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Programmatic Deficiencies Overview
• Technical corrections required, including:
 Correct Eloy DAWS volume from 6,000 acre-feet per year to 48,526.44 acre-feet per year.
 Correct the under-simulated recharge in projection period (approximately 4.3 million
acre-feet over 100 years).

• Outstanding issues re: maintaining consumer protection
 Until technical corrections are addressed, ADWR cannot determine whether any unmet
demand remains.
 Sharing demands across discontinuous service areas may not be acceptable.
 ADWR requires written agreement from well owners for pumping redistribution.
 Depth-to-water may exceed 1,100 feet below land surface in Eloy sub-basin.
 Long term storage credits cannot be included in “unmet demand.”
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Hydrology Review

Emily LoDolce, P.E.
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Pinal Stakeholders Submittal
• Original (ADWR) model results in 8.1 MAF of unmet demand across all sectors:






Agricultural Uses
Assured Water Supply (AWS) Sector
Municipal Existing Uses
Long Term Storage Credits
Industrial Uses

5.06 MAF
1.97 MAF*
0.05 MAF*
0.27 MAF*
0.72 MAF

• Revised (Matrix) model results in 7.78 MAF of unmet demand across the following
sectors:
 Agricultural Uses
 Long Term Storage Credits
 Industrial Uses

6.59 MAF
0.38 MAF*
0.81 MAF

*No unmet demand permitted in this category for purposes of AWS applications
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Pinal Stakeholders Submittal
• Matrix updated model files to reflect the extension of the historical and
projection periods.
• Matrix made changes to the model in five phases:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Update water user assumptions, minor corrections to model inputs, remove
expired AAWS.
Deepen existing wells.
Redistribute pumping associated with existing municipal use and CAWS.
Redistribute pumping associated with AAWS.
Adjust SCIDD supply and demand assumptions.
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Updated Model Files
Reflect extension of historical and projection periods
• Recharge updated for 2016-2020 historical (“catch-up”) period.
 Water recharged in USFs and GSFs in the 2016-2020 catch-up period was not
accounted as LTSC demand in the 100-yr projection period (i.e., not removed).

• Recharge extended for 2116-2120 projection period.
 Stream recharge was removed for 2021-2120 period (~4.3 MAF over 100 years).

• Pumping updated to reflect 2016-2020 historical period.
• Pumping extended for 2116-2120 projection period.
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Update Assumptions & Minor Corrections
ADWR accepts these changes:
• Copper Mountain Ranch AAWS wells locations corrected.
• SCIDD projection period 16-year pattern had an error, corrected.
• Santa Cruz Water Company future demands adjusted to include delivery of treated
effluent per DAWS Decision & Order.
• Expired AAWS removed and ag pumping & recharge added back to cells in question.
• New irrigation district wells added (11 total).
• CAP ag pool deliveries = zero.
• Town of Florence pumping well locations corrected.
ADWR may not accept these changes:
• City of Eloy DAWS = 6,000 acre-feet per year (should be 48,526.44 acre-feet per year).
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Deepening DAWS & Municipal Wells
ADWR accepts these changes:
• Matrix simulated well pumping across the full aquifer thickness; ADWR simulated
well pumping in the screened interval of the well.
• Assumed providers will deepen or replace wells to meet demand.
• Only municipal wells were modified – ag and other sector wells were left
unchanged under the assumption that it would not be economically feasible to
construct deeper wells.
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Demand Movement for AWS & Municipal
ADWR accepts these changes:
• Some wells are located outside the service area but within a certificated area.
 This is a feature of the ADWR model as well as the Matrix model.
 Demand is assigned within the footprints of certificates as well as within the
footprints of service areas and CC&Ns.

• New wells are in acceptable locations.
• Matrix iteratively moved demand for the analyses.
• Assigning 2 analyses without provider assignments to provider wells is
acceptable due to location of analyses.
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Demand Movement for AWS & Muni
ADWR may not accept these changes:
• Arizona Water Company pumping was redistributed across four discontinuous
service areas. ADWR requests additional information to support this change.
• As described in Substantive Policy Statement No. AWS 8, demand movement
requires written agreement from all affected well owners that the redistribution
of groundwater pumping is acceptable and consistent with the well owners' longterm water production requirements. This applies to new well locations and to
redistribution of pumping among existing and previously simulated well locations.
https://new.azwater.gov/sites/default/files/2019_1028_AWS_8_Guidelines_for_Redistribution_of_Groundwater_Pumping_in_Hydro_Studies_for_AAWS_Applications.pdf

• Demand movement associated with Casitas Hermosas must be corrected.
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Arizona Water Company
pumping that was moved to
Casitas Hermosas needs to be
put back in the appropriate
Arizona Water Company
service area.
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SCIDD Supply & Demand Adjustments

ADWR may not accept these changes:
• SCIDD urbanizes following the MSIDD
adjustment.
• Canal seepage increases relative to ADWR
model.

SCIDD Demands and Recharge - Total over 100-year
Projection Period

AF

ADWR accepts these changes:
• Updated available surface water pattern.
• Groundwater pumping reduces with demand.
• Irrigated acreage demand assumption
modification.
• CAP Ag Pool zero for projection period.
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Matrix Depth to Water after 100 Years
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ADWR Depth to Water after 100 Years
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Technical Corrections Required
• Correct Eloy DAWS volume from 6,000 af/yr to 48,526.44 af/yr.
• Long term storage credits cannot be included in “unmet demand.”
• Water recharged in USFs and GSFs in the 2016-2020 catch-up period must be removed
in the 100-year projection period.
• Stream recharge should be included in the projection period.
• Arizona Water Company demand cannot be moved to Casitas Hermosas, as this is in
the Town of Florence service area.
• SCIDD is assumed to urbanize at the same rate as MSIDD – ADWR needs information
to justify the rate of urbanization.
• Canal seepage in SCIDD should not have increased relative to ADWR model, given
that demands decrease.
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Outstanding Issues re:
Consumer Protection

Ayesha Vohra
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Outstanding Issues re: Consumer Protection
• Until technical corrections are addressed, ADWR cannot determine whether any unmet
demand remains.
 The combination of individual corrections may have more significant cumulative effects on the
model projection than the sum of the individual correction volumes. These corrections may also
have disproportionate impacts depending on localized aquifer characteristics.

• Sharing demands across discontinuous Arizona Water Company service areas may not be
acceptable. Please explain how and when the water pumped in one service area will be
delivered to meet demands in each discontinuous service area.
• ADWR requires written agreement from all affected well owners for pumping
redistribution.
• Depth-to-water might exceed 1,100 feet below land surface in the Eloy sub-basin after the
required corrections. Changes to Eloy demand volume and stream recharge may affect
this. A depth-to-water exceedance in the Eloy subbasin could affect assured water supply
applications in other parts of the model area.
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Next Steps
• Although the Pinal Stakeholder Model submission is a good-faith effort, it does not
yet meet assured water supply requirements.
• ADWR hydrologists would like to schedule a technical meeting with the consultant
(Matrix).
• ADWR cannot move forward in processing applications based on the current Pinal
Stakeholder Model submission.
• ADWR will post this presentation on its website after this meeting.
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