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“In desert countries like the valleys of Arizona, water is king, and he who owns or controls it becomes 
dictator, and rules even the cultivator of the soil.” - Phoenix and Maricopa County Board of Trade, 1885

I here contribute some additional comments for the public hearing of the DAMA’s first management plan.

1. 
It would seem important that the ADWR determine whether more research and analysis is needed regarding 
the establishment of irrigation efficiency requirements and water requirements for crops. These figures will 
determine the starting point for growers in our basin, and will have immediate impacts on their economic 
stability. I’m not in a position to say how accurate the currently given figures are — I defer to comments 
made by other residents in the basin. Nor am I merely advocating for higher or lower water duty 
assignments – only requesting due diligence on the matter.

2. 
I understand that there is an embedded assumption among many that there is no legal basis for not 
assigning groundwater extraction permits of any size to industrial users such as mining operations. I would 
disagree. The law has provided and mandated that conservation programs for industrial water users be 
established, and it neither requires nor prohibits that a cap be set on the total new production of 
groundwater for such uses. 

The absence of any kind of a non-expansion doctrine for industrial user sectors may be a consequence of 
the 1980 Legislature’s understanding that the Initial AMAs were expecting an increase in groundwater 
supplies (via the CAP) and decrease in demand (via agricultural reductions). Speculation aside, the door is 
legally open for such non-expansion or caps on future expansion. And it would seem that the nature of AMA 
laws and goals would demand such caps.

While the law does provide that ADWR issue groundwater extraction permits for mineral extraction, under a 
capped budget, such permits might be limited.

Some entities may appeal such issued limited permits in court. If a mining company makes such a 
challenge, thereby proposing to drastically upset efforts to reduce groundwater declines and imperil the 
future of the Douglas Basin — may we allow for the better arguments to win in court, rather than avoid such 
challenges prematurely.

Similar considerations are warranted for other industrial sectors such as dairies, feedlots, and data centers.

3.
As proposed in comments at the hearing today, I believe it is in the interest of stabilizing and protecting the 
economies and welfare of the residents of the Douglas basin that water duties receive an immediate 



reduction when their correlated IGFRs are sold or otherwise transferred to entities who are not residents of 
the Douglas Basin, thus establishing preference for local ownership.

Such reductions would be required regardless of the seller’s residency or citizenship.

And such reductions would be permanent, even if the IGFRs are sold or transferred back to local ownership 
(as allowing those duties to return to previous schedules would create an unwieldy system and complicate 
the general pursuit of AMA goals).

4.
As proposed in comments at the hearing today, and in previous informal comments, I would offer that there 
is an unavoidable necessity to establish a tier-based system for ongoing water duty reductions in the 
agricultural management program.

This system should account for a number of factors, including at least:
The size of integrated farm units.
Parity in the long-term resulting water duties.

In the attached supplemental comments, I basically lay out how such a system might work.

A few technical considerations are warranted.

In the case that an integrated farm unit (IFU) were to expand in size as the result of a merger with other 
IGFRs, and if such expansion were to move the IFU into a higher tier of duty schedule, the difference in the 
determination of “target water duties” should be adjusted for.

Importantly, the total adjustment for that higher tier would not be applied, but only the difference between 
the original tier(s) and the resulting tier.

In the case that an integrated farm unit (IFU) were to contract in size as the result of a demerger into two or 
more IFUs, and if such expansion were to move the IFU into a lower tier of duty schedule, the difference of 
determination of “target water duties” should be adjusted for.

Importantly, the total adjustment for that lower tier would not be applied, but only the difference between the 
original tier and the resulting tier(s).

In all such cases, the adjustment of the target water duties are to be based on the original/initial 
determinations for the correlated IGFRs, such that there is no possibility for gamified mergers and 
demergers to allow for a loophole of the infinite expansion of those duties.

And the initial determination of all target water duties is to be based on the size of IFUs at the date of 
designation of the Douglas AMA in 2022.

The “starting/historical water duties,” on the other hand, would not be adjusted in such mergers and 
demegers, notwithstanding their ongoing adjustment per the requirements of the management plans to 
move them toward their correlated target water duties.

If you managed to wrap your head around all that – I appreciate any of the effort and patience required to 
have done so.

Thank you,
Christian Sawyer
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Farmers I've spoken with typically agree: It's better that we end up with much less agriculture than none at all. And over 
the coming decades, innovations in the sector will allow farmers to make more money per gallon of water used. 

Note the rate of groundwater decline within in Douglas city limits: 
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This map from ASU shows how many feet 

various monitoring wells have declined in 

one year, 2018-2019. 

There's lots of variance due to varying 

subterranean geological features, and 

proximity to heavier or lighter water 

pumping 

You'll see that the monitoring well closest to 

Douglas dropped 10.7 feet in one year. 

Over the next 50 years that would become 

at least a 500 foot decline. 

I understand that it is easier for ADWR to resist bold and innovative solutions, especially when they do not align with 
monied interests of various corporate water user sectors. But at the end of the day, life is not about merely avoiding 
difficulties, and certainly not when such avoidance comes at the cost of the wellbeing and livelihood of entire communities 
of people. 

So please, this time, put your best foot forward with your official proposal for the Douglas AMA Mgmt Plan. I don't know if 
I'll have the energy to engage in another appeal process. I have my limits too. 

I will soon finish and share a video in which I go over many of the points and concepts above, so that Arizona can better 
understand the future realities of rural groundwater and its management. 

Thank you, 
Christian Sawyer 

https://mail.google.com/mail/u/0/?ik=2d227afe89&view=pt&search=all&permthid=thread-f: 1809769193401105001 &simpl=msg-f: 180976919340110500... 5/6 




