

Priority CAP water to meet demand would likely use groundwater to supplement their water 

supply if other water sources are not or cannot be obtained.  Similar to the changes resulting 

from climate change (discussed below), the increased water use would require increased 

implementation of water conservation measures and increased use of water recycling/reuse 

programs.  With these cumulative impacts, the need and search for new renewable water supplies 

for the AMAs would likely need to continue if conservation measures and use of water 

recycling/reuse programs are not enough to achieve safe yield conditions in the AMAs. 

Although the three mines under the Proposed Action are not required to offset their permitted 

groundwater usage, their allocations would help in achieving or maintaining safe yield 

conditions in their respective AMAs.  Once operational, the proposed Resolution and Rosemont 

mines would further increase groundwater drawdown in the areas of their respective wellfields.  

The groundwater withdrawn would be from CAP water LTSCs and existing groundwater rights.  

The groundwater withdrawals would be concurrent with the start of mine operations, and would 

last through the life of the mines with groundwater levels around the wellfields rebounding when 

mine operations ceased.  Direct use of the CAP water, if developed, would help to alleviate 

groundwater decreases around the wellfields. 

By 2013, Rosemont had banked 517.91 AF at the Pima Mine Road USF located in the Avra 

Valley Subbasin of the Tucson AMA and 42,075.11 AF at the Lower Santa Cruz USF located in 

the Upper Santa Cruz Subbasin of the Tucson AMA (Rosemont 2013).  Rosemont Mine would 

be recovering their allocation from the Upper Santa Cruz Subbasin of the Tucson AMA with 

their intent to store their CAP allocation in the proposed CWC USF, which would be located 

near their supply wells (Figure 5).  However, a large amount of their LTSC were accrued in the 

neighboring subbasin of the Tucson AMA.  Although this is not considered a significant impact, 

since the Tucson AMA as a whole would benefit from the Proposed Action and has benefited 

from the previous LTSC accrual conducted, at the subbasin scale, the Avra Valley Subbasin will 

have a net gain and the Upper Santa Cruz Subbasin will have a net loss which would result in a 

decrease in groundwater levels around the recovery wells once operational.  However, 
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Resolution’s accrual of LTSC has been a net benefit to the Tucson AMA since they are permitted 

to withdrawal 6,000 AFA for operations and are not required to accrue any LTSCs. 

The Rosemont Mine wellfield would be located about 3 miles downgradient of the proposed 

CWC recharge basins.  As part of the EA for the CWC project (Reclamation 2010), recharge at 

the site was modeled by Montgomery and Associates (M&A) under the scenario of Rosemont 

pumping at their wellfield (M&A 2010).  The modeling assumed 7,000 AFA of water would be 

recharged at the recharge basins and between 5,400 and 4,700 AFA would be pumped from the 

wellfield, both being conducted over the same timeframe of 2012-2031.  Based on the modeling 

results, a net increase in groundwater elevation was predicted to occur.  Therefore, assuming the 

timing of recharge at CWC and pumping at Rosemont’s wellfield are coincident, the cumulative 

effect of Rosemont’s groundwater extraction for operations would be offset by recharge 

occurring at the CWC recharge facility.  CWC has agreed to give Rosemont priority for use of 

CWC’s CAP water entitlement of 2,858 AFA for the first 15 to 20 years of the system’s 

operation unless it is needed by CWC (Reclamation 2010).  With the addition of 1,124 AFA 

under the Proposed Action for Rosemont, up to 3,982 AFA could be recharged from these two 

CAP water sources.  If Rosemont were to construct a pipeline for direct use of their CAP water, 

groundwater drawdown-related impacts from their wellfield would be reduced. 

For the Sierrita Mine, there would only be a benefit to groundwater resources under the Proposed 

Action.  Sierrita currently withdraws 23,098 AFA from the Tucson AMA, and would receive 

5,678 AFA under the Proposed Action.  As part of the Mitigation Order on Consent, the mine is 

implementing a pump-and-reuse system to control the migration of sulfate impacted groundwater 

emanating from the mine.  Recharge of their 5,678 AFA in the Tucson AMA under the Proposed 

Action would offset their current groundwater use.  Based on the average mitigation pumping of 

18,488 AF between 2014 and 2016 and their average annual use of 23,098 AFA for operations, 

the mine had to pump about 4,600 AF more groundwater from production wells to make up for 

the groundwater pumped for operations of the mitigation system.  The proposed allocation would 

offset the additional groundwater to be pumped to meet operational demand. 

Both the Sierrita Mine wellfield and the Rosemont Mine wellfield are located in the same 

subbasin (Upper Santa Cruz) of the Tucson AMA.  The Proposed Action would reduce 

groundwater pumping from the Upper Santa Cruz subbasin of up to 6,802 AFA that would have 

otherwise occurred under the existing groundwater withdrawal permits for both mines.  With 

both the Sierrita Mine and the Rosemont Mine wellfield located in the same subbasin of the 

Tucson AMA, the cumulative effect of the Proposed Action would be a net benefit in reducing 

groundwater pumping associated with the two mines. 

As of December 31, 2012, Resolution had banked 187,575 AF at the New Magma IDD, 

13,300 AF at the Roosevelt Conservation GSF, and 18,544 AF at the Tonopah Desert USF, all of 

which are located in the Phoenix AMA, and 56,780 AF at the Hohokam IDD located in the Pinal 

AMA (Resolution 2013).  The New Magma IDD is located in the same subbasin from which 

Resolution would extract groundwater for operations; therefore, at the subbasin scale 
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Resolution’s actions would decrease the effect on groundwater levels that would otherwise have 

occurred had they only relied on groundwater withdrawal permits for operations.  Resolution’s 

accrual of LTSCs in other subbasins of the Phoenix AMA, and within the Pinal AMA, has 

benefited these groundwater areas since recovery by Resolution will not occur in these areas. 

The current recovery wellfield design for Resolution consists of approximately 30 wells with a 

capacity of approximately 400 gpm each along the MARRCO Corridor between the CAP canal 

and SR 79 (Resolution 2016).  The purpose of the recovery wells is to recover accrued LTSC.  

Resolution has banked about 70 percent of the total amount of water needed for the life of the 

mine of renewable LTSC (Id.).  Resolution currently treats water pumped from its underground 

mine workings at its water treatment plant constructed in 2007, and then sends the reclaimed 

water via a 25-mile pipeline for beneficial use to farmers in the New Magma IDD GSF 

(Figure 3) (Id.).  Both the Resolution wellfield and New Magma IDD are located in the ESVR 

subbasin of the Phoenix AMA.  Since the Proposed Action under this EA is not a connected 

action with the development of the mine (Section 3.1), the effect mining operations would have 

on the ESRV Subbasin is not currently known but would be determined as part of the NEPA 

process for the mine.  Under the Proposed Action, Resolution would receive 2,238 AFA of CAP 

water that would be used for additional accrual of LTSC until operations begin, and potential 

direct use once operational.  Therefore, accrual of LTSC under the Proposed Action until the 

mine is operational, or potential future direct use of the allocation once operational, will only 

benefit the ESRV Subbasin. 

Climate Change 

Changing climate conditions in the Southwest deserts, including increased temperatures, reduced 

precipitation, lower snowpack, and increased evapotranspiration, are likely to result in significant 

changes to the hydrologic cycle and water resources.  In the three AMAs, the likely result would 

be reduced groundwater recharge that would limit groundwater availability for water supply, 

though the effects may occur over centuries (Hughson et al. 2011).  Reduced recharge would 

result in increased difficulty in achieving and maintaining the AMA goals of the safe yield of 

groundwater. 

Colorado River flows, which supply water to the CAP, are likely to decrease 5 to 20 percent by 

2050 due to climate change (Reclamation 2012).  With Arizona’s reliance on CAP water to 

supply a significant quantity of renewable water supplies to the state, and Arizona’s junior water 

right for Colorado River water, the projected climate changes have the potential to decrease the 

state’s Colorado River water supply.  Arizona has been preparing for the potential effects of 

future shortages on the Colorado River by storing excess CAP water when available.  This action 

is also helpful in combatting potential impacts associated with climate change.  Projected future 

conditions as a result of climate change would require increased implementation of water 

conservation measures and increased use of water recycling/reuse programs. 

During periods of shortages on the Colorado River, the Proposed Recipients may not receive all 

or part of the NIA Priority CAP water due to the low priority of the water within the CAWCD 
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pool structure.  This would result in each Proposed Recipient potentially relying on their 

available groundwater water supplies and increasing their reliance on any groundwater credits 

accrued if they cannot acquire alternate water supplies to fulfill their needs. 

3.7 Socioeconomic Resources 

The analysis of social and economic conditions addresses the relationships between the Proposed 

Action and the communities it may affect.  There would be no immediate (i.e., direct) impacts on 

socioeconomic resources from the Secretary’s approval of ADWR’s reallocation 

recommendation.  Socioeconomic conditions that may be indirectly affected by the Proposed 

Action include population, economic characteristics, and residential and commercial 

development. 

The analysis area for impacts on socioeconomic resources includes the three AMAs in which the 

Proposed Recipients are located:  Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson.  Where appropriate, the 

socioeconomic analysis includes the four counties in which the AMAs are located:  Maricopa, 

Pima, Pinal, and Yavapai.  The Phoenix AMA overlaps only a small portion of Yavapai 

County’s southern portion.  Yavapai County, therefore, is not discussed in depth as none of the 

Proposed Recipients are located in that county.  Specific information about socioeconomic 

conditions, the communities in which the Proposed Recipients are located and, when available, 

the Proposed Recipients themselves, are analyzed.  When appropriate, the United States and 

Arizona are included in the analysis to provide context and comparison for the AMAs, counties, 

municipalities, and Proposed Recipients. 

3.7.1 Affected Environment 

Socioeconomics 

Population and Demographic Characteristics 

Historic, current, and projected population for the socioeconomic environment is analyzed at the 

AMA and Proposed Recipient level.  Demographics, including race and ethnicity, are analyzed 

by the county and municipality in which the Proposed Recipients are located. 

The Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson AMAs have a combined population of 5.31 million, which is 

about 80 percent of Arizona’s total population.  The population of the combined service areas for 

the municipal Proposed Recipients is about 501,000, which represents about 8 percent of 

Arizona’s population, and about 9.5 percent of the AMAs’ population (ADWR 2016a).  

Arizona’s population is growing rapidly.  Between 2000 and 2010, the state experienced a 

population increase of 25 percent, and between 2010 and 2014, a population increase of 

4 percent (U.S. Census Bureau (USCB) 2014).  Likewise, the AMAs’ and municipal Proposed 

Recipients’ service areas have experienced population growth comparable to, and in some cases 

far exceeding, Arizona’s growth.  Pinal AMA’s growth rate is expected to far exceed Arizona’s 

growth rate over the next 25 years.  Johnson Utilities’ Pinal service area and the City of Buckeye 
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are expected to experience an increase in population greater than 300 percent by 2040 (ADWR 

2016a).  Table 7 provides the historic, current, and projected populations and percent population 

change for Arizona, the AMAs, and the service areas for the municipal Proposed Recipients of 

the NIA Priority CAP water under the Proposed Action. 

TABLE 7. HISTORIC AND PROJECTED POPULATIONS – AMAS AND PROPOSED RECIPIENTS. 

Proposed 

Recipient 
2000 2010 

% 

Change 

2000-

2010 

2016 

% 

Change 

2010-

2016 

2040 

(Projected) 

% 

Change 

2016-

2040 

Phoenix AMA 
3,118,000 3,959,000 27 4,390,000 11 6,438,000 47 

Pinal AMA 
99,143 191,518 93 228,000 19 543,000 138 

Tucson AMA 
835,504 980,988 17 1,044,000 6 1,403,000 34 

Apache Junction 

Water Facilities 

District 

13,598 13,554 0 15,032 11 20,893 39 

Carefree Water 

Company 
2,179 2,447 12 2,619 7 3,210 23 

Cave Creek Water 

Company 
3,553 5,015 41 5,568 11 8,483 52 

City of Buckeye 
5,060 27,072 435 40,452 49 195,474 383 

City of El Mirage 
13,707 35,179 157 36,890 5 54,341 47 

EPCOR - Sun 

City West 
26,420 24,212 -8 24,526 1 25,863 5 

Johnson Utilities - 

Phoenix 
1,145 55,615 4757 65,747 18 113,186 72 

Johnson Utilities - 

Pinal 
NA 2,595 NA 6,553 153 26,453 304 

MDWID 
445 2,415 443 2,508 4 5,165 106 

Town of Gilbert 
109,576 210,913 92 244,616 16 320,635 31 

Town of Marana 
3,423 13,360 290 18,591 39 39,679 113 

Town of Queen 

Creek 
10,838 63,718 488 77,009 21 122,806 59 

Source: ADWR 2016a. 

The populations that would be served by the municipal Proposed Recipients are diverse.  Table 8 

provides the proportions of populations that are non-White and Hispanic or Latino for the state, 
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counties, and municipalities in which the Proposed Recipients are located.  While Maricopa, 

Pima, and Pinal Counties have similar Hispanic population proportions as Arizona, the 

municipalities in which the Proposed Recipients are located vary in their racial and ethnic 

characteristics.  The cities of El Mirage, Buckeye, and Tucson have greater proportions of 

Hispanic or Latino ethnicity residents than Arizona and the counties.  Carefree, Cave Creek, and 

EPCOR - Sun City West have substantially lower Hispanic or Latino ethnicity population 

proportions than the state and counties. 

None of the Proposed Recipient communities have a substantially greater proportion of the 

population that identifies as a non-White race overall.  Arizona and Pinal County both have a 

higher proportion of the population that is American Indian or Alaska Native than the United 

States; however, the Proposed Recipient communities all have a lower proportion of their 

populations than the United States, Arizona, and Pinal County.  Arizona, the counties, and all of 

the Proposed Recipient communities have a lower proportion of their populations that identify 

their race as Black or African American, or as Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander races, 

than the country as a whole.  Gilbert has a slightly higher proportion of its population that are 

Asian than the United States, while all of the other Proposed Recipient communities have a 

comparable or lower proportion of Asian residents than the United States.  Buckeye, El Mirage, 

and Tucson all have a higher proportion of residents that identify as an other non-specified race 

than Arizona and the United States. 
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TABLE 8. NON-WHITE AND HISPANIC POPULATIONS FOR THE UNITED STATES, ARIZONA, 

COUNTIES, AND COMMUNITIES RECEIVING REALLOCATED WATER. 

Community 

Black or 

African 

American 

(%) 

American 

Indian 

and 

Alaska 

Native 

(%) 

Asian 

(%) 

Native 

Hawaiian 

and Other 

Pacific 

Islander 

(%) 

Some 

Other 

Race 

(%) 

Non-

White 

(%) 

Hispanic 

or 

Latino 

(%) 

United 

States 
13.7 1.7 5.9 0.4 5.2 26.9 16.9 

Arizona 5.1 5.4 3.8 0.4 7.1 21.8 30.1 

Maricopa 

County 
6.2 2.7 4.6 0.4 6.7 20.6 29.9 

Pima 

County 
4.6 4.2 3.8 0.4 9.2 22.2 35.4 

Pinal 

County 
5.4 6.4 2.4 0.7 6.4 21.3 29.0 

Yavapai 

County 
1.0 3.0 1.4 0.1 3.0 8.5 13.9 

Apache 

Junction 
1.8 3.4 1.7 0.1 3.5 10.5 16.8 

Buckeye 8.7 2.4 1.9 0.3 9.2 22.5 37.6 

Carefree 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 3.2 

Cave Creek 0.8 2.6 0.5 0.0 2.1 6.0 3.8 

El Mirage 6.8 2.6 2.5 0.3 10.6 22.8 47.0 

Gilbert 4.5 1.7 7.5 0.4 2.6 16.7 15.6 

Marana 4.4 1.4 6.0 0.4 5.4 17.6 20.8 

Queen 

Creek 
2.9 1.9 1.8 0.1 6.5 13.2 17.7 

Sun City 

West 
0.3 0.3 1.6 0.0 0.4 2.6 0.6 

Tucson 6.3 3.8 3.9 0.4 11.6 26.0 42.2 
Source: USCB 2014. 

Economic Characteristics 

The economic characteristics analysis area includes Maricopa, Pima, Pinal, and Yavapai 

Counties and the municipalities in which the municipal Proposed Recipients are located.  Table 9 

provides the economic characteristics of Arizona, the counties, and the municipalities in which 

the Proposed Recipients are located.  Economic characteristics analyzed include labor force and 

employment characteristics, unemployment, and income including poverty rates.  
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Community
Labor

Force

(%)

Unemploy-

ment Rate

(%)

Median

Household

Income

(dollars)

Per

Capita 

Income

(dollars)

Families 

Below

Poverty 

Level 

(%)

Individuals

Below

Poverty 

Level (%)

United States 63.5 5.8 53,482 28,555 11.5 15.6

Arizona 59.7 5.9 49,928 25,537 13.3 18.2

Maricopa County 63.6 5.6 53,689 27,477 12.7 17.1

Pima County 58.8 6.3 46,233 25,524 13.2 19.0

Pinal County 50.9 5.9 50,248 20,983 11.5 16.8

Yavapai County 50.7 5.5 44,000 25,068 11.2 16.1

Apache Junction 45.5 7.4 36,771 15,129 17.0 23.9

Buckeye 53.3 4.8 58,703 20,149 12.8 16.2

Carefree 39.7 1.9 93,130 62,325 12.2 10.4

Cave Creek 58.4 3.7 78,972 46,517 3.8 6.2

El Mirage 63.6 5.8 47,564 17,849 17.2 19.6

Gilbert 73.4 4.6 81,485 31,546 5.3 6.8

Marana 64.5 4.7 74,817 33,649 3.3 4.9

Queen Creek 69.5 2.9 83,809 77,594 7.2 8.6

Sun City West 10.9 0.9 45,157 36,304 2.1 4.6

Tucson 60.80 7.3 37,149 20,437 18.6 25.1
Source:  USCB 2014.

The communities in which the Proposed Recipients are located vary in their economic

characteristics.  The median household income (MHI) in Arizona is estimated at about $50,000, 

which is slightly lower than the MHI for the United States.  Maricopa County has a nearly

identical MHI to the national MHI, while Pinal County has a MHI similar to Arizona, and Pima

and Yavapai Counties have a slightly lower MHI than Arizona.  Carefree, Cave Creek, Gilbert, 

Marana, and Queen Creek have substantially higher MHIs than the state and counties, while 

Apache Junction and Tucson have substantially lower MHIs than the state and counties.  El 

Mirage and Sun City West have lower but comparable MHIs to the state and counties, while 

Buckeye has a higher but comparable MHI to the state and counties (USCB 2014).

Arizona has slightly higher rates of families and individuals living below the poverty rate than 

the United States.  Apache Junction, El Mirage, and Tucson have higher poverty rates than the

United States, while Cave Creek, Gilbert, Marana, Queen Creek, and Sun City West have

substantially lower poverty rates than Arizona and the counties.  Unemployment rates among the 

communities are comparable to Arizona, the counties, and the United States, with Tucson having

slightly higher unemployment rates, and Carefree, Cave Creek, Queen Creek, and Sun City West 

having lower unemployment rates (USCB 2014).
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Residential Development 

Along with population change, the AMAs and Proposed Recipients are experiencing, and are 

expected to continue to experience, growth in residential development.  Analysis of residential 

and commercial development includes the three dominant counties in which the AMAs are 

located:  Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal. 

Residential development in Maricopa County is expected to increase by 1.0 to 1.6 percent 

annually between 2020 and 2040.  The overall number of residential units in Maricopa County is 

projected to increase 67.7 percent between 2010 and 2040 (Maricopa Association of 

Governments (MAG) 2013). 

In 2014, the estimated number of housing units in Pima County was about 450,000 units.  Pima 

County does not have projections for residential development, but it can be inferred that, because 

the population of the Tucson AMA (which is mostly in Pima County) is expected to increase by 

26 percent between 2016 and 2040, that residential development will also increase (USCB 

2014).  The MDWID intends to use the proposed reallocated NIA Priority CAP water for the 

Diablo Village development, which is currently built out to only 6 percent, but is expected to 

grow. 

Pinal County has been experiencing growth in residential development similar to Maricopa 

County.  Between 2000 and 2015, Pinal County experienced a 40 percent increase in housing 

units.  Between 2020 and 2040, the number of housing units in the county is projected to 

increase by 35.4 percent (Applied Economics 2009).  Major drivers of residential development in 

Pinal County are its proximity to Phoenix and housing affordability (Pinal County 

Comprehensive Plan Update 2014). 

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order (EO) 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 

Populations and Low-Income Populations” was issued by the President of the United States on 

February 11, 1994.  This order established requirements to address environmental justice 

concerns within the context of agency operations.  For this analysis, the minority race and ethnic 

populations, and the proportion of residents that fall below the poverty line within the individual 

Proposed Recipient communities, are compared with Arizona and the United States to determine 

if they are considered EO 12898 populations. 

Race and Ethnicity 

Within the analysis area, Buckeye, El Mirage, and Tucson have Hispanic or Latino population 

proportions that are above Arizona’s and the counties’ Hispanic or Latino population 

proportions.  The communities, however, would not constitute EO 12898 populations as the 

minority demographic does not exceed 50 percent of the total population, and is not 

meaningfully greater than the Arizona’s overall demographics.  Non-White minority populations 

in each of the Proposed Recipient communities are below or comparable to Arizona’s and the 
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counties’ non-White minority populations.  No individual race represents a disproportionately 

higher part of the populations, nor does any minority race exceed 50 percent of the population 

within any of the Proposed Recipient communities (Table 8). 

Low-Income Populations 

Low-income populations for this analysis are defined as those individuals and families that have 

fallen below the poverty line within a year of the most recent available census data, which was 

published in 2014.  The poverty threshold in 2014 for a family of four with two children under 

18 years of age was about $28,000 per year in household income.  The poverty threshold for an 

individual under 65 years of age in 2014 was about $12,000 per year in individual income 

(USCB 2014).  The household poverty rates are between $18,000 for a household of three and 

$49,000 for a household of nine or more. 

As outlined in Table 9, Arizona has slightly higher rates of families and individuals living below 

the poverty rate than the United States.  Apache Junction, El Mirage, and Tucson have higher 

poverty rates than the United States while Cave Creek, Gilbert, Marana, Queen Creek, and Sun 

City West have substantially lower poverty rates than Arizona and the counties.  Apache 

Junction, El Mirage, and Tucson would not be considered EO 12898 populations because the 

poverty rates for families and individuals within these communities are not meaningfully higher 

than state and national rates, nor do they exceed 50 percent of the population (Table 9). 

3.7.2 Environmental Consequences 

No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action alternative, indirect long-term impacts on the socioeconomic environment 

may include delays or reductions in residential development to meet population growth demands.  

The municipal Proposed Recipients would likely use available groundwater resources to supply 

water for residential and commercial development in the short term, which may result in 

overdraft of groundwater.  Overdraft of groundwater may affect water quality, which would 

affect economic development and the quality of life of residents in the communities.  If 

development continues at its current and projected rates, overdraft of groundwater may lead to 

reduction in water availability and result in housing shortages, loss of jobs, and reductions in tax 

revenues.  Industrial Proposed Recipients that have groundwater rights would continue to 

operate, using groundwater sources.  There would be no direct impact on income and 

employment, but an indirect adverse impact may result due to a lack of reliable renewable water 

sources that would accommodate the communities’ economic sectors. 

For Proposed Recipients, the potential rejection of ADWR’s reallocation recommendation also 

has the potential to slightly impact the resulting cost of future recipient’s NIA Priority CAP 

water, since the cost of any additional NEPA analysis(es) would be incurred by the recipients as 

part of the purchase price of the CAP water in order to recapture back capital charges. 
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Within the Pinal AMA, Diablo Village, which would be the recipient of water allocated to the 

MDWID under the recommendation, would rely on the CAGRD for groundwater replenishment 

services under the No Action alternative.  The CAGRD would also not receive the proposed 

allocated water under the No Action alternative, thus having less water for replenishment 

services.  Currently, and under the No Action alternative, the Diablo Village development would 

use groundwater supplied from two wells and an emergency backup interconnect with Tucson 

Water.  The groundwater level below Diablo Village is currently very deep, and the rejection of 

the recommendation would result in greater groundwater depletions (up to 245 feet) over the 

next 100 years. 

Proposed Action 

Under the Proposed Action, each Proposed Recipient would either enter into a new subcontract 

with the CAWCD and Reclamation or amend an existing subcontract to include the additional 

allocation and begin receiving their CAP water allocation based on established priority 

standards. 

Socioeconomics 

The proposed NIA Priority CAP water reallocations would cost the Proposed Recipients 

approximately $161 per AFA of water for the actual cost of delivering the water, to be adjusted 

annually.  A one-time fee of $4 per AFA would be charged for environmental compliance during 

the first year.  In addition, back capital charges and debt repayment, totaling $1,300 to $1,500 

per AFA, would be due, payable in up to five annual payments, with interest. 

It is likely these costs would be passed along to the users within the municipal Proposed 

Recipients’ service areas, resulting in an increase in water costs for individual users.  The 

increase for industrial Proposed Recipients would likely be absorbed as operating expenses. 

Population growth and economic development are expected to continue within the AMAs, the 

counties, and the communities.  The Proposed Action, when added to the beneficial effects of 

economic growth, would accommodate the overall socioeconomic development within the 

analysis area.  Socioeconomic impacts within the analysis area are also expected to range from 

minor beneficial to minor adverse impacts.  Minor beneficial impacts include a relatively secure 

water supply, so that communities and industrial recipients could plan economic development 

and growth while reducing groundwater overdraft.  Adverse indirect impacts may result from 

potential future shortages of CAP water.  During periods of shortages on the Colorado River, the 

Proposed Recipients may not receive all or part of the NIA Priority CAP water due to the low 

priority of the water within the CAWCD pool structure.  While the Proposed Action would not 

have a direct impact on income and employment, the availability of a stable and affordable water 

supply would accommodate the economic sectors that form the basis of the communities’ 

economies. 

Under the Proposed Action, the municipal Proposed Recipients that are intending to use the 

reallocated NIA Priority CAP water directly would have additional water supplies to support 
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population growth and economic development, which are expected to occur independently of the 

Proposed Action, while reducing groundwater overdraft.  The municipal Proposed Recipients 

that are intending to use the reallocated NIA Priority CAP water for storage and recovery would 

be able to balance their water needs and demands, and reduce groundwater overdraft. 

Environmental Justice 

No communities within the analysis area would be considered to have EO 12898 populations.  

The reallocation of NIA Priority CAP water to the Proposed Recipients may result in economic 

growth in the AMAs, counties, and communities, including those with a higher ratio of Hispanic 

or Latino residents and families and individuals that fall below the poverty line. 

3.7.3 Cumulative Effects 

As discussed in Section 3.2.1, past and future increasing populations within the AMAs and 

communities have resulted in, and are expected to continue to, result in increased water demand 

as residential and economic development continues.  During periods of shortages on the 

Colorado River, the Proposed Recipients may not receive all or part of the NIA Priority CAP 

water due to the low priority of the water within the CAWCD pool structure.  In these events, the 

Proposed Recipients would likely use groundwater to supplement their water supply if other 

water sources are not or cannot be obtained.  The increased water demand would require 

increased implementation of water conservation measures and increased use of water 

recycling/reuse programs, which could lead to slower rates of economic growth and increased 

water costs for the Proposed Recipients.  With these cumulative impacts, the need and search for 

new renewable water supplies for the AMAs under projects such as the Proposed Action and 

other CAP water projects would likely need to continue if conservation measures and use of 

water recycling/reuse programs are not enough to achieve safe yield conditions in the AMAs. 

With a transition to a more arid climate already underway, population growth in the arid 

Southwest, for which water is a necessary requirement, would contribute to stresses on the 

environment and the water resources in the region.  Arizona has been preparing for the potential 

effects of future shortages on the Colorado River by storing excess CAP water when available.  

The reallocation of NIA Priority CAP water to the Proposed Recipients who intend to store the 

water would help mitigate future water shortages from climate change, which would be a 

beneficial impact. 

3.8 Resources Considered But Not Affected 

Due to the nature of the Proposed Action, the following resource areas are not anticipated to be 

affected to any measurable degree and, therefore, are not included in the analysis:  Air quality, 

geology and soils, recreation resources, and visual resources.  The reasons these resources are 

not analyzed in detail are described below. 
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3.8.1 Air Quality 

There would be no direct impacts on air quality from the Proposed Action. For recipients who 

propose infrastructure in the future to receive or use the NIA Priority CAP Water reallocation, 

but do not currently have specific plans (see Table 6 in Section 3.6.1), no attempt has been made 

in this EA to quantify potential impacts from construction and operation of these new facilities, 

their location, and the resulting air quality issues that would occur.  This is because those 

specifics are unknown at this time and the Proposed Recipients have the option to recharge their 

allocation through ADWR’s Underground Water Storage, Savings & Replenishment Program 

using existing infrastructure.  The water service subcontract for the Proposed Recipients contains 

language that requires completion of site-specific environmental clearances prior to any  

ground-disturbing activities related to constructing infrastructure necessary to take and use the 

reallocated water.  For this reason, air quality has been dismissed from further analysis in this 

EA. 

3.8.2 Geology and Soils 

There would be no direct impacts on geology and soils from the Proposed Action.  For recipients 

who propose infrastructure in the future to receive or use the NIA Priority CAP Water 

reallocation, but do not currently have specific plans (see Table 6 in Section 3.6.1), no attempt 

has been made in this EA to quantify potential impacts from construction and operation of these 

new facilities, their location, and the resulting geology and soil disturbances that would occur.  

This is because those specifics are unknown at this time and the Proposed Recipients have the 

option to recharge their allocation through ADWR’s Underground Water Storage, Savings & 

Replenishment Program using existing infrastructure.  The water service subcontract for the 

Proposed Recipients contains language that requires completion of site-specific environmental 

clearances prior to any ground-disturbing activities related to constructing infrastructure 

necessary to take and use the reallocated water.  For this reason, geology and soils have been 

dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

3.8.3 Recreation and Visual Resources 

There would be no direct impacts on recreation and visual resources from the Proposed Action. 

For recipients who propose infrastructure in the future to receive or use the NIA Priority CAP 

Water reallocation, but do not currently have specific plans (see Table 6 in Section 3.6.1), no 

attempt has been made in this EA to quantify potential impacts from construction and operation 

of these new facilities, their location, and the resulting recreation and visual disturbances that 

would occur.  This is because those specifics are unknown at this time and the Proposed 

Recipients have the option to recharge their allocation through ADWR’s Underground Water 

Storage, Savings & Replenishment Program using existing infrastructure.  The water service 

subcontract for the Proposed Recipients contains language that requires completion of  
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site-specific environmental clearances prior to any ground-disturbing activities related to 

constructing infrastructure necessary to take and use the reallocated water. For this reason, 

recreation and visual resources have been dismissed from further analysis in this EA. 

3.8.4 Indian Trust Assets (ITAs) 

ITAs are legal interests in assets held in trust by the U.S. government for Native American tribes 

or individual Native Americans.  These assets can be real property or intangible rights including 

lands, minerals, water rights, hunting rights, other natural resources, and money.  The trust 

responsibility requires that all federal agencies take actions reasonably necessary to protect ITAs.  

The water rights included in the Proposed Reallocation are not ITAs and, therefore, there would 

be no impact on ITAs from the Proposed Action.   
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Proposed Recipient Water Reallocation Applications 



Appendix A consists of the Proposed Recipient Water Reallocation Applications.  Because the 
applications are numerous, oftentimes lengthy, and not in a format suitable for optical character 
ecognition, the applications were not made Section 508 accessible.  Therefore, a link to the 
pplications is provided below. 

ttp://www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/PublicInformationOfficer/Non-
ndianAgriculturalReallocationProcess.htm  
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Introduction and Goals 

On December 10, 2004, the Arizona Water Settlements Act, Public Law 108-451 (Settlements Act), was 
enacted. The Settlements Act ratified the Arizona Water Settlement Agreement (Agreement) between the 
United States, the Arizona Department of Water Resources (Department), and the Central Arizona Water 
Conservation District (CAWCD) and provided for the reallocation of 96,295 acre-feet of Non-Indian 
Agricultural Priority Central Arizona Project Water (NIA Priority CAP water) for municipal and industrial 
uses in the state of Arizona 

Both the Settlements Act and the Agreement required the Secretary of the Interior (Secretary) to 
reallocate the 96,295 acre-feet of NIA Priority water to the Department “to be held under contract in trust 
for further allocation.”

1
 Both the Settlements Act and the Agreement also specified that the Director of the

Department shall submit a recommendation for reallocation to the Secretary, and any reallocation shall be 
based on the Director‟s recommendation or revised recommendation.

2
 The Agreement further provided

that the Department develop eligibility criteria and make the NIA Priority water available for reallocation 
“at periodic intervals, starting in 2010.”

3
 On August 22, 2006, the Secretary reallocated the 96,295 acre-

feet of NIA Priority water to the Department acknowledging that “before the water may be further 
allocated the Director of ADWR shall submit to the Secretary of the Interior a recommendation for 
reallocation.”

4

The Department has identified the following goals for this reallocation: 

1) Reduce groundwater overdraft,

2) Provide an additional source of water to areas with limited physical availability of groundwater,
and

1
 Settlements Act § 104(a)(2)(A); see also Agreement Paragraphs 3.1 and 9.3.1. 

2
 Settlements Act § 104(a)(2)(C); see also Agreement Paragraph 9.3.4. The Department has traditionally 

provided recommendations of allocations of CAP water to the Secretary, consistent with its authority in 
A.R.S. § 45-107. 
3
 Agreement Paragraph 9.3.4. 

4
 Notice of Modification to the Secretary of the Interior’s Record of Decision, Publication of a Final 

Decision of CAP Water Reallocation, 71 Fed. Reg. 50449, 50451 (Aug. 25, 2006). 



3) Meet the near-term demands for existing municipal water providers (not including irrigation 
districts that serve non-irrigation uses) and industrial users of groundwater or Excess Central 
Arizona Project (CAP) water that have permanent demands.

The Department has received letters of interest for this reallocation water in volumes that exceed the 
amount available for reallocation and expects that a greater volume will be requested through the 
application process.  Therefore, requested volumes may not be fully met for all applicants in this process. 

This reallocation is for NIA Priority water which has a lower priority than Indian and Municipal and 
Industrial (M&I) Priority CAP water.  This water is expected to have reduced availability, especially during 
times when Arizona is affected by shortage operations on the Colorado River.  The Department‟s analysis 
of the average availability of this 96,295 af of NIA Priority water predicts that an average of about 64,000 
af will be available over the next 100 years, assuming a moderate development schedule on the 
mainstem of the Colorado River.  This availability is expected to reduce to an average of about 58,000 af 
after 2030 due to projected increases in use for all Colorado River water users.  Within this average 
availability over the next 100 years, it is anticipated that this NIA water supply will be fully available in 
some years, partially available in other years, and in some years it will not be available at all.  Recipients 
of this reallocation will need alternate water supplies and the necessary infrastructure to use those 
alternate water supplies in order to meet future firm demands in years of reduced or no availability of this 
NIA Priority water. 

Structure of the Reallocation Process 

The reallocation will be structured so that volumes of water will be available at periodic intervals as 
follows:  

1. The Department will offer the 96,295 acre-feet of CAP NIA Priority entitlement to existing non-Indian 
M&I water providers and industrial water users in a tiered process with phases starting in 2013, 2021 
and, if needed, in 2030.  The timing will coincide with necessary actions required to meet 
requirements of the Agreement, as well as other considerations. 

Different types of water users are eligible for this reallocation.  Several different „pools‟ have been 
created within this reallocation process to acknowledge these different types of water users and to 
allow applicants to compete more fairly within their own category.   

2. First, the reallocation is divided between potential applicants within the three-county CAWCD service 
area (CAP service area), including the Central Arizona Groundwater Replenishment District 
(CAGRD), and potential applicants outside the CAP service area. The Agreement provides that the 
Department “shall make [NIA Priority water] available for reallocation to non-Indian M&I water users 
within the State of Arizona.”

5
  Neither the Agreement, to which the State of Arizona, CAWCD, and 

Reclamation are parties, nor the Settlement Act limit the reallocation to the CAP service area.
6
 

Allocating CAP water outside the CAP service area is also consistent with state statute and with 
previous allocations. Section 48-3707(A), A.R.S. provides that “Water users outside the district may 
contract for a water supply from the central Arizona project directly with the secretary or with the 
district on the basis of paying costs allocated by the secretary.” In 1983, the Secretary allocated CAP 
water to 13 entities outside the CAP service area.

7
  

                                                 
5
 Agreement, Paragraph 9.3.4.2 (emphasis added). 

6
 Compare Agreement, Paragraphs 9.3.4.3 and 9.3.4.4, in which the parties agreed to provide a right of first refusal 

for a volume of water in each of two specified areas. 
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7
 48 Fed. Reg. 12446, March 24, 1983. 
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3. The full reallocation volume of 96,295 af has been divided into these two pools.  Water demand 
studies and population projections for 2020 were analyzed with the final assessment indicating that 
approximately 18% of the state‟s population will be outside of the CAP service area and 82% will be 
within the CAP service area.  This ratio was applied to the full reallocation volume to derive the 
distribution of 78,962 af to be available within the CAP service area and 17,333 af available for 
outside of the CAP service area. 

4. A pool of 12,000 af has been identified for Industrial water users within the CAP service area.  This 
volume was determined by applying an average percentage of industrial water demands compared to 
municipal water demands to the pool of water available for reallocation within the CAP service area. 
This pool of water will be made available for the 2013 phase of the reallocation and is part of the CAP 
service area reallocation amount of 78,962 af. 

5. A pool of 34,629 af has been identified for M&I water providers within the CAP service area and the 
CAGRD. CAGRD member service areas and water providers that serve member lands can compete 
in the process, as well as the CAGRD itself. This pool of water will be made available for the 2013 
phase of the reallocation and is part of the CAP service area reallocation amount of 78,962 af.  

6. Another pool of 17,333 af has been identified for M&I water providers within the CAP service area 
and the CAGRD and will be made available in the 2021 phase of the reallocation.  This pool is also 
part of the CAP service area reallocation amount of 78,962 af. 

7. The amount identified for outside of the CAP service area (17,333 af) will be offered in the 2021 
phase of the reallocation.  Anticipated applicants in this category have indicated that this timing will 
allow for the technical, engineering, and financial planning that may be required to utilize this water 
supply. Whether the resulting acquisition of the entitlement is diverted from the Colorado River or 
utilized in an exchange for other locally available surface water supplies with an entity that has a right 
to that water, the acquired entitlement can be used to augment existing M&I water supplies to 
address near-term water needs. The Department will develop selection criteria and process details in 
a timeframe closer to the initiation of this phase of the process. 

8. The Agreement provides that M&I water providers serving two defined areas in the Pinal AMA (the 
Central Arizona Irrigation and Drainage District (CAIDD) area and the Maricopa Stanfield Irrigation 
and Drainage District (MSIDD) area, as defined in Exhibits 9.3.4.3 and 9.3.4.4 in the Agreement) 
have a right of first refusal to 7.8% of the water in each phase of the reallocation for each area, up to 
7,500 af for each area.  A total of 15,000 af has been reserved for water providers in the CAIDD area 
and the MSIDD area, with 4,313 af reserved for each area for the 2013 phase of the reallocation.  
This total 15,000 af is within the CAP service area and is a segregated pool of water within the CAP 
service area reallocation amount of 78,962 af. 

9. The Agreement provides that beginning in 2021, the remaining amount of the 15,000 af reserved for 
water providers in the CAIDD and MSIDD areas (6,374 af), plus any of the 4,313 af that had been 
previously offered to the CAIDD and MSIDD areas separately that has not been contracted, will be 
offered for reallocation to all water providers within either of those two areas under criteria determined 
by the Department. 

10. The Agreement further provides that beginning in 2030, any water held for first refusal by water 
providers within the CAIDD and MSIDD areas and not yet contracted will be offered to the Pinal 
County Water Augmentation Authority consistent with their right of second refusal. 

11. If NIA Priority water (other than the 15,000 af held for first refusal by the CAIDD or MSIDD areas) is 
not contracted during the 2013 and 2021 phases, a second phase of the 2021 reallocation may be 
initiated.  This remaining NIA Priority water and the water management needs of the state will be 
assessed, and the reallocation process and criteria for this remaining water will be determined at that 
time.  The Department will develop selection criteria and process details at a time closer to the 
initiation of this phase of the process. 
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Selection Criteria for 2012 CAP Service Area Reallocation 

The following criteria will be used to evaluate all applicants for the 2013 CAP service area reallocation 
phase of the NIA Priority Reallocation, unless otherwise specified.  

1. Qualified applicants can include existing municipal providers (not including irrigation districts that 
serve non-irrigation uses) located within the CAP service area, industrial water users located within 
the CAP service area, and the CAGRD. 

2. Qualified applicants must be able to demonstrate that the costs associated with acquiring and utilizing 
this supply have been analyzed and that there exists the ability and intention to meet these financial 
requirements. 

3. Qualified applicants must demonstrate the ability to: (1) directly use this NIA Priority water, (2) store 
and recover, or (3) replenish this water in a manner consistent with the water management goals for 
the AMA. 

4. Qualified applicants will need to provide a water management plan that demonstrates how they plan 
to utilize this water supply by 2020, and how they will manage the future shortages associated with 
this water supply.  Applicants should describe the necessary infrastructure used to access this NIA 
Priority water supply.  If an alternate water supply will be used, applicants shall discuss the source of 
this supply and the infrastructure to be used to access this alternate supply.  All financial obligations 
associated with these water supplies and the necessary infrastructure shall be discussed within the 
financial analysis. 

5. The Department will consider each applicant‟s Demand and Supply Imbalance projected for 2020 
when recommending allocations.  Demand and Supply Imbalance will be calculated by subtracting 
available renewable water supplies for 2020 from projected demands for 2020.  Renewable supplies 
shall include all water supplies available to the applicant except groundwater and Excess CAP water. 
Applicants will be asked to submit their Demand and Supply Imbalance projections and the 
Department will substantiate the submittals using previously submitted and other available data 
commonly used in Department planning studies.  

6. If an applicant‟s Requested Volume exceeds the Demand and Supply Imbalance for 2020, the 
Requested Volume will be reduced accordingly. For each pool of water identified for this phase of the 
reallocation, if the sum of all Requested Volumes for reallocation exceeds the available amount, the 
annual reallocation recommendation for each applicant will be distributed from the available 
reallocation amount on a pro-rata basis with the Requested Volumes of all qualified applicants in that 
pool. 

7. For the CAIDD and MSIDD Pools (4,313 af each): 

a. Municipal providers shall provide water to the CAIDD and/or the MSIDD areas identified in 
the Agreement Exhibits 9.3.4.3 and 9.3.4.4. 

b. CAGRD is not eligible to compete for this pool of the reallocation. 

c. Municipal providers serving the CAIDD area and/or the MSIDD area will be evaluated for an 
annual reallocation recommendation based on all of the criteria described in this document, 
including their Demand and Supply Imbalances for 2020. 

d. If the Requested Volumes for these pools of water exceed the available amounts, the 
remaining Requested Volumes for each applicant will be included for evaluation under the 
Municipal Pool. 
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8. For the Industrial Pool (12,000 af): 

a. Qualified industrial applicants will include currently authorized groundwater users and must 
demonstrate a Demand and Supply Imbalance for 2020 greater than 400 acre-feet per year. 

b. Application requests must be for a specific use in a specified location. 

c. An industrial user that receives water from a municipal provider may apply for this Industrial 
Pool of water if the requested amount is not also counted under the municipal provider‟s 
requested amount. 

d. Applications will be evaluated based on the demonstration of the replacement of an actual 
groundwater use. 

9. For the Municipal Pool (34,629 af): 

a. Municipal providers, both public and private, and the CAGRD will be evaluated in the same 
pool. 

b. The Demand and Supply Imbalance for the CAGRD will be calculated based on its projected 
actual 2020 replenishment obligation (not necessarily the Plan of Operation projection), not 
including its replenishment reserve requirements. 

c. If a member service area or water provider serving a member land specifies that an allocation 
of this NIA Priority water will be used to reduce its reported Excess Groundwater use to the 
CAGRD and is recommended to receive part of this NIA Priority water, CAGRD‟s Demand 
and Supply Imbalance will be reduced accordingly. 
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Scoping Newsletter 1 
November 2015 
The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation), in cooperation with the Arizona Department of Water 
Resources (ADWR) and the Central Arizona Water Conservation District (CAWCD), is preparing an 
environmental assessment (EA) to act upon the recommendation by ADWR for the proposed 
reallocation of 46,629 acre-feet annually (AFA) of non-Indian agricultural (NIA) priority water to 
municipal and industrial (M&I) users in the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson Active Management Areas 
(AMAs) within the Central Arizona Project (CAP) service area. The Arizona Water Settlements Act of 
2004 outlines that this water can be reallocated to M&I users upon approval by the Secretary of the 
Department of the Interior (Secretary). The reallocation of this water is needed to help AMAs meet their 
targets for reducing groundwater overdraft, while still developing their economies.  

The EA is being prepared to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
The EA will help Reclamation and the Secretary understand the effects the proposed reallocations will 
have on the environment and natural resources. The EA, and any public comments received on its 
adequacy in describing the anticipated effects, will be considered prior to a decision being made 
whether or not to approve ADWR’s recommendation for the proposed reallocations.  

Under NEPA, the first phase in preparing an EA is to conduct “scoping.” The purpose of scoping is to 
identify the environmental issues associated with the proposed project. Reclamation is asking the public 
for comments to help determine the scope of the analysis to be contained in the EA. Please send your 
thoughts, ideas, and concerns regarding the recommendation for proposed water reallocation and the 
issues that should be analyzed in the EA to Reclamation by December 18, 2015.  

Reclamation is hosting three public meetings and open houses (December 8, 9, and 10, 2015) to provide 
the public with information on the proposed approval of ADWR’s recommendation for water 
reallocation and an opportunity to submit written and oral comments directly to Reclamation. One 
meeting will be held in each of the AMAs where proposed recipients are located: Phoenix, Pinal County, 
and Tucson. The scoping meetings schedule is below. The open house portion of each meeting will be 
from 4:30 pm to 6:30 pm. Brief presentations from Reclamation regarding the EA process and from 
ADWR and CAWCD regarding the proposed project will begin at 4:30 pm, followed by the opportunity 
for the public to provide oral and/or written testimony, to view resource-specific information, and to ask 



questions about specific resources and the NEPA process. Oral testimony will be limited to three 
minutes per person. A court reporter will be on hand to record comments. 

We encourage you to attend one of the open houses and to share your scoping comments with 
Reclamation. 

  



PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
Historically, Arizona has relied heavily on groundwater to meet demand, resulting in overdraft of 
groundwater supplies, particularly in the central and southern parts of the state. Groundwater depletion 
is a serious issue that impacts drinking water quality, domestic water availability, economic growth, 
agricultural production, and environmental sustainability. Colorado River water delivered through the 
CAP plays an important role in reducing groundwater overdraft in the Phoenix, Pinal County, and Tucson 
communities by reducing groundwater use and providing a renewable source for groundwater recharge.   

The CAP canal is 336 miles long, beginning at Lake Havasu on Arizona’s western border at the Colorado 
River and terminating just south of Tucson. The CAP delivers about 1.5 million acre-feet annually (MAFA) 
of Colorado River water per year to Arizona’s cities and towns, agricultural users, industries, and 
American Indian tribes and communities. An acre-foot (AF) is about the amount of water a family of four 
consumes in one year. The CAP was authorized by Congress in 1968 and was constructed between 1973 
and 1993. The CAP is operated by the CAWCD and is overseen by an elected board of directors from 
Maricopa, Pima, and Pinal counties.  

Since 1968, the Secretary has made multiple recommendations regarding the allocation of water for 
M&I, NIA, and Indian uses.  Notably, in 1983, Secretary James Watt signed a Record of Decision 
published in the Federal Register (48 Fed. Reg. 12446) that identified specific amounts of CAP water to 
be allocated to M&I, NIA, and Indian users.    

After the 1983 allocation recommendation, a total of 65,647 acre-feet annually (AFA) of M&I priority 
water, and 96,295 AFA of NIA priority water was not contracted.  Therefore, the water was available for 
reallocation at a later time.  The Arizona Water Settlements Act of 2004 (AWSA) was passed by 
Congress, establishing a final allocation of this available water. Under AWSA, a reallocation of the 65,647 
AFA of previously uncontracted M&I priority water went to 20 specific M&I entities. Moreover, the 
Secretary made available 96,295 AFA of NIA priority water to ADWR to be held in trust for future 
allocation. 

In 2012 ADWR began a reallocation process for 46,629 AFA of NIA priority water held in trust under the 
AWSA.  They held public meetings and accepted applications from M&I users.  The applications were 
reviewed and evaluated under specific criteria, with four primary goals:   

• reduce groundwater overdraft 
• provide additional water sources to areas with limited physical availability of groundwater  
• meet current and future water demands  
• meet the near-term demands for existing municipal water providers and industrial users of 

groundwater or excess CAP water that have permanent demands.  
 
The Secretary will use the information from the NEPA process to make her decision regarding whether 
to accept or reject the ADWR recommendation.  



 
  



PURPOSE AND NEED FOR THE PROJECT 
Purpose 
The AWSA obligates the Secretary to approve or reject ADWR’s recommendation for reallocation. The 
purpose of the EA is to provide all the relevant information to the Secretary in a single, clear, and 
concise way so she can make an informed decision to accept or reject the recommendation and 
reallocate the NIA priority water.  The purpose of the proposed action is to reallocate NIA Priority CAP 
water for M&I use pursuant to the AWSA and according to ADWR’s recommendation.  

Based on ADWR’s recommendation, the proposed action would allow the reallocation of 46,629 AFA of 
NIA Priority CAP water to M&I users within the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson AMAs (see map).  

Need 
The need for the water reallocation is to address the continuing imbalance of water supply and demand 
in central Arizona, specifically the overdraft of groundwater in the Phoenix and Tucson AMAs. While 
Arizona’s population has increased by 157 percent between 1980 and 2010 (ADWR 2015), statewide 
water use has either declined or remained constant at approximately 7 MAFA per year. This is attributed 
to retirement of agricultural lands, reclaimed water use, conservation efforts, and water management 
initiatives. Although water use has declined or remained constant, continued population growth in the 
state will eventually result in an overall water supply shortfall. Because of population growth, the 
projected statewide water demand will increase to between 8.1 and 8.6 MAFA by 2035 and to between 
8.6 and 9.1 MAFA by 2060 (Water Resources Development Commission (WRDC) 2011).  

In 2006, municipal water demand was measured at 1.6 MAFA, which was 25 percent of all state water 
demand. The WRDC (2011) estimates that municipal demand will increase to roughly 2.7 MAFA by 2035 
and 3.4 MAFA by 2060. Industrial uses account for approximately 6 percent of Arizona’s water supply 
(about 400,000 AFA) and are also expected to increase over time to sustain economic growth. While 
these projections are based on high estimates of population growth, Arizona’s urban populations are 
expected to grow even if economic growth is slower than expected. Between 0.9 and 3.2 MAFA of water 
will need to be developed in Arizona over the next 20 years to sustain population growth and meet 
consumption demands.  

 
 



If the proposed action is approved, users within the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson AMAs would receive the 
reallocated NIA priority water. The Phoenix and Tucson metropolitan areas account for about 80 percent 
of Arizona’s population and are expected to continue to be the major population centers, while Pinal 
County is currently dominated by an agricultural economy (Arizona Department of Economic Security 
2012). The primary goal for the Phoenix and Tucson AMAs is to achieve a balance between the pumping 
and the replenishment of groundwater by 2025, so that groundwater resources are not depleted. The 
primary goals for the Pinal AMA are to develop nonirrigation uses of water, preserve the agricultural 
economy, and conserve water for future nonirrigation use.  

Both Phoenix and Tucson continue to experience annual overdraft of groundwater supplies after 
renewable supplies are considered, including water currently allocated from CAP and offsets to 
groundwater pumping. The proposed action would contribute to the ADWR goal of reducing 
groundwater overdraft by increasing renewable surface water supplies that can be used for 
consumption and for recharging groundwater sources. 
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PROPOSED RECIPIENTS 

Recipient Pool Volume (acre-feet 
(AFA)/year) 

Carefree Water Company Municipal 112 
Metropolitan Domestic Water Improvement District Municipal 299 
Town of Cave Creek Municipal 386 
EPCOR- Sun City West Municipal 1,000 
H2O Water Company-Town of Queen Creek Municipal 1,000 
Town of Marana Municipal 515 
Apache Junction WUCFD Municipal 817 
City of El Mirage Municipal 1,318 
Town of Gilbert Municipal 1,832 
City of Buckeye Municipal 2,786 
Town of Queen Creek Municipal 3,162 
Johnson Utilities Municipal 3,217 
Central Arizona Groundwater Replenishment District Municipal 18,185 
Viewpoint RV and Golf Resort Industrial 400 
New Harquahala Generating Company Industrial 400 
Rosemont Copper Co. Industrial 1,124 
Salt River Project Industrial 2,160 
Resolution Copper Mining  Industrial 2,238 
Freeport-McMoRan- Sierrita Inc. Industrial 5,678 
Total Volume (AFA/year)  46,629 
 
  



PROJECT TIMELINE 

 
 
HOW TO PROVIDE SCOPING COMMENTS 
Reclamation requests your input to identify issues or concerns that should be analyzed in the EA for the 
proposed reallocation of CAP water. You can provide comments in two ways: 

1. Attend one of the scoping open houses and provide written and/or oral comments to Reclamation 
staff there. 

2. Send written comments to: 

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 
Phoenix Area Office 
Attn: Kimberly Musser (PXAO-1500) 
6150 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, AZ 85306-4001 
E-mail: cap_NIA@eroresources.com 
 

Please include your address, phone number, and e-mail address in your comment.  

You should be aware that your entire comment—including your personal identifying information—may 
be made publicly available at any time. Please submit all comments by December 18, 2015. For 
questions regarding the EA process, please contact: 

Kimberly Musser at (623) 773-6216 or kmusser@usbr.gov. 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION 
Additional information regarding the proposed NIA CAP system water reallocation recommendation can 
be found on or requested through Reclamation’s website: 

http://www.usbr.gov/lc/phoenix/ 

Information about the background of the CAP can be found at: 



http://www.cap-az.com/ 

Information about the Arizona Water Settlements Act of 2004, which provides the legal basis for the 
proposed project can be found at: 

http://www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/SurfaceWater/Adjudications/AZWaterSettlements.htm 

Information about ADWR’s process for making recommendations for the proposed reallocation can be 
found at: 

http://www.azwater.gov/AzDWR/PublicInformationOfficer/Non-
IndianAgriculturalReallocationProcess.htm 
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OPEN HOUSE SCHEDULE
Phoenix
December 8, 2015
4:30 to 6:30 PM

Kenilworth Elementary School Auditorium
1210 N 5th Ave
Phoenix, AZ 85003

Casa Grande
December 9, 2015
4:30 to 6:30 PM

Casa Grande Middle School Auditorium
300 W McMurray Blvd
Casa Grande, AZ 85122

Tucson
December 10, 2015
4:30 to 6:30 PM

Valencia Public Library Large Meeting Room
202 W Valencia Rd
Tucson, AZ 85706

U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 
Phoenix Area Office
6150 West Thunderbird Road
Glendale, AZ 85306-4001
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Phoenix Area Office 
Glendale, Arizona 

Contact: Rose Davis (702) 293-8421 Kimberly Musser (623) 773-6216

For Immediate Release: January 5, 2016

Reclamation Seeking Public Comments on Proposed 
Reallocation of Non-Indian Agricultural Water within 
the Central Arizona Project System  

Phoenix, Ariz. – The Bureau of Reclamation’s Phoenix Area Office (Reclamation) announced 
today that it is continuing to seek public comments on the proposed reallocation of non-Indian 
agricultural water within the Central Arizona Project system.  In October 2015, Reclamation, in 
cooperation with the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) and the Central Arizona 
Water Conservation District, began preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) for a proposed 
reallocation of 46,629 acres of non-Indian agricultural water for use by municipal and industrial 
users in the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson Active Management Areas (AMAs).  

The reallocation of the subject water would be used by the AMA’s to augment their existing 
water supplies, which are located within the Central Arizona Project service area, and to help 
these users meet their targets for reducing groundwater overdraft, while still developing their 
economies. The proposed reallocation is based on a prior recommendation provided by the 
ADWR. 

The Arizona Water Settlements Act of 2004 outlines that this water can be reallocated to 
municipal and industrial users upon approval by the Secretary of the Interior (Secretary). The EA 
is being prepared to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act. The EA 
will help Reclamation and the Secretary understand the effects the proposed reallocations will 
have on the environment and natural resources, and will inform the Secretary’s decision on 
whether to approve the proposed reallocations based on ADWR’s recommendation.  

Reclamation is currently seeking public input regarding the potential impacts of the proposed 
action, the alternatives that should be considered, and other concerns and issues that should be 
addressed in the EA.  

Anyone desiring to submit comments on the proposed recommendations should send them by 
postal mail to Reclamation’s Phoenix Area Office, 6150 W. Thunderbird Rd., Glendale, AZ 
85306, Attn: PXAO-1500, or via facsimile to (623) 773-6486 by January 18, 2016.  Submitted 
comments on the proposed recommendations are available for public review at any time. A 
public scoping newsletter with additional information on this proposed action is available on the 
Phoenix Area Office website at: http://www.usbr.gov/lc/phoenix/ 

### 

Reclamation is the largest wholesale water supplier and the second largest producer of hydroelectric power in the 
United States, with operations and facilities in the 17 Western States. Its facilities also provide substantial flood 
control, recreation, and fish and wildlife benefits.  

http://www.usbr.gov/lc/phoenix/


Appendix D
Proposed Recipient Scoping Letter and Agenda



        November 3, 2015 
 
Name 
Title 
Address 
Address 
 

Dear Proposed Recipient, 

The Bureau of Reclamation (Reclamation) invites you to attend a scoping meeting for the proposed 
recipients of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water to be reallocated from non-Indian agricultural (NIA) use 
to municipal and industrial (M&I) use under the Arizona Water Settlement Act of 2004 (AWSA). 
Proposed Recipients, which includes your entity, are the M&I applicants that the Arizona Department of 
Water Resources (ADWR) has recommended to receive CAP water under the proposed reallocation. The 
AWSA outlines that this water can be reallocated to M&I users upon approval by the Secretary of the 
Department of the Interior (Secretary). 

As you are aware, ADWR began the process of reallocating 46,629 acre-feet annually (AFA) of the 96,295 
AF of NIA priority water held in trust to non-Indian M&I water users within the State of Arizona in 2012, 
with scoping meetings and the opportunity for stakeholders to comment on the proposed reallocation 
process. ADWR received applications from M&I entities to receive the reallocated water in 2013 and has 
drafted its recommendation for the Secretary. This scoping meeting initiates the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA), compliance with which is necessary for the Secretary to approve the 
recommendations and for the water to be reallocated to Arizona’s cities, towns, and industries. 

Reclamation is preparing an environmental assessment (EA) to provide the NEPA compliance needed to 
act upon the recommendation made by ADWR for the proposed reallocation of NIA water to M&I users 
in the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson Active Management Areas within the CAP service area. The EA will 
help Reclamation and the Secretary understand the effects the proposed reallocations will have on the 
environment and natural resources, and will inform the Secretary’s decision, or her designee, whether 
to approve the proposed reallocations based on ADWR’s recommendation. 

Under NEPA, the first phase in preparing an EA is to conduct “scoping.” The purpose of scoping is to 
identify the environmental issues associated with the proposed project. Reclamation is now asking you, 
the proposed recipients of the reallocated water, for comments and feedback to help determine the 
scope of the analysis to be included in the EA.  

Meeting details are as follows: 

Date:  Monday, December 7  
Time:  1:30 to 3:30 PM  
Location: Burton Central Library, Lecture Hall 

1221 N. Central Avenue 
Phoenix, Arizona  85004 

 



During the meeting, Reclamation, ADWR, and Central Arizona Water Conservation District will give 
important information about the recommended reallocations and the environmental compliance 
process that is ahead. You will also have the opportunity to view exhibits and provide verbal and/or 
written comments. Please plan on having at least one representative from your entity attend the 
meeting. Please RSVP to Kimberly Musser at kmusser@usbr.gov by November 30, 2015.   

Sincerely, 

 

 

Leslie Meyers, Area Manager 
U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

 

mailto:kmusser@usbr.gov


ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT TO EVALUATE ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES RECOMMENDATION FOR THE REALLOCATION OF NON-INDIAN 

AGRICULTURE WATER IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE  
ARIZONA WATER SETTLEMENTS ACT OF 2004 

PROPOSED RECIPIENT SCOPING MEETING AGENDA 

Monday, December 7, 2015 1:30 – 3:30 PM MST 

Meeting Purpose:  Scoping meeting for the Proposed Recipients of Central Arizona Project (CAP) 
water to be reallocated from non-Indian agricultural (NIA) use to municipal and industrial (M&I) use, 
under the Arizona Water Settlement Act of 2004 (AWSA). 

1. Introductions (Reclamation) 

2. Agency Briefing (Reclamation) 

3. Overview of NEPA Process (ERO Resources) 

4. EA Project Status/Schedule (ERO Resources) 

• Where we’re at in the process 

• Public Scoping Meetings 

• EA development 

5. What the NEPA Document Covers and Does Not Cover (Reclamation) 

6. Proposed Recipient Costs Associated with the NEPA Process (CAWCD) 

7. Q&A 



Appendix E
Notice of Availability of the Draft EA for Public Review and Comment



 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM
 

To: All Interested Persons, Organizations, and Agencies 

From: Leslie Meyers 
Area Manager

Subject: Bureau of Reclamation Seeks Public Comments for Environmental Assessment 
on Proposed Recommendation for the Reallocation of Non-Indian Agricultural 
Priority Central Arizona Project Water in Accordance with Arizona Water 
Settlements Act of 2004 (due date July 22, 2016) 

The Bureau of Reclamation, in cooperation with the Arizona Department of Water Resources 
(ADWR) and the Central Arizona Water Conservation District, has prepared a draft 
environmental assessment (DEA) to act upon the recommendation made by ADWR for the 
proposed reallocation of 46,629 acre-feet annually of Non-Indian Agricultural water to municipal 
and industrial users in the Phoenix, Pinal, and Tucson Active Management Areas (AMAs) within 
the Central Arizona Project service area. The Arizona Water Settlements Act of 2004 outlines 
that this water can be reallocated to municipal and industrial users upon approval by the 
Secretary of the Interior (Secretary). The reallocation of this water is needed to help AMAs meet 
their targets for reducing groundwater overdraft, while still developing their economies.  

The DEA has been prepared to meet the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(Public Law 91-190). The DEA evaluates the potential effects the proposed reallocations will 
have on the human environment, and will inform the Secretary’s decision on whether to approve 
the proposed reallocations based on ADWR’s recommendation. 

Reclamation seeks public input on the DEA, including the potential impacts of the proposed 
action and other substantive concerns or comments on the DEA. All comments on the DEA will 
be considered prior to making a final decision on whether to approve the proposed reallocations. 
To be most helpful, comments should be as specific as possible.   

There will be a public meeting to solicit comments on the DEA. The public may view exhibits, 
ask questions of agency representatives and resource specialists, and provide verbal and/or 
written comments at this meeting. The public meeting date, time, and location are as follows: 

Casa Grande – June 22, 2016, 4:30 to 6:30 PM  
Casa Grande Middle School, Auditorium 


300 W McMurray Blvd 

Casa Grande, AZ 85122 


Hearing impaired, visually impaired, and/or mobility impaired persons planning to attend these 
meetings may arrange for necessary accommodation by calling or emailing Reclamation at 
623-773-6216, kmusser@usbr.gov, prior to the public meeting.

mailto:kmusser@usbr.gov


 Comments may also be sent by mail to Reclamation’s Phoenix Area Office, 6150 W. 
Thunderbird Rd., Glendale, AZ 85306, Attention: PXAO-1500. You can also fax comments to 
623-773-6486, or email them to cap_NIA@eroresources.com by July 22, 2016. Comments,
including your personal identifying information, may be made publicly available at any time.
The DEA is available for download and review on the Phoenix Area Office website at:
http://www.usbr.gov/lc/phoenix/.

http://www.usbr.gov/lc/phoenix
mailto:cap_NIA@eroresources.com
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Public Comments Received and Reclamation Responses 

 

1.0 Notice of Availability and Public Outreach 
On June 8, 2016, Reclamation sent a Notice of Availability to the project mailing list consisting 
of Federal, state, and local agencies, Native American Tribes, organizations, Proposed 
Recipients, and other interested stakeholders. The Notice of Availability requested public 
comments on the environmental analysis and provided information about the availability of the 
Draft EA, Reclamation website address to access the EA, due date for comments and how to 
comment, and the date and location for a public meeting to present information about the 
proposed project and answer questions. The comment period was specified as June 13 through 
July 13, 2016. The Notice of Availability was available on Reclamation’s website at 
https://www.usbr.gov/lc/phoenix. 

2.0 Results 

2.1 Comments Received 
Public comments were submitted as emails or email attachments to cap_NIA@eroresources.com 
and as letters sent by fax or postal mail to the Reclamation Phoenix Area Office. This Appendix 
F contains copies of all comment letters received during the public comment period in 
Attachment 1. The letters also include agency responses to substantive comments. Additional 
documents and attachments that were included with comment letters have not been included in 
this Appendix F, but are available in the project record. In total, 6 comment letters and emails 
were received during the public comment period. Table 1 provides the affiliation of the 
commenters. Corrections and clarifications to the EA resulting from comments received have 
been incorporated into the Final EA (June 2018) pursuant to 43 CFR § 46.305(b).  

Table 1. Commenter Type or Affiliation. 
Commenter Type or Affiliation Number of Comment Submissions 

Individual 0 
Business 1 
Public utility 1 
Nongovernmental organization 2 
Tribe 2 
Total Comments 6 

https://www.usbr.gov/lc/phoenix
mailto:cap_NIA@eroresources.com
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Comment Response 1: In its Non-Indian Agricultural (NIA) Priority Central 
Arizona Project (CAP) water application submission to the Arizona Department of 
Water Resources (ADWR) dated June 14, 2013, Resolution Copper Mining, LLC, 
indicated any shortages of water, needed for operation of the proposed Resolution 
Copper Mine (RCM), would be supplied by groundwater pumping via a state 
mineral extraction permit.  The NIA Priority CAP water supply is not guaranteed, 
and will be one of the first CAP allocations that would be reduced during declared 
shortages of Colorado River water.   
 
The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service, Tonto National Forest (TNF), 
is the federal agency responsible for issuing the federal approvals/permits that 
would allow the RCM to proceed.  TNF initiated its formal NEPA process for the 
proposed RCM on March 18, 2016, when it issued a Notice of Intent to prepare an 
environmental impact statement (EIS) for the proposed Resolution Copper Project 
and Land Exchange (RCM Project and Land Exchange EIS).  [According to its 
General Plan of Operations (GPO), the RCM Project and Land Exchange EIS 
would require a total of 500,000 acre-feet to operate over the life of the project; 
2,238 acre feet per year is projected to be NIA Priority CAP reallocated water, if 
approved.  Over the 40-year life of the project, this would be approximately 18 
percent of the total water supply needs.]   
 
Reclamation and TNF met twice in 2017 to discuss what, if any, connection 
existed between Reclamation’s action to approve or disapprove ADWR’s proposed 
NIA Priority CAP water reallocation recommendation, and TNF’s actions related 
to the RCM Project and Land Exchange EIS.  Based upon those discussions, 
Reclamation understands that TNF concluded for the RCM Project and Land 
Exchange EIS, the EIS would analyze the impacts from utilizing groundwater 
pumping via a state mineral extraction permit for any water supply needs that were 
not confirmed as of the date the studies are initiated.  This is because 
Reclamation’s decision whether to approve ADWR’s recommendations is not yet 
known, and the delivery of NIA Priority CAP reallocated water is not guaranteed. 
 
Regardless of Reclamation’s decision regarding ADWR’s NIA Priority CAP water 
reallocation recommendation, TNF’s federal approvals/permits that would allow 
the RCM to proceed, will not depend or be based upon any decision by 
Reclamation.  In that way, the two projects are not connected, for purposes of 
NEPA compliance.  TNF will fully analyze the impacts from the proposed mine in 
its EIS. 
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Comment Response 2: The EA has evaluated indirect and cumulative impacts 
associated with the Proposed Action to the degree those impacts are reasonably 
foreseeable, and not speculative or totally unknown.  Where potential future 
impacts would occur from a Proposed Recipient’s construction of infrastructure to 
take and use its NIA Priority CAP water allocation, but no other details are known 
about the associated location of, or amount of ground disturbance anticipated by, 
this infrastructure, environmental clearances cannot be evaluated until those details 
are known.  Each CAP water service subcontract includes a clause that states, in 
part, “notwithstanding any other provision of this subcontract, Project Water shall 
not be delivered to the Subcontractor unless or until the Subcontractor has obtained 
final environmental compliance from the United States…”  This is to ensure that 
site-specific environmental compliance would be completed prior to delivery of 
any of the reallocated water.  Compliance with the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) and Endangered Species Act (ESA), as appropriate, would be 
completed at that time. 
 
As mentioned in these comments, Reclamation’s NEPA Handbook indicates 
potential indirect effects are only meaningfully analyzed if they are measurably 
different from no action conditions. For this proposed action, there is little 
difference between the No Action and the Proposed Action because Proposed 
Recipients are anticipated to find other sources of water to fulfill their water 
demands in the absence of receiving NIA Priority CAP reallocated water.  The 
main difference would be the source of water used under the No Action, and any 
infrastructure constructed to take and use the NIA Priority CAP reallocated water 
under the Proposed Action, where none currently exists.  For entities that do not 
yet have detailed plans for such infrastructure, it is not possible to describe or 
evaluate the impacts resulting from ground-disturbing activities associated with 
construction; these impacts would be evaluated once those plans have been 
identified (see above). 
 
Section 3.2.1 of the EA briefly summarized several past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable actions that met the following criteria and were included in the 
cumulative effects analysis: 
 

• The potential impacts of the future action would occur within the 
same geographic area (analysis area) and during the same time as the 
potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

• The future action may affect the same environmental resources as the 
Proposed Action. 

• There is a reasonable expectation the future action would occur; the 
future action is not speculative. 

• There is sufficient information available to define the future action 
and assess potential cumulative impacts (EPA 1999; Council on 
Environmental Quality 1997a). 
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Comment Response 3: The comments indicate cumulative impacts from all other 
mining, grazing, recreation, energy development, roads, etc., should be considered.  
The commenters did not identify any other specific past, present, or reasonably 
foreseeable future actions they believe have been omitted from the list of projects 
considered under cumulative effects in the EA.  Where known future activities 
would occur within the same geographic analysis area during the same time as 
activities from the Proposed Action, the potential cumulative impacts on resources 
were described (see, for example, Section 3.6.4). 
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Comment Response 4: As noted in Comment Response 2, the EA has identified 
the baseline conditions and evaluated impacts associated with the Proposed Action 
to the degree the Proposed Action is known or reasonably foreseeable, and not 
speculative or totally unknown.  Where potential future impacts would occur from 
a Proposed Recipient’s construction of infrastructure to take and use its NIA 
Priority CAP water allocation, but no other details are known about the associated 
location of, or amount of ground disturbance anticipated by, this infrastructure, 
environmental clearances cannot be evaluated until those details are known.  Each 
CAP water service subcontract includes a clause that states, in part, 
“notwithstanding any other provision of this subcontract, Project Water shall not 
be delivered to the Subcontractor unless or until the Subcontractor has obtained 
final environmental compliance from the United States…”  This is to ensure that 
site-specific environmental compliance would be completed prior to delivery of 
any of the reallocated water.  Compliance with NHPA and ESA, as appropriate, 
would be completed at that time. 
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Comment Response 5: Where known developments would occur, the EA has 
been updated with additional baseline information based on information provided 
by Proposed Recipients and publicly-available sources.  The known developments 
include two new residential subdivisions—the Apache Junction Water Utilities 
Community Facilities District-Portalis subdivision in the Phoenix AMA and the 
Metropolitan Domestic Water Improvement District-Diablo Village in the Tucson 
AMA.  Future development projects that are currently unknown or where no detail 
is currently available would be subject to federal, state, and/or local regulations. 
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Comment Response 6: Where known developments would occur, the EA has 
been updated to include a Class I literature review to identify previous project and 
known cultural resources within the project areas. The known developments 
include two new residential subdivisions—the Apache Junction Water Utilities 
Community Facilities District-Portalis subdivision in the Phoenix AMA and the 
Metropolitan Domestic Water Improvement District-Diablo Village in the Tucson 
AMA.  New ground disturbance related to the Diablo Village and Portalis 
developments would need to comply with all federal, state, and local laws as 
applicable. Potential effects on cultural resources in the area of potential effect 
would need to be assessed and consulted on with stakeholders, and any adverse 
effects would need to be mitigated prior to construction. 
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Comment Response 7: The Arizona Water Settlements Act of December 10, 
2004, Public Law 108-451 (AWSA), authorized and directed the Secretary of the 
Interior to carry out all necessary reviews of the Proposed Reallocation in 
accordance with applicable Federal law.  The AWSA clearly states Reclamation 
may only approve or disapprove ADWR’s NIA Priority CAP water reallocation 
recommendation.  The law does not allow for other alternatives to be evaluated.  
The EA text has been revised to clarify this point. 
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Comment Response 8: As noted in Comment Responses 2 and 4, the EA has 
evaluated impacts of the Proposed Action to the degree the Proposed Action is 
known or reasonably foreseeable, and not speculative or totally unknown.  Where 
potential future impacts would occur from a Proposed Recipient’s construction of 
infrastructure to take and use its NIA Priority CAP water allocation, but no other 
details are known about the associated location of, or amount of ground 
disturbance anticipated by, this infrastructure, environmental clearances cannot be 
evaluated until those details are known.  Once those details are known and impacts 
quantified, potential mitigation measures may be developed. This will ensure that 
site-specific environmental compliance would be completed prior to delivery of 
any of the reallocated water. 
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Comment Response 9: Your comment is noted. 
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Comment Response 1: Comment noted. 

 

Comment Response 2: The Final EA was corrected accordingly. 

 

Comment Response 3: The Final EA was corrected accordingly. 

 

Comment Response 4: The Final EA was updated accordingly. 

 

Comment Response 5: The CWC USF was added to Figure 5 and a 
reference to the figure added. 

 

Comment Response 6: The Final EA was updated to reflect that the 
analysis areas referred to in the discussion for recipients proposing to 
recharge and recover CAP water are the areas from which the water would 
be withdrawn. 
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Comment Response 7: Comment noted. 

 

Comment Response 8: Comment noted. 
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Comment Response 1: The Final EA was corrected accordingly. 

 

Comment Response 2: The Final EA was corrected accordingly. 

 

Comment Response 3: The Final EA was corrected accordingly. 

 

Comment Response 4: The Final EA was corrected accordingly. 

 

Comment Response 5: The sentence was updated to reflect ADWR’s 
Draft Fourth Management Plan from the Tucson AMA. 

 

Comment Response 6: The Final EA was corrected accordingly. 
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Comment Response 7: The Final EA was corrected accordingly. 

 

Comment Response 8: Figure 5 in the EA has been updated accordingly. 

 

Comment Response 9: The Final EA was corrected accordingly. 
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Comment Response 1: Your comments are noted.  Reclamation has initiated and 
continues to engage in government-to-government consultation meetings with the 
San Carlos Apache Tribe regarding the Arizona Department of Water Resources’ 
(ADWR) Non-Indian Agricultural (NIA) Priority Central Arizona Project (CAP) 
water reallocation recommendation.   
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Comment Response 2: According to Resolution Copper Mine’s (RCM) 
application to ADWR for a portion of the NIA Priority CAP reallocation water, 
and as indicated in its General Plan of Operation (GPO) 
(http://www.resolutionmineeis.us/documents/resolution-copper-gpo), the mine 
would utilize a mineral extraction and metallurgical processing groundwater 
withdrawal permit to supply all mining operation water needs that are not supplied 
by a renewable source.  The amount of water RCM would receive, if the Proposed 
Action is approved and NIA Priority CAP water is available every year of the mine 
life, amounts to 18 percent of RCM’s total water needs for the 42-year mine life of 
the project.   
 
An environmental impact statement (EIS) must be prepared by the Tonto National 
Forest (TNF) for the RCM project to proceed.  The TNF EIS will address what, if 
any, impacts would result from the mining project on local aquifers, surface and 
groundwater quality, and endangered and special status species.  It also will 
evaluate the socioeconomic impacts from the proposed mine including whether or 
not it provides sustainable economic benefits to the region or to the Tribe.  That 
EIS is the appropriate process to engage in discussions regarding impacts from the 
proposed mine on the Tribe’s religious and cultural values and practices.   
 
Reclamation’s decision regarding whether to approve ADWR’s NIA Priority CAP 
water reallocation recommendation will have no bearing on the TNF’s Record of 
Decision regarding approval of the RCM’s GPO.  The two federal actions are not 
connected, for purposes of NEPA compliance.  See also Comment Response 1.  
The EA has been revised to better reflect this position. 
 
 

 

 

http://www.resolutionmineeis.us/documents/resolution-copper-gpo
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Comment Response 3:  The Arizona Water Settlements Act of December 10, 
2004, Public Law 108-451 (AWSA), authorized and directed the Secretary of the 
Interior to carry out all necessary reviews of the proposed reallocation in 
accordance with applicable Federal law.  The AWSA clearly states Reclamation 
may only approve or disapprove ADWR’s NIA Priority CAP water reallocation 
recommendation.  The law does not allow for other alternatives to be evaluated.  
The EA text has been revised to clarify this point. 
 
RCM has been actively purchasing excess CAP water and has already accrued 
approximately 312,000 acre feet (AF) of long-term storage credit of the 500,000 
AF estimated to be needed for the life of the mine.  If the Proposed Action is 
approved and NIA Priority CAP water is available every year of the mine life, 
RCM could receive 2,238 AF annually. 
 
Whether future conditions would reduce the amount of CAP water available for 
delivery under the Proposed Action is unknown.  The purpose of the project is to 
reallocate NIA Priority CAP water for M&I use pursuant to the AWSA and 
according to ADWR’s recommendation.  ADWR’s recommendation was 
completed in 2014 and this EA is being completed pursuant to the AWSA.   
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Comment Response 4: Your comment is noted. 
 

Comment Response 5: Thank you for your comment.  Reclamation must either 
approve ADWR’s recommendation in total, or disapprove it in total; we are unable 
to change or revise the recommendation prior to our decision. 
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Comment Response 1: The U.S. Forest Service (USFS) issued a Record of 
Decision (ROD) for the Rosemont Copper Mine on June 7, 2017.  The current 
status of the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ Clean Water Act Section 404 permit, 
SPL-2008-00816 is unknown.  Nevertheless, the Arizona Department of Water 
Resources (ADWR) concluded that Rosemont Copper Mine’s recharge of Non-
Indian Agricultural (NIA) Priority Central Arizona Project (CAP) reallocated 
water, until the mine becomes operational or it is not permitted to operate, would 
be a legitimate use and included it in its recommendation to Reclamation.  While 
Reclamation must approve or disapprove ADWR’s recommendation, 
Reclamation’s primary interest in preparing this EA is to determine whether or not 
the NIA Priority CAP water reallocation recommendation would result in 
significant impacts, which would require preparation of an environmental impact 
statement (EIS).  Reclamation does not intend to commandeer ADWR’s process or 
priorities in allocating this water.   
 
Under the Arizona recharge program, banked CAP water retains its same CAP 
legal characteristic when it is recovered.  If Rosemont Copper Mine is recharging 
its CAP allocation, then whatever it recovers is also deemed CAP water.  Please 
see the recovery well permit statute for additional information (A.R.S. 45-834.01). 
 
Reclamation is unaware of any plans by Rosemont Copper Mine to pump water 
from within their service area for use outside of their service area. 
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Comment Response 2: The USFS’ issuance of its ROD was not contingent upon 
use of any CAP water, including NIA Priority CAP reallocated water.  The USFS’ 
EIS evaluated impacts from operation of the mine, including but not limited to use 
of groundwater pumped from Rosemont’s recovery wells in the Upper Santa Cruz 
Subbasin.  The EIS assumed all water needed for mining operations would be 
supplied by these recovery wells – a total of 99,600 acre-feet (AF) over the life of 
the project, with permitted water use of up to 120,000 AF (6,000 AF annually) 
under its Mineral Extraction and Metallurgical Processing Groundwater 
Withdrawal Permit No. 59-215979.0000, issued by ADWR on January 18, 2008 
(Rosemont Copper Mine Final EIS, p. 320).  Thus, while Rosemont Copper Mine 
intends to continue to recharge CAP water within the Tucson AMA, there is no 
requirement that recharge must occur for the mine to operate.  As stated in the 
Rosemont Copper Mine Final EIS, “With respect to the Upper Santa Cruz 
Subbasin, the mitigation measures are intended to reduce drawdown from pumping 
as much as possible through recharge and then mitigate remaining effects through 
the well owner protection program.” (id., p. 360).  Without any recharge of CAP 
water, Rosemont Copper Mine would be required to mitigate all effects through the 
well owner protection program. 
 
Similarly, Resolution Copper Mine intends to utilize a mineral extraction and 
metallurgical processing groundwater withdrawal permit to supply all mining 
operation water needs that are not supplied by a renewable source.  Reclamation’s 
decision regarding whether to approve ADWR’s NIA Priority CAP water 
reallocation recommendation will have no bearing on the Tonto National Forest’s 
ROD; thus, the two federal actions are not connected, for purposes of NEPA 
compliance.  See also Comment Response 1. 
 

Comment Response 3: The EA has evaluated indirect and cumulative impacts 
associated with the Proposed Action to the degree those impacts are reasonably 
foreseeable, and not speculative or totally unknown.  Where potential future 
impacts would occur from a Proposed Recipient’s construction of infrastructure to 
take and use its NIA Priority CAP water allocation, but no other details are known 
about the associated location of, or amount of ground disturbance anticipated by, 
this infrastructure, environmental clearances cannot be evaluated until those details 
are known.  Each CAP water service subcontract includes a clause that states, in 
part, “notwithstanding any other provision of this subcontract, Project Water shall 
not be delivered to the Subcontractor unless or until the Subcontractor has obtained 
final environmental compliance from the United States…”  This is to ensure that 
site-specific environmental compliance would be completed prior to delivery of 
any of the reallocated water.  Compliance with the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA) and Endangered Species Act (ESA), as appropriate, would be 
completed at that time. 
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As mentioned in these comments, Reclamation’s NEPA Handbook indicates 
potential indirect effects are only meaningfully analyzed if they are measurably 
different from no action conditions. For this Proposed Action, there is little 
difference between the No Action and the Proposed Action because Proposed 
Recipients are anticipated to find other sources of water to fulfill their water 
demands in the absence of receiving NIA Priority CAP reallocated water.  The 
main difference would be the source of water used under the No Action, and any 
infrastructure constructed to take and use the NIA Priority CAP reallocated water 
under the Proposed Action, where none currently exists.  For entities that do not 
yet have detailed plans for such infrastructure, it is not possible to describe or 
evaluate the impacts resulting from ground-disturbing activities associated with 
construction; these impacts would be evaluated once those plans have been 
identified (see above). 
 
Section 3.2.1 of the EA briefly summarized several past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable actions that met the following criteria and were included in the 
cumulative effects analysis (EPA 1999; Council on Environmental Quality 1997a): 
 

• The potential impacts of the future action would occur within the 
same geographic area (analysis area) and during the same time as the 
potential impacts of the Proposed Action. 

• The future action may affect the same environmental resources as the 
Proposed Action. 

• There is a reasonable expectation the future action would occur; the 
future action is not speculative. 

• There is sufficient information available to define the future action 
and assess potential cumulative impacts. 
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Comment Response 4: As noted in Comment Response 2, the EA has identified 
the baseline conditions and evaluated impacts associated with the Proposed Action 
to the degree the Proposed Action is known or reasonably foreseeable, and not 
speculative or totally unknown.  Where potential future impacts would occur from 
a Proposed Recipient’s construction of infrastructure to take and use its NIA 
allocation, but no other details are known about the associated location of, or 
amount of ground disturbance anticipated by, this infrastructure, environmental 
clearances cannot be evaluated until those details are known.  Each CAP water 
service subcontract includes a clause that states, in part, “notwithstanding any other 
provision of this subcontract, Project Water shall not be delivered to the 
Subcontractor unless or until the Subcontractor has obtained final environmental 
compliance from the United States…”  This is to ensure that site-specific 
environmental compliance would be completed prior to delivery of any of the 
reallocated water.  Compliance with NHPA and ESA, as appropriate, would be 
completed at that time. 
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Comment Response 5: Where known developments would occur, the EA has 
been updated with additional baseline information based on information provided 
by Proposed Recipients and publicly-available sources.  The known developments 
include two new residential subdivisions—the Apache Junction Water Utilities 
Community Facilities District-Portalis subdivision in the Phoenix AMA and the 
Metropolitan Domestic Water Improvement District-Diablo Village in the Tucson 
AMA.  Future development projects that are currently unknown or where no detail 
is currently available would be subject to federal, state, and/or local regulations. 
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Comment Response 6: Where known developments would occur, the EA has 
been updated to include a Class I literature review to identify previous project and 
known cultural resources within the project areas. The known developments 
include two new residential subdivisions—the Apache Junction Water Utilities 
Community Facilities District-Portalis subdivision in the Phoenix AMA and the 
Metropolitan Domestic Water Improvement District-Diablo Village in the Tucson 
AMA.  New ground disturbance related to the Diablo Village and Portalis 
developments would need to comply with all federal, state, and local laws as 
applicable. Potential effects on cultural resources in the area of potential effect 
would need to be assessed and consulted on with stakeholders, and any adverse 
effects would need to be mitigated prior to construction. 
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Comment Response 7: Thank you for your comment.  Reclamation must either 
approve ADWR’s recommendation in total, or disapprove it in total; we are unable 
to change or revise the recommendation prior to our decision. 
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Comment Response 8: See Comment Response 2. 
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Comment Response 9: A Finding of No Significant Impact has been neither 
proposed nor prepared at this time. 
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Comment Response 1: Reclamation conducted a government-to-government 
consultation meeting with the Tohono O’odham Nation Tribal Council on 
February 27, 2017, and remains in communication regarding this project.  
 
Comment Response 2: In the case of Rosemont Copper Mine, the U.S. Forest 
Service’s (USFS) EIS assumed all water needed for mining operations would be 
supplied by Rosemont Copper Mine’s recovery wells near Sahuarita – a total of 
99,600 acre-feet (AF) over the life of the project, with permitted water use of up to 
120,000 AF (6,000 AF annually) under its Mineral Extraction and Metallurgical 
Processing Groundwater Withdrawal Permit No. 59-215979.0000, issued by  
Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR) on January 18, 2008.  It based 
its evaluation on the assumption there would be no recharge of Central Arizona 
Project (CAP) water, either from a Community Water Company of Green Valley 
recharge facility, or with recharged Non-Indian Agricultural (NIA) Priority CAP 
reallocated water [Rosemont Copper Mine Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), p. 320; https://www.rosemonteis.us/files/final-eis/rosemont-feis-vol-2.pdf].   
 
The EIS investigated the potential effects of Rosemont Copper Mine’s pumping in 
the Upper Santa Cruz Subbasin to supply the entire mine operations’ water supply 
needs.  The EIS concluded after 20 years of pumping, the 10-foot drawdown 
contour would just touch the boundary of the Tohono O’odham Nation but it did 
not appear that pumping would violate the statutory requirements of the Southern 
Arizona Water Rights Settlement Act and associated legislation (see Rosemont 
Copper Mine Final EIS, p. 339). 
 
The USFS issued a Record of Decision for the Rosemont Copper Mine on June 7, 
2017.  Its decision was made without any consideration of whether Rosemont 
Copper Mine would receive an allocation of NIA Priority CAP reallocated water 
pursuant to this EA.  Any recharge that occurs within the Upper Santa Cruz 
Subbasin because of the NIA reallocation would serve to reduce the adverse 
impacts from Rosemont Copper Mine’s pumping of its recovery wells.  If 
Rosemont Copper Mine ultimately does not operate, the recharge of the NIA 
Priority CAP reallocated water would continue to benefit the subbasin within 
which it is stored.   
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