


Chapter 2 

 

Page 2-5, Paragraph 2.3.2 

This paragraph states that although nearly 37,000 acres have been retired, converted, or extinguished, 

agricultural demand has not declined over time, appears to be increasing, that farms are using as much or 

more than historically has been used in the PAMA, and surmises that double-cropping or switching to 

more water intensive crops may be the cause.  Agricultural groundwater use in the PAMA was far higher 

historically, before the 1st management period.  Likewise, agricultural water use in the PAMA during the 

1st management period was depressed by a significant, nationwide agricultural economy downturn, and 

should not be a considered a useful point of comparison for evaluating success of conservation programs.  

Agricultural water use in the PAMA will necessarily shrink considerably with the unavailability of CAP 

supplies and the observations noted in this paragraph will be moot by the time the 5MP takes effect. 

 

Pages 2-10 to 2-12, Paragraphs 2.7 to 2.7.3 

These paragraphs state that, for purposes of describing the status and analyzing the PAMA management 

goal in the 5MP, overdraft is used as a metric, combined with other quantitative and qualitative factors.  

What other quantitative and qualitative factors does ADWR consider in analyzing the PAMA 

management goal and status, other than physical availability issues under the Assured Water Supply 

program?  All factors identified in Table 2-1 appear to describe overdraft.  Paragraph 2.7.3 seems to 

suggest that analyzing status of the PAMA management goal is merely based on the tools developed to 

analyze safe-yield, despite acknowledgement in the PAMA 5MP that safe-yield is not directly relevant to 

the PAMA because that is not the management goal. 

 

Page 2-15 

The last sentence of the top paragraph suggests that reductions in available storage credits may lead to 

increased groundwater pumping.  It is unclear why that would be the case. 

 

The conclusion paragraph states that, due to the unavailability of groundwater for residential development 

and anticipated acceleration of groundwater pumping, the PAMA is not currently meeting or expected to 

meet its management goal.  In a later chapter, the 5MP references ADWR’s policy that it will not approve 

future residential development in the PAMA relying on groundwater as an assured water supply.  If 

ADWR is stating that the management goal is not met if groundwater is unavailable for assured water 

supply approvals, then ADWR’s policy seems to render the goal impossible. 

 

Chapter 3 

 

Page 3-8 

The second paragraph states that, due to CAP supply reductions, existing storage facility permitted 

volumes and water types need to be evaluated.  Although it might be useful to evaluate non-CAP water 

sources that could be added to storage facility permits, reductions in available CAP supplies should have 

no bearing on permitted volumes. 

 

Chapter 8 

 

Page 8-2, Paragraph 8.2 

The first paragraph states that “the intent of the management plans was to be incremental – with 

progressively more stringent conservation requirements designed to reduce withdrawals of groundwater 

with each management plan.”  We disagree that the intent under the Groundwater Code is for each 

management plan to mandate progressively more stringent conservation requirements than the prior plan 

to reduce groundwater withdrawals in the aggregate relative to the prior management period.  The statutes 

establish conservation requirements that do not become more stringent in each management period, and 



growth among water user sectors permitted by the Groundwater Code conflicts with ADWR’s 

interpretation.  The better interpretation is that management plans and conservation requirements are 

intended to reduce groundwater withdrawals relative to conditions before enactment of the Groundwater 

Code.  

 

 

     

 


	Cover Letter draft Pinal 5MP Comments.pdf
	Pinal AMA 5MP Comments

