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Christa McJunkin 

Director, Water Strategy 
PAB38W | P.O. Box 52025 

Phoenix, AZ 85072-2025 
P: (602) 236-3032 | C: (480) 208-5562 
Email:  Christa.McJunkin@srpnet.com 

February 28, 2022 
 
Via U.S. Mail and E-Mail 
 
Director Thomas Buschatzke 
Arizona Department of Water Resources 
1110 W. Washington St. 
Phoenix, Arizona 85007 
 
Re: Comments on the Phoenix AMA Fifth Management Plan Draft 
 
Dear Director Buschatzke: 
 
Formed in 1903, Salt River Project (SRP) is Arizona’s first federal reclamation project and the 
metropolitan area’s largest provider of water, delivering about 800,000 acre-feet annually to 
municipal, urban, and agricultural water users.  SRP is also a community-based, not-for-profit 
public power utility and the largest provider of electricity in the greater Phoenix metropolitan area, 
serving more than 1 million customers.  We exist to serve our water shareholders, power 
customers, and community partners.  Water is at the core of everything we do.  
 
SRP commends the Arizona Department of Water Resources’ efforts over the past three years to 
draft the 4th Management Plan (4MP) and 5th Management Plans (5MP).  The time constraints, 
the limited staff, and the challenges of COVID-19, have placed undue constraints on the Arizona 
Department of Water Resources like many other aspects of our economy and everyday life.  We 
have reviewed the Department’s 5MP and would like to take this opportunity to provide our 
comments and perspective on the draft document.  Please see Appendix A for a comprehensive 
list of our comments.   
 
The Department’s innovative approach to the 5MP by communicating information to stakeholders 
through online dashboards is a great achievement for the Department.  We appreciate the 
additional insights that have been communicated through various subcommittees and the dialogue 
that has followed from the insight provided.  We think this is a great approach rather than 
communicating static information captured via the management plans process.  Moving forward, 
we hope that there continues to be transparency of the data as we move into a more dynamic 
environment.  One suggestion we have regarding the communication of this data is that notice be 
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provided to stakeholders when the data is updated or modified.  A brief description of the 
components that have changed would be appreciated for a better understanding on changes from 
previous iterations of the data.  Additionally, the data source that can be downloaded should match 
those displayed on the dashboard.  Presently, the groundwater inflow component on the annual 
overdraft calculations may be incorrect which can change the safe-yield status in specific years. 
 
SRP asks that you refer to previous letters submitted to the draft 4MP, and its comments submitted 
on safe-yield for a more detailed discussion on safe-yield.  Both in the draft 5MP and in the 
Department’s “Overdraft, Safe-Yield, and the management Goals of Arizona’s Active Management 
Areas” report, the claim is made that the Phoenix AMA is “not at safe-yield and will be unlikely to 
achieve and maintain safe-yield given the resources and tools that are currently available.”  While 
it is true that the Phoenix AMA is not currently in safe-yield, that condition has been reached in the 
past.  Based on the Department’s Overdraft Data Dashboard:  Long-Term Overdraft 
(https://new.azwater.gov/ama/ama-data), the Phoenix AMA was in safe-yield in 1985, 1993-1998 and 
2007-2012.  This past achievement of safe-yield begs the question, what regulatory tools that 
enabled the Phoenix AMA to reach safe-yield in the past are no longer in place?  We believe that 
the cyclical fluctuation in the natural components of safe-yield have a significant impact.  We also 
believe that regulation should not fluctuate with wet and dry cycles.  Arizona should undoubtedly 
be prudent with its water supplies and seek the necessary regulations for long-term achievement 
of safe-yield, but it is also true that the southwest has been in a prolonged and severe drought and 
the Department should seek to incorporate a balanced regulatory approach that accommodates 
natural variability in the hydrologic cycle. 
 
Regarding the draft 5MP Chapter on Underground Water Storage, Savings, and Replenishment, 
SRP has concerns on some of the language used in this chapter.  SRP has approximately 280 wells 
in its water service area, two underground storage facilities (USFs), and one groundwater savings 
facility (GSF), so we have a keen interest in this topic.  First, we ask that the Department include 
definitions of the Area of Impact (AOI) and the Area of Hydrologic Impact (AOHI) in the 5MP.  
Second, having extensive regulations on recharge and recovery in the 5MP and a separate 
substantive policy statement on recovery within the area of hydrologic impact makes a complex 
issue more so.  For stakeholders, it would be beneficial for the guidance on recharge and recovery 
to be cohesive and comprehensive and we request that the Department consider including the 
requirements of the substantive policy statement in the 5MP so it may be subject to the same 
evaluation and consideration as the rest of the recharge and recovery regulations.  Third, we 
believe that SRP should be included in the exemption for municipal water providers with 
designations of assured water supply under the provision 3-801-B.2.b.  SRP intends to provide a 
creative solution to help On-Project cities recover their Long-Term Storage Credits (LTSC) within 
the area of impact with SRP’s wellfield, canals, and related infrastructure and having the ability to 
permit all our wells for recovery will be essential to the flexible use of our infrastructure.  Fourth, 
we echo the concerns raised by other municipalities and municipal water providers on the 
definition of shallow groundwater.  SRP is concerned that the 50 feet or less threshold for shallow 
groundwater could have unintended consequences for recovery planning.  Given the near-term 
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need for recovery planning, it is more important than ever for recovery of long-term storage credits 
to be flexible.  We support the City of Chandler’s request to convene a technical advisory group to 
further discuss this issue.  Lastly, the 100-year depth to water requirement in 3-801-B.2.a. seems 
to apply an assured water supply-type requirement to recovery that may not take place under the 
terms of that program.   
 
Given the irregular adoption period of the 4MP and 5MP, we suggest that the Department 
considers extending the deadline for when the 5MP conservation requirements will go into effect.  
The 4MP will go into effect in 2023, and the 5MP will likely go into effect in 2025.  For entities that 
have additional conservation requirements from the 4MP to the 5MP, it seems that there should 
be an additional grace period to comply with the adoption of the 5MP given that there is only a 
two-year period between the enforcement dates.    
 
Overall, we appreciate the Department’s development of the Phoenix AMA 5MP and its inclusion 
of different stakeholders through the various 5MP subgroup meetings while drafting the 
document. Thank you for taking our comments and feedback into consideration.  We would be 
happy to discuss and review our comments with you prior to the adoption of the final Phoenix AMA 
5MP.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Christa McJunkin 
Director, Water Strategy 
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Appendix A 
Executive Summary (Adobe Acrobat Pg. 11 – Pg. 17)  
Page #  Section #  Paragraph #  Comment  
Table of Contents Section 2.2 is mislabeled as “Pinal AMA Supply and Demand” 
Table of Contents Appendix 4A is mislabeled as “Consumptive Use and Other Needs 

Requirements by Crop Pinal Active Management Area” 
0-1      We appreciate the Department’s ability to innovate and create data in 

a transparent format that helps gather additional insight.  Moving 
forward, how will the Department communicate changes in the 
underlying data to stakeholders?  

0-3      Has the Department considered offering additional time to comply 
with the irrigation duty or water conservation requirements, 
considering that the 4MP will go into effect in 2023 and the 5MP 
going into effect in 2025?  While we understand the Department and 
stakeholders want to show progress toward reducing withdrawals of 
groundwater, it may be unreasonable to burden stakeholders with 
additional reductions 2 years after the 4MP goes into effect.  One 
alternative would be to have the 5MP water duty reduction 
requirements automatically have a grace period of 3-5 years  

0-5  
  

    “As the state moves into a drier future and supplies become 
increasingly constrained”  
  
It is not certain that we are moving into a drier future, but it is 
something to plan for as prudent stewards of our water supplies (e.g., 
if we enter a wetter hydrologic cycle).    

  
Chapter 1 – Hydrology (Adobe Acrobat Pg. 18 – Pg. 22)  
Page #  Section #  Paragraph #  Comment  
1-4  1.1.4  1  Phoenix AMA covers 7 groundwater sub-basins. SRV model only 

simulates ESRV and WSRV sub-basins. Other models including 
Hassayampa Model and the Phoenix AMA Model which is currently 
under development should also be included in this paragraph if these 
models were used to estimate groundwater inflow and outflow 
components for Phoenix AMA.  

1-4  1.1.4  1  Table 1-1, the third column- GW Inflow is calculated incorrectly and 
double counts the recharge components (Natural recharge was 
changed to stream recharge).  
 
The GW Inflow in Table 1-1 needs to be corrected for all years from 
1985 to 2019. These calculation errors are also reflected on ADWR 
ama-data dashboard for overdraft calculations and should be 
corrected accordingly.  

1-34  Appendix 
1A   

1, bullet 10  Definition of “Underflow” is not accurate as the aquifer can be 
recharged or discharged by underflow.   
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Chapter 2 – Supply & Demand (Adobe Acrobat Pg. 53 – Pg. 61)  
Page #  Section #  Paragraph #  Comment  
2-1  2.2  1  Figure 2-1, AMA Water Supply Sources, 2019, the volumes of CAP 

water, surface water and effluent are different from those published 
on ADWR ama-data dashboard. The total demand by supply sources is 
different from the total demand by sectors.  For the groundwater 
supply, discussions should be included on whether or not this volume 
includes recovered surface water, in-lieu groundwater or recovered 
CAP or effluent.  

2-2  2.2  3  Figure 2-2. AMA Water Demand by Sector, 2019. The industrial 
demand doesn’t match data on ADWR ama-data dashboard, and 
doesn’t match data on Figure 2.6  

2-8  2.5.2  1  Figure 2.7, the total industrial water demand displayed on Figure 2.7 
doesn’t match the total industrial water demand displayed on Figure 
2.6  

2-12  2.7.3  1  The following comments are related to the safe-yield report referred 
to in this paragraph.  
 
(1) the annual overdraft data shown on ADWR ama-data dashboard 
do not match the source data for Phoenix AMA provided on the same 
link (when you download the data) 
 
(2) Which method was used across all AMAs for Ag Incidental 
Recharge; was it 30 % or is it based on flow models? 
 
E.g., in the safe-yield report, on Table 2, the method for estimating 
agricultural recharge was listed to be regional groundwater flow 
models, but on Page 13 of the safe-yield report, agricultural recharge 
was estimated at 30% of total agricultural demand;   
 
(3) Tribal groundwater demand was included in overdraft calculations, 
since most of tribal groundwater was for agriculture use, it is not clear 
if this tribal agricultural recharge is accounted for in overdraft 
calculation  
 
(4) on Table 6, the meaning of Yes/No on metrics of annual and long-
term overdraft status are opposite, causing confusions on the 
interpretation of annual or long-term overdraft status. 
 
For example, No (X) on annual metrics means overdraft while No (X) 
on long-term overdraft status means a balance or net recharge, not 
overdraft.  
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Page #  Section #  Paragraph #  Comment  
(5) there should be a table listing locations for each inflow component 
for transparency such as locations of groundwater underflow, names 
of streams for stream recharge, locations of mountain front recharge, 
canal seepage, agricultural recharge, and ET.   
 
(6) groundwater inflow on the ama-data dashboard is calculated 
incorrectly as the sum of mountain front recharge and stream 
recharge, resulting in significant errors on annual overdraft 
calculations from 1985 to 2019, these errors are also propagated into 
long-term overdraft calculations.  

2-13  2.7.4  1  On Table 2-1, the meaning of Yes/No on Metrics of annual and long-
term overdraft status are opposite, causing confusion on the 
interpretation of annual or long-term overdraft status.  For example, 
No (X) on annual metrics means overdraft while No (X) on long-term 
overdraft status means a balance or net recharge, not overdraft.  

  
Chapter 3 – Underground Water Storage, Savings, and Replenishment (Adobe Acrobat Pg. 
68 - Pg. 100)  
Page #  Section #  Paragraph #  Comment  
3-2  3.2.1  1  3rd Bullet: one of the objectives of the recharge program is “to reduce 

overdraft and achieve the management goals of the Active 
Management Areas (AMAs).”   
 
We think the recharge program should be viewed as a water resource 
management tool as opposed to reducing overdraft and achieving the 
management goals due to the way safe-yield is calculated (e.g., USF 
recharge is not accounted for as artificial recharge in the overdraft 
calculation, and the GSF recharge is considered in-lieu groundwater 
and is accounted for as groundwater in the overdraft calculation. Only 
5% (cut to the aquifer) of these types of recharges are considered 
recharge to the aquifer in overdraft calculations. The impact of USF 
recharge on achieving safe yield can only be accounted for when the 
storage credits are recovered annually or recovered as LTSC. In these 
cases, this recovered groundwater should be excluded from the 
groundwater volume used in overdraft calculations. ) 

3-11, 3-
12  

3.3  4  Table 3-1, three column headings are missing  

3-24  3.6.1  1  The definition of “Area of Impact” should be clearly discussed. Is the 
definition of the Area of Impact the same as that described in the 
ADWR Substantive Policy Statement “Recovery Well Area of Impact?” 
If so, this policy should be discussed and a link to that policy should be 
included in the 5th management plan.   
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Page #  Section #  Paragraph #  Comment  
The substantive policy describes strict methods on determining Area 
of Impact for USF storage recovery. The substantive policy defines the 
recovery well AOI to be either a 1-mile safe harbor around the USFs or 
the AOHI simulated by ADWR models. Each applicant must perform 
the model analysis with their own LTSC to determine AOHI, which is 
costly in expense and time for both the applicant and ADWR staff.  
 
Additionally, the AOHI simulated for individual LTSC balances could be 
limited to a small area with concentrated recovery wells for different 
applicants which not only impact applicants’ ability to recover water, 
but also impacts groundwater conditions in the nearby well field of 
non-applicants. One cost effective and reasonable approach could be 
for ADWR to model the AOHI for each of the USFs with the combined 
LTSC from all applicants. This AOHI will be similar to the AOI for USF 
permit, the only difference is that LTSC will be modeled instead of 
permit capacity.  

3-25  3.6.1  5  This paragraph mentions that previously permitted recovery wells are 
subject to the criteria of the 5MP and any future management plans. 
Does this mean that previously permitted recovery wells will have to 
be re-permitted if located outside of the area of impact defined by the 
recently published substantive policy?  

3-27  3.8  1  Shallow depth to water is defined as 50 ft below land surface in this 5th 
management plan, but what is the spatial extent and time frame 
associated with such a shallow water table requirement? What is the 
rational for the selection of 50 ft bls as a criterion? Could the use of 
the shallowest alert level for USFs/proposed USFs in the Phoenix AMA 
be a better criterion than the 50 ft depth to water requirement?  Does 
this shallow depth to water limit the recovery of existing credits 
stored at USFs with renewed permit after Jan. 1, 2025?  

Additionally, water levels are not static and can fluctuate on shorter 
timeframes than an annual basis. Some areas could respond quickly to 
recharge and recovery based on the conditions of the aquifer and 
demand by nearby users.  How does the Department plan on updating 
the areas it defines at shallow groundwater, and on what frequency? 
 

3-28  3.8  1  Item 2A requires the applicant to project a 100-year depth to water at 
the recovery well, which seems to be applying an assured water 
supply requirement to recovery that may not take place within that 
program. 

3-28  3.8  1  Items 2A & 2B: as currently written, SRP would be required to do 
modeling to prove that new recovery wells meet the requirements 
listed in item 2A for any recovery wells located outside of the AOHI 
with credits stored at USFs.  Provision 2B provides an exemption for 
municipal providers with a DAWS.  It would be very helpful if SRP was 
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Page #  Section #  Paragraph #  Comment  
included in this exemption as SRP provides water to project cities and 
can recover LTSC credits on behalf of these municipal providers. SRP 
has a large well field, manages two large USFs and a GSF, and has 
water delivery canals to help facilitate LTSC recovery for and delivery 
to project cities; otherwise, there will be considerable burden and 
expense associated with SRP recovery well permitting as currently 
described in 2A.   

  
Chapter 4 – Agricultural (Adobe Acrobat Pg. 101 – Pg. 152)  
Page #  Section #  Paragraph #  Comment  
  6-502  

  
  Will a Phoenix 5MP Supplement be provided for changes to existing 

rights from the 4MP? 
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