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March 18, 2022 
 
Natalie Mast, AMA Director – Management Plans 
Arizona Department of Water Resources 
1110 W Washington St., Suite 310 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
 
Re:  Draft 5MP Storage & Recovery Siting Criteria Revisions 

 
Ms. Mast & Management Plans Team, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed storage and recovery siting criteria for the 
draft 5th management plan.  The 5th management plan development is large undertaking for the 
Department particularly right on the heels of the 4th management plan update.  You and your team’s 
efforts are greatly appreciated.   
 
I was happy to see some of the comments submitted on the initial version of the proposed siting criteria 
have been incorporated in this latest version.  However, EPCOR has grave concerns and questions 
regarding the negative impacts of the proposal as currently drafted.  Some of those are outlined here. 
 
My initial question is why?  What is driving the need for this policy?  To date I have not heard the 
Department articulate the water management benefit for the policy.  In fact, it seems to be antithesis of 
good aquifer management, to force more recovery in areas of deep groundwater, further depleting 
those areas, increasing the risk of ground subsidence and potentially lowering water quality.  My only 
conclusion is that this proposal is really a back door attempt to force recovery into the 1-mile safe 
harbor of individual USFs. 
 
The proposal as drafted states that specific areas of impacts will be delineated and specific methods for 
determining which facility may be contributing to the shallow water impacts will be published in 2024.  
This seems to be the opposite of open and transparent government.  On one had the Department is 
proposing a new regulatory framework and yet the details of the areas impacted and how specific 
facilities will delineated won’t be available to the regulated public for two years.  This proposal needs to 
be held until the Department can fully and clearly delineate the full impacts.   
 
The proposal also raised serious concerns regarding massive areas of impact using the methodology 
currently proposed.  As initial modeling from AMWA and others demonstrates, the area of impact from 
a single facility can propagate out 15 miles or more.  When multiple facilities are included it appears that 
nearly all of the Phoenix AMA will be impacted by this new proposal, nearly eliminating recovery except 
adjacent to USFs.  I am also unclear as to how the Department would implement this proposal with 
regards to recovery associated with GSF facilities.  Many of the irrigation districts that contain GSFs have 
shallow groundwater conditions.  It is unclear how recovery wells in these areas will be treated. 
 
There are also very negative implications to the assured water supply program.  Many designations rely 
upon current and future recharge and future recovery wells “that will be constructed in a timely 
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manner” when they are needed after the 2025 deadline.  The proposal would prohibit those currently 
designated providers from storing and recovering much of their needed supplies after 2025, potentially 
endangering the designated status.   
 
As I noted in my last set of comments, I have serious misgivings on the negative impacts this proposal 
has on the Water Bank recovery plan developed by the Department, ABWA, CAP and stakeholders.  
Water conditions in Lake Mead worsen every day.  It is highly likely that additional shortages will be 
declared by Reclamation impacting CAP M&I supplies.  This policy has high likelihood of rendering one of 
the largest insurance policies (banked backup supplies) available to us, useless, depriving Arizona 
residents the backup supply they paid for.   
 
Lastly the Governors Augmentation Innovation and Conservation Council has recommended and the 
Department has initiated a new stakeholder process to thoroughly review the recharge and recovery 
program.  This proposal should be held until that stakeholder process completes its comprehensive 
review.  This proposal should be included in that review.  This proposal could then be included in any 
statutory changes developed by the stakeholder process or included by the Department in a mid-plan 
update.    
 
I thank you again for all of your efforts and had work throughout the 4MP and 5MP plan developments.  
For the many reasons cited above, and with the initiation of the recharge and recovery stakeholder 
group, this proposal needs to be held for a more thorough and comprehensive review.  
 
Sincerely,  
~~S~~ 
 
Douglas W. Dunham,  
Water Resources Manager 
EPCOR Water 


