








 

 
 
 
 

November 8, 2012 
 
 

 
Via E-mail:  dkikeya@azwater.gov 
 
Ms. Deanna Ikeya 
 Colorado River Management 
Arizona Department of Water Resources 
3550 North Central Avenue, Second Floor 
Phoenix, Arizona 85012 
 
RE: Reallocation of Non-Indian Agricultural (NIA) Priority Central Arizona Project 

(CAP) Water—Proposed Process and Evaluation Criteria dated October 2012 
(Process and Criteria) 

 
Dear Ms. Ikeya: 
 
The Arizona Municipal Water Users Association (AMWUA) is a non-profit organization that 
protects our members' ability to provide assured, safe, and sustainable water supplies to their 
communities.  We advocate responsible stewardship of Arizona's water supplies for future 
generations.  AMWUA's members are the Cities of Avondale, Chandler, Glendale, Goodyear, 
Mesa, Peoria, Phoenix, Scottsdale and Tempe, and the Town of Gilbert.  Our members 
collectively provide water to over 3.2 million people, which is over fifty percent of the state's 
population.  The Department has designated each AMWUA member as having an assured water 
supply and the members are vitally interested in ensuring that these designations are 
maintained.  AMWUA's members have made significant investments in water infrastructure for 
the transportation, treatment and delivery of renewable surface water supplies to provide a 
sustainable water future for our communities.  AMWUA's members have never wavered from 
their active support of the Groundwater Management Act, the assured water supply 
requirements, and the safe-yield goal for the Phoenix AMA.    
 
NIA Water is the last "bucket" of CAP water remaining to be reallocated and it is imperative 
that the Department carefully consider how this supply can be put to use in ways that best 
promote sound water management and the greatest good.  AMWUA believes that the goal of 
reducing the groundwater overdraft should be paramount and that this goal should apply to 
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the reallocation of all NIA Water, both within and outside of the CAP service area.   We also 
believe that the Department should seek to promote sustainable water use so that the  
reallocations do not become a vehicle for facilitating growth based on mined groundwater or 
an unreliable surface water supply.  Finally, we encourage the Department to improve aquifer 
management through its recommended reallocations by ensuring that recharge and 
replenishment of NIA Water occur in areas that hydrologically benefit the AMAs and their water 
users. 
 
Based on these objectives, AMWUA offers the following comments for the Department's 
consideration. 
 
Because NIA Water Has a Lesser Priority than Municipal and Industrial (M&I) CAP Water and 
in Order to Meet its Goal of Reducing the Groundwater Overdraft, the Department Should 
Not Allocate NIA Water to Meet Future Population Demands if Doing So Will Increase 
Groundwater Pumping. 
 
As the Department recognizes, NIA Water is not as reliable as M&I CAP water.  The Department 
estimates that the average availability of NIA Water is 67%.  Consequently, NIA Water should 
not be used to foster growth if the result is increased groundwater mining.   
 
The Process and Criteria states that applicants will need to demonstrate “how they will manage 
the future shortage impacts associated with this water supply.”  They must “describe the 
alternative water supplies that will be available during shortages, and describe the necessary 
infrastructure to allow the use of this NIA Priority water supply as well as an alternate water 
supply.”1  It is not clear, however, whether the Department will allow groundwater to be the 
“alternative water supply” that may be used by the applicant during shortages. 
 
We recommend that the Department ensure that NIA Water will not be used to facilitate 
growth using mined groundwater.  The Department should do this by requiring municipal water 
providers to demonstrate that they will be able to make the NIA Water sufficiently reliable to 
meet Supply and Demand Imbalances using effluent or other renewable water supplies. 

1 Process and Criteria, page 3. 
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Alternatively, the Department should factor the reduced reliability of NIA Water into its 
calculations to determine how much demand this water supply will reasonably support on a 
year-in-year-out basis.2  To do otherwise poses the real risk that NIA Water could be used in a 
way that increases, rather than decreases, the groundwater overdraft. 
 
As a Condition to Obtaining a Reallocation, an Applicant that Plans to Recharge the NIA 
Water Should be Required to Demonstrate that it Will Do So in Areas Where the Water Can 
be Recovered by the Applicant.  CAGRD Should be Required to Demonstrate that it Will 
Replenish the Water in Areas Where Excess Groundwater Has Been or Will Be Pumped by or 
for its Members.  Alternatively, an Applicant That Plans to Recharge or Replenish NIA Water 
Should be Required To Do So in Areas Where Groundwater Levels Are Declining. 
 
For many years, the Department and water users have been concerned that recharge and 
replenishment do not always occur in areas that hydrologically benefit the AMAs and their 
water users.  Similarly, although CAGRD must replenish the groundwater mined by its 
members, it is not required by law to do so in areas that hydrologically benefit the aquifers 
relied upon by its members.  There has been a great deal of discussion about how the 
Department could encourage better aquifer management by providing incentives for recharge 
to occur closer to where the stored water will be recovered and for replenishment to occur 
closer to where excess groundwater has been pumped; or, alternatively, for recharge and 
replenishment to occur in specific aquifer areas where groundwater levels are declining.   
 
The NIA Water reallocation offers an opportunity for the Department to affect this issue in a 
positive way.  The Department appears to be trying to address this situation by requiring that 
an applicant "must demonstrate the ability to . . . store and recover or replenish this water in a 
manner consistent with the management goals for the AMA.”3   AMWUA does not believe this 
requirement is sufficient.  "Consistency with the management goal" is already a condition for 
replenishment and certain recovery activities and it has failed to encourage replenishment, 
recharge and recovery in ways that hydrologically benefit the aquifer.  

2 There is clear precedent for this approach.  For example, a number of the cities that participated in the SRPMIC 
water rights settlement received small allocations of NIA priority CAP water that RWCD had relinquished as part of 
the settlement.  In these cities’ assured water supply designations, the Department reduced the gross amount of 
the  “RWCD Replacement Water” available by a factor of 27.28 percent to account for projected shortages of this 
water.     
3 Process and Criteria, page 3. 
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AMWUA recommends that the Department add teeth to this requirement.  As a condition to 
obtaining a reallocation, the Department should require a municipal provider or an industrial 
user who intends to recharge NIA Water to demonstrate that it will do so in an area of the 
aquifer where the water can be recovered by that provider or user, or in an area with declining 
groundwater levels.  As a condition to obtaining a reallocation, the Department should require 
CAGRD to replenish the water in areas of the aquifer where excess groundwater is pumped by 
or for its members, or in areas with declining groundwater levels.  AMWUA further 
recommends that each applicant receiving a reallocation for recharge or replenishment be 
required, as a condition to the reallocation, to formally commit to the Department that the 
applicant will comply with these limitations on recharge and recovery or replenishment of NIA 
Water.   
 
The Department Has Not Demonstrated that the Relinquishment of Groundwater Allowance 
Credits Will Provide a Water Management Benefit.  The Requirement to Relinquish These 
Credits, Which Would Apply Arbitrarily to One Small Sub-set of Municipal Water Providers, 
Should be Rescinded.   
 
Under the Process and Criteria, municipal providers with assured water supply designations 
that will expire in 2021 and later will be required to relinquish groundwater allowance credits in 
order to obtain a reallocation.  Of the thirty designated municipal providers in the CAP service 
area, only twelve have designations that expire in 2021 or later.  Of these twelve, eleven are in 
the Phoenix AMA.  Of these eleven, nine are AMWUA members.  Clearly, as currently drafted, 
this provision seems to be aimed primarily at the Phoenix AMA and at AMWUA members in 
particular.  Ironically, under the Process and Criteria as currently drafted, the Department 
appears to be intending to exclude these AMWUA members from eligibility to apply for a 
reallocation since they may not be able to demonstrate a Supply and Demand Imbalance in 
2020.  Thus, the requirement to relinquish groundwater allowance credits could potentially 
apply to only three designated providers, but only if these providers are able to meet the 2020 
Supply and Demand Imbalance requirement, which may be doubtful given their designation 
expiration dates.4    
 
The Department states, "The goal of this requirement (the relinquishment of groundwater 
allowance credits) is to replace groundwater use with NIA Priority Water.”5  We question how 
the Department will accomplish this goal with a requirement that will apply, if at all, only to a 

4 These designated providers are Johnson Utilities and WUCFD in the Phoenix AMA, and Sahuarita Water Company 
in the Tucson AMA. 

5 ADWR's Responses to AMWUA's Questions, October 10, 2012. 
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very small sub-set of municipal providers.  More importantly, we question whether the 
relinquishment of credits, even if applied more uniformly, would have the desired results. 
 
In the case of the AMWUA members, we know that although groundwater allowance credits 
are included in their designations, they intend to use this groundwater resource only as 
necessary to meet shortages of renewable water supplies, in times of drought, or to meet 
seasonal operational needs within their systems, such as canal dry-ups and water treatment 
plant maintenance and upgrades.  Thus, to require these providers to relinquish these credits 
so that the groundwater associated with these credits can be made available to other assured 
water supply applicants—if they can demonstrate physical, legal and continuous availability—
will not replace groundwater use with NIA Water.  Indeed, the requirement may have the 
opposite effect by establishing the ability for new assured water supply applicants to pump 
groundwater indefinitely.  In reality, this requirement would only penalize those municipal 
providers who have undertaken long-term water resources planning and made significant 
investments in infrastructure to transport, treat and deliver surface water supplies to their 
water service areas.  For all of these reasons, AMWUA strongly recommends that this proposed 
requirement be rescinded.  
 
The Requirement that Applicants Must Demonstrate a Demand and Supply Imbalance in 2020 
Is Arbitrary and May Preclude Many Applicants from Eligibility for a Reallocation, Especially 
Since Applicants Must Also Show How They Will Utilize the NIA Water by 2020. 
 
The Department states that the 2020 date “was selected to coincide with other time-specific 
actions identified in the Arizona Water Settlement Agreement.”6  The only time-sensitive 
actions required by the Arizona Water Settlement Agreement relate to NIA Water to be 
reallocated to water providers serving certain lands within CAIDD and MSIDD.  Even for these 
lands, ADWR is not required by the Settlement Agreement to make recommended reallocations 
based on a Demand and Supply Imbalance by 2020.  The year 2020 merely governs the first 
right of refusal of water providers serving these lands within CAIDD and MSIDD to a portion of 
the NIA Water. 
 
As discussed above, AMWUA recommends that the Department should not allocate NIA Water 
to meet population demands if doing so will increase groundwater pumping.  However, to the 
extent that reallocations take population projections into account, the selection of the near-
term date of 2020 is not consistent with past recommended allocations and reallocations of 
M&I CAP water.  The original allocations of M&I CAP water were based on “the anticipated 
population times a uniform per capita use rate minus all dependable water supplies otherwise 

6 ADWR’s Responses to AMWUA’s Questions, October 10, 2012. 
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available to the applicant.”7  The anticipated population was projected as of 2034.   
Similarly, the reallocations of M&I CAP water were “based on a proportionate share of the 
65,645 af (of available M&I CAP water) relative to the population projections and water 
demand for the year 2040.”8 
 
The Department also states that NIA Water “has a higher probability of being available in the 
near-term and the goal was to allocate this water to users who had limited physical availability 
of groundwater and who could put the water to use in the near-term.9”  The Process and 
Criteria provides that: 
 

Qualified applicants will need to demonstrate how they plan to 
utilize this water by 2020 and how they will manage the future 
shortage impacts associated with this water supply.  Applicants 
must show their long-term need for this water, describe the 
alternative water supplies that will be available during shortages, 
and describe the necessary infrastructure to allow the use of this 
NIA Priority water supply as well as an alternative water supply.10 
(Emphasis added.) 

 
It may be unrealistic to assume that many of the applicants for whom NIA Water appears to be 
targeted will be able to demonstrate how they will put this water to use by 2020, especially 
since they must also demonstrate that they will have the necessary infrastructure to do so.  
These applicants may be able to show their long-term need for the water, as required by the 
Process and Criteria, but may not be able to show that they can use the water by 2020.  
AMWUA members who are interested in receiving an allocation of NIA Water might be some of 
the only municipal providers that can show both the ability to put this water to beneficial use in 
the near term, and a long-term need for the water.  Nevertheless, AMWUA supports criteria 
that will allow NIA Water to be allocated fairly and in a manner that best promotes the 
paramount goal of reducing the groundwater overdraft.  

7 Letter from Wesley E. Steiner, Director, Arizona Department of Water Resources to James Watt, Secretary of the 
Interior, January 18, 1982, page 4. 

8 Letter from Rita P. Pearson, Director, Arizona Department of Water Resources to Bruce Babbitt, Secretary of the 
Interior, January 20, 2000, page 3. 

9 ADWR’s Answers to AMWUA’s Questions, October 10, 2012. 
10 Process and Criteria, page 3. 
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AMWUA recommends extending the 2020 date to a year that might make it possible for more 
municipal providers to demonstrate the ability to pay for the NIA Water and the necessary 
systems to receive delivery of the water and put it to use.  Alternatively, AMWUA suggests that 
the Department consider withholding a portion of the Municipal Pool for reallocation at a later 
date, perhaps 2020, when it might be more clear which municipal providers can take delivery of 
and pay for the water. 
 
The Goal of Providing Water to Areas with Limited Physical Availability of Groundwater 
Should Not, Standing Alone, Be a Reason to Reallocate NIA Water to Municipal Providers. 
 
“The Department determined that the condition of limited physical availability of groundwater 
was represented for many of the potential applicants by an Assured Water Supply designation 
that expires before 2021.  Therefore, it developed selection criteria that favor entities that have 
AWS designations that expire before 2021.”11  This statement seems to suggest that the 
Department intends to make recommended allocations to municipal providers whose 
designations expire before 2021 to allow those providers to “meet” projected increases in 
demand.  Since these municipal providers are presumed to have limited physical availability of 
groundwater, the inescapable conclusion is that the demand will be met with NIA Water.   
 
For the reasons discussed above, AMWUA questions the logic of allocating NIA Water, which is 
not a firm water supply, to enable future municipal growth.  Unless there are other renewable 
supplies available to these municipal providers to make NIA Water reliable, what is the purpose 
of making allocations to providers who have limited physical availability of groundwater?   
 
Without a clearer explanation for why it advances water management, AMWUA suggests that 
this goal is not appropriate for the reallocation of NIA Water. 
 
Because NIA Water Is Not a Reliable Supply, the Department Should Consider Purposes Other 
Than Meeting Supply and Demand Imbalances for Allocating this Water. 
 
As discussed above, Supply and Demand Imbalances were a fitting consideration for the 
allocation and reallocation of M&I CAP water.  However, without sufficient non-groundwater 
supplies to back up its reliability, NIA Water should not be used to foster growth.  There are 
other uses to which this supply could be put that might better advance the goal of reducing the 
groundwater overdraft.  For example, the Department could recommend reallocations to 
municipal providers and industrial users who can demonstrate that the water will be used to 

11ADWR’s Answers to AMWUA’s Questions, October 10, 2012. 
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replace an equal amount of groundwater pumping.  The Department should also consider 
recommending reallocations to municipal providers who will use NIA Water to provide drought 
protection for other surface water supplies or to diversify their portfolios.   
 
We urge the Department to consider all of the potential diverse uses of and needs for NIA 
Water and not to preclude applications merely because an applicant cannot demonstrate a 
Supply and Demand Imbalance in 2020.  The unique character of NIA Water and its status as 
the last CAP water available for reallocation merit this consideration. 
 
The Department Should Give Applicants with Existing Industrial Uses of Groundwater Priority 
for Reallocations from the Industrial Pool.  An Industrial User Should be Required to Reduce 
Pumping Under a General Industrial Use Permit to the Extent NIA Water is Available to that 
Industrial User. 
 
The Department states that, “the goal for this reallocation is to replace existing groundwater 
uses with NIA Priority water.”  Therefore, “the Department may consider giving priority to 
those applicants with existing industrial water demands.”12  To carry out the primary goal of 
reducing the groundwater overdraft, AMWUA supports the use of the Industrial Pool to replace 
existing uses of groundwater and encourages the Department to give priority to industrial 
applicants that will reduce their groundwater use. 
 
Similarly, the Department states that it “will consider requiring modification of an industrial 
user’s GIU permit to require the use of the NIA Priority water when that water supply is 
available and to allow the use of groundwater under the GIU permit only to the extent that NIA 
Priority is not available.”13  AMWUA encourages the Department to include this requirement. 
 
The Proposed “Supply Availability Charge” May Make NIA Water Affordable Only for a 
Limited Number of Applicants, and Could Divert CAWCD Efforts from Other Important 
Responsibilities. 
 
While not included in the Process and Criteria, the Department has requested that comments 
on the Central Arizona Water Conservation District’s proposed pricing for NIA Water be 
directed to the Department. 

12 ADWR’s Answers to AMWUA’s Questions, October 10, 2012. 

13 ADWR’s Answers to AMWUA’s Questions, October 10, 2012. 
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CAWCD has proposed to collect a Supply Availability Charge of $1,000 on each acre-foot of NIA 
Water reallocated.  While AMWUA questions the authority of CAWCD to levy this charge,14  we 
have other concerns about this proposal.  CAWCD has not provided a clear plan on what it will 
do with the revenues generated, nor a measure of the benefits that are expected to be realized.  
Further, nearly doubling the price of NIA Water through the assessment of a supply availability 
charge may make this water affordable for only a limited number of applicants. 
 
It has always been understood that NIA Water will be less reliable than CAP M&I water and, 
while a program to firm CAP supplies has merit, it should be discussed in a process that involves 
all CAP subcontractors and contractors.  CAWCD has other important and time-sensitive 
matters requiring its current attention—matters such as developing a form wheeling 
agreement with the Secretary of Interior, acquiring water supplies for CAGRD, developing the 
next plan of operation for CAGRD, and pursuing recovery planning.  Therefore, we do not 
support the collection of a Supply Availability Charge that would divert CAWCD’s time and 
attention to a program to increase reliability of NIA Water.15 
 
Conclusion 
 
AMWUA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Proposed Process and Criteria.  If, as 
we have recommended, the Department makes changes to the Process and Criteria, we request 
that the Department solicit comments on the changes.  We also recommend that the 
Department allow the time necessary for applicants to develop and complete the information 
necessary to support their applications.  Additionally, prior to making its recommended 
reallocations to the Secretary, we ask that the Department allow for public comment on its 
recommendations. 
 
We encourage the Department to weigh the comments it receives carefully.  NIA Water is the 
last unallocated supply of CAP water.  It may not be as reliable as M&I CAP water, but it is 
certainly a valuable supply.  It behooves the Department to take the time necessary to fully 
consider alternatives and to adopt criteria for recommending reallocations of NIA Water that 
reduce groundwater overdraft, promote sustainable water use and benefit aquifer 
management.   

14 A.R.S. § 48-3715.01 giving CAWCD the authority to establish a $1 million fund for “voluntary acquisition or 
conservation of mainstream Colorado River water to supplement Project water supplies in years of shortages,” 
appears to limit CAWCD’s authority to collect fees for this purpose. 

15 As noted on page 2 of these comments, the Department should factor the reduced reliability of NIA Water into 
its calculations.  This would avoid the need for any CAWCD program to “firm” these supplies. 
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Thank you for your consideration of our views. 
 
 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Kathleen Ferris 
Executive Director 
 
 
cc: Sandy Fabritz-Whitney, Director, ADWR 
 Tom Buschatzke, Assistant Director, ADWR 
 Tom McCann, Assistant General Manager, CAWCD 

Brent Esplin, Deputy Area Manager, Bureau of Reclamation 
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Christopher J. Brooks 

4025 E. Kilmer St. 

Tucson, AZ 85711 

520-661-4403 

 

Deanna Ikeya, Colorado River Management 

Arizona Department of Water Resources  

3550 North Central Avenue, Second Floor  

Phoenix, Arizona 85012 
 

RE: COMMENTS ON NIA RE-ALLOCATION PROCESS 

 

Dear Ms. Ikeya 

Let me first point out that these comments are reflective of my personal beliefs and 

preferences only.  They are not submitted as representative of the opinions or preferences of 

any particular organization that may have a role in water management. 

I submit these comments as a stakeholder only in the sense that I am a member of the 

Arizona water management community with a strong interest in seeing that water 

allocations occur in ways that are economically efficient, hydrologically sensible, and likely 

to result in better overall water management in Arizona. 

While I have the utmost respect for the competence of the staff at the Arizona Department of 

Water Resources and their abilities to manage Arizona’s Colorado River entitlement I believe 

that a tightly controlled administrative process, as proposed, is unlikely to result in the best 

possible outcome for the re-allocation of this NIA water.  Times of scarcity require new 

models for resource allocation and this situation presents a unique opportunity for the state 

to begin to explore the possibility of using markets to allocate a portion of our Colorado 

River water. 

Administrative allocation requires too much precision in predictions that are based on 

assumptions derived from past data that may not be applicable during times of scarcity.  

And because such a process typically leads to entrenched rights to the water it can result in 
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lingering inefficiencies that increase in effect over time.  The best mechanism (although 

admittedly also not perfect) to manage this complex process is clearly a robust water market. 

I believe that an administrative allocation process is actually less likely to result in an 

equitable and efficient allocation of the water under these circumstances largely because of 

the acknowledged superiority of markets but also because of what I perceive to be 

shortcomings of the process proposed by ADWR.    

1) Because the process depends on projections of future water needs it could encourage 

potential recipients to inflate their future water needs and dis-incentivizes conservation as 

a means to increase available water supply.  This could also lead to distortions in local 

development planning processes. 

2) The stated goal of providing alternate water for water short areas is not supported by 

criteria that allow use of storage and recovery to utilize this water – this only pays lip 

service to the similarly stated goal of reducing ground water over-pumping.  Additionally 

most areas are short of water not because of actual physical shortage but because of water 

policies that currently under-price the resource.  Providing these areas with additional 

under-priced water does not remedy the problem of growth occurring in places where it 

has, or will soon, outstrip available supplies. 

3) As a result of the problems noted above in 1) and 2) the proposed allocation process may 

disadvantage municipalities that are successfully managing their existing supplies 

through effective pricing and conservation programs, thereby not needing additional 

supplies to meet expected demands on the timetable set by ADWR.  This is clearly not the 

right message to be sending to the water management community. 

4) A closely controlled administrative process that may be intended to limit opportunities to 

game the system conversely provides additional opportunities to do just that.  

5) The proposed allocation method under-prices the water, which likely ensures that it will 

be neither allocated efficiently nor utilized efficiently, because a mechanism that correctly 

prices the water is necessary to balance supply with demand. 

A market does not solve all of these problems, but if implemented properly should 

effectively mitigate them to the greatest extent possible.  In this case the ideal market 

mechanism is an auction – in all likelihood a market-clearing auction similar to what was 

proposed by CAP staff as part of the ADD Water process.  Economics research is littered 

with examples that show the effectiveness of auctions and other market mechanisms to 

match supply with demand and ensure that resources are allocated to their highest and best 

use in the most efficient manner.  
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An auction deals with the issue of recipients being able to show their ability to pay for the 

water because they cannot participate in the auction if they are unable to pay.  This would 

also eliminate the requirement that recipients put the water to use according to a 

predetermined schedule – entities would enter the auction at the time they have a 

need/anticipated use for the water (especially if short-term entitlements are auctioned).  

Additionally, because the market price for the water determined by the auction process 

provides a clear marginal price signal this would permit water providers to then transmit 

that price signal to water users in their service area, an extremely useful planning tool.  

Potential recipients outside of the CAP service area would be permitted to enter the auctions 

when they have a need for the water and the ability to make use of the water.   

I acknowledge the fact that language contained in the Arizona Water Settlements Act may 

necessitate an administrative allocation process for some of this water, such as amounts that 

are set aside for water providers within the service areas of the two irrigation districts in 

Pinal Co.  But that only limits the options with a small amount of this water.  At the very 

least, those amounts of the 96,000 acre-feet that are most likely to be subject to shortage 

disruptions should be allocated via short-term auctions (i.e. every 1 to 5 years) in order to 

ensure that recipients of this water have assurances of its availability.  Possibly more secure 

allocations of water could be auctioned separately for longer terms.  But an auction of short-

term allocations would eliminate the need to incorporate short-term supply risk in valuing 

this water. 

This would be a challenge for water providers seeking secure water allocations to 

incorporate into their water resources planning and may even necessitate some modifications 

to the Assured Water Supply program, but these challenges should be outweighed by the 

increased efficiencies in water allocation that this type of program could bring. 

Because the apparent demand for this water suggests that prices received via auction are 

likely to be in excess of the cost of providing the water through the CAP system, the issue of 

excess revenue received for this water must be dealt with.  For starters, this revenue could be 

used to pay the 9(D) debt and past capital charges associated with this water.  Some of the 

revenue could be deposited into a fund that would be used to increase the reliability of this 

water.  Any excess revenue that exceeds these and other costs could be refunded to the 

successful bidders to eliminate any profit from the allocation of this water and ensure that no 

one is enriching themselves from this process. 

I hope you will give serious consideration to the concept of auctioning at least some portion 

of the NIA water that will be reallocated in coming years.  Unless Arizona can embrace the 
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use of markets to allocate this increasingly scarce resource we will be subject to increasing 

costs of inefficiency in water allocation decision-making as water scarcity becomes more and 

more a simple fact of life. 

Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions about the ideas I presented in these 

comments. 

Best regards, 

 

 

Christopher J. Brooks 
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