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Mission Statements

The Department of the Interior conserves and manages
the Nation’s natural resources and cultural heritage for the
benefit and enjoyment of the American people, provides
scientific and other information about natural resources
and natural hazards to address societal challenges and
create opportunities for the American people, and honors
the Nation’s trust responsibilities or special commitments
to American Indians, Alaska Natives, and affiliated island
communities to help them prosper.

The mission of the Bureau of Reclamation is to manage,
develop, and protect water and related resources in an
environmentally and economically sound manner in the
interest of the American public.
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Decree 1964 Arizona v. California decree
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EO Executive Order
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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 an.d.).

1
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Active Management Areas (AMAS)

AMA: s 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 an.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-0r-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

2
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allocations of NIA water to Indian entities, a reallocation of the 65,647 AFA of the previously
uncontracted M&l priority water to 20 specific M&l entities?, 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 H20 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, H20 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.

3
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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:

e Tuesday, December 8, 2015 in Phoenix, Arizona
e Wednesday, December 9, 2015 in Casa Grande, Arizona
e 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.

6
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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.



Final EA Chapter 2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

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.

Chapter 2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

- Volume New
Recipient Pool Infrastructure
(AFA) .
Required
Apache Junction Water Utilities Community Municipal 817 No
Facilities District (Apache Junction WUCFD)
Carefree Water Company Municipal 112 No
Central Arizona Groundwater Replenishment Municipal 18,185 No
District
City of Buckeye Municipal | 2,786 No?
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 Municipal 299 No
Creek
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

*H20 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 H20 plus 3,162 AFA for Town

of Queen Creek).
! 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 Il 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 Il 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

11
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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.

12
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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 1-19 to a recharge
13
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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 Il 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 Il 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 Il 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
AMA: s 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 AMASs 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.

. | Managing | Percent of

SE 2 Entity Ownership 28

Private Various 43.7 Includes residential, industrial, and agricultural
lands.

State State Trust | 16.0 Includes lands used for grazing and agriculture.

Lands

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 | 10.2 Includes a portion of the Superstition Wilderness.

Service Land uses include recreation, grazing, and resource
(USFS)- conservation.
Tonto
National
Forest
Federal u.S. 0.2 Land uses include Luke Air Force Base and other
Military military activity.
Federal National 0.1 Includes the Hohokam National Monument. Land
Park uses include resource conservation and recreation.
Service
(NPS)
Tribal BIA and 8.0 Includes portions of the Fort McDowell Yavapai
Tribes 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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. | Managing | Percent of
SHietElE Entity Ownership 28
Other Local and Includes local and regional parks, including White
County 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.

.| Managing | Percent of

Ot Entity Ownership S8

Private Various 22.5 Includes residential, industrial, mining, and
agricultural lands.

State State Trust | 13.0 Includes portions of the Ironwood and Sonoran

Lands 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. 1.9 Includes Barry Goldwater Air Force Range, part of

Military which is within the Sonoran Desert National
Monument. Land use includes military activity.
Tribal BIA and 514 Includes portions of the Tohono O’odham
Tribes 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 Includes local and county parks. Land use includes

County 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.

: Managing | Percent of

OIS Entity Ownership B

Private Various 31.2 Includes residential, industrial, mining, and
agricultural lands.

State State Trust | 37.8 Primary land use is grazing.

Lands

Federal BLM 6.2 Includes portions of the Baboquivari Peak and
Coyote Mountain Wildernesses, and a p